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Introduction 

The Tasmanian Liquor and Gaming Commission is an independent body responsible for the regulation of 

gaming and wagering activities in Tasmania. The Commission is committed to fostering responsible 

gambling and ensuring that harm from problem gambling is minimised. 

Responsible gambling emerged as a policy issue in the years following the introduction of electronic gaming 

machines (EGMs) in Tasmania, and in response to community concerns regarding problem gaming and the 

associated issues.  

It is recognised that many people participate in gambling as a leisure activity and as a form of entertainment, 

with some submissions noting that Tasmania has one of the lowest rates of problem gamblers in Australia. 

According to the Third Social Economic Impact Study of Gambling in Tasmania (released 2015), the prevalence 

rate in 2013 for problem gambling was 0.5% (or approximately 2000 adult Tasmanians) and moderate risk 

gambling1 was 1.8% (or approximately 7200 adult Tasmanians2). While the combined moderate 

risk/problem gambler group only represented 3.9% of all Tasmanian gamblers, it accounted for 36% of 

EGM expenditure. Given the small sample size and reliance on self-reporting of problem gamblers under 

the SEIS methodology, these figures are likely to be on the conservative side. 

The vast number of gamblers are not problems gamblers. However, for some people gambling can lead 

to problems that have been shown to negatively impact the lives of between five and 10 others, extending 

to family, friends and members of the community.3 

In 2012, following a consultation process with key stakeholders, the Commission introduced the 

Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code of Practice for Tasmania (the Code) mandating a variety of best 

practice measures designed to minimise harm from gambling in the Tasmanian community. The Code 

establishes conditions under which prescribed licence holders can offer gambling related products to 

patrons across the following 10 focus areas: 

 advertising; 

 inducements; 

 player loyalty programs; 

 access to cash; 

 payment of winnings; 

 lighting; 

 service of food and alcohol; 

 clocks in gaming areas; 

 staff training in recognising people with gambling problems; and 

 information to players.  

                                            

 

1 The group of moderate gamblers is of significance as they still experience harm and some may progress to more serious 

problems. 

2 Australian Bureau of Statistics (3235.0 Estimated Resident Population by Age, Tasmania - 30 June 2013)  

3 www.dss.gov.au/communities-and-vulnerable-people/programs-services/gambling/the-facts-about-gambling 

https://www.dss.gov.au/communities-and-vulnerable-people/programs-services/gambling/the-facts-about-gambling
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The Code strives to: 

 minimise harm from gambling and promote responsible gambling practices in Tasmania;  

 ensure gambling environments are safer, and present gambling products in a responsible manner; 

 ensure that patrons and the gambling industry have an understanding of their rights and 
responsibilities in relation to the matters covered by the Code;  

 assist patrons to make informed decisions about their gambling practices; and  

 ensure that gaming staff have the opportunity to develop additional skills to assist them to engage 
with patrons who may be displaying problem gambling behaviours. 

A link to the Code and supporting Commission Rules is available at www.gaming.tas.gov.au > Gambling 

> Reduce harm from gambling > Mandatory Code of Practice. 

While the Commission acknowledges that the vast majority of licence holders are behaving in a 

responsible manner and observing the requirements of the Code, it recognises that the Code needs 

to adapt to the changing environment as issues evolve and new information around gambling and harm 

minimisation comes to light. For this reason, the Gaming Control Act 1993 provides for the Code to be 

reviewed every five years.  

  

http://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/liquor-and-gaming/gambling/reduce-harm-from-gambling/mandatory-code-of-practice
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Review process 

This Review is the first review of the Code undertaken by the Commission since its inception. The Act 

does not stipulate how a review is to be conducted, and the Commission determined to adopt a two 

staged process.  

Stage One 

Desktop research was conducted independently by Tasmanian consultancy firm Stenning and Associates 

Pty Ltd (completed in March 2017). The Stenning research identified contemporary gambling harm 

minimisation policies and initiatives of other Australian and international jurisdictions, and compared to 

Tasmania’s Code. It also provided a brief summary of the findings of a number of identified general 

research studies that were relevant for assessing the effectiveness of various harm minimisation measures. 

A copy of the full Stenning Report is available at www.gaming.tas.gov.au > Gambling > Reduce harm from 

gambling > Mandatory Code of Practice.  

Stage Two 

The Commission identified 18 initiatives that could potentially enhance the Code’s effectiveness in 

minimising harm, identified from a range of sources including: 

 the findings of the desktop research undertaken by Stenning in stage one; 

 extensive and wide-ranging stakeholder opinions on many of these initiatives gained both through 
regular face-to-face meetings and from views expressed through the written (and oral) submissions to 

the Parliamentary Joint Select Committee on Future Gaming Markets;  

 recommendations of the 2010 Productivity Commission Inquiry Report into Gambling, which arguably 

provides the most substantive piece of research into gambling that has occurred in Australia for some 

time; and 

 the Tasmanian Government’s three commissioned independent studies of the social and economic 

impacts of gambling in the State.  

On 11 August 2017, the Commission released an Options Paper for stakeholder consultation on the 

proposed 18 initiatives. Stakeholders were also given the opportunity to comment on the existing Code 

measures where seen to be effective, ineffective or obsolete, and to identify new measures that might 

make a difference in minimising the harm associated with gambling in the areas related to the Code. 

Submissions in response to the Options Paper closed on 15 September 2017. 

A total of 38 submissions were received, with eight marked confidential. Three respondents provided 

supplementary information to their initial submissions, which were marked confidential either in part or 

full. Of the 189 licensed gaming venues, the submissions received covered 48 of these venues (including 

the two casinos). Submissions were also received from the health sector of Government, peak bodies 

representing the industry and the community services sector in Tasmania. 

Submissions that were not marked confidential are publicly available on the Liquor and Gaming Branch 

website at www.gaming.tas.gov.au > Gambling > Reduce harm from gambling > Mandatory Code of 

Practice. 

On 8 November 2017, following consideration of arguments put forward in the submissions, the 

Commission released an Interim Outcomes Paper inviting further feedback from the stakeholders who 

had responded to the Options Paper. This round of consultation assisted with identifying unforeseen 

operational implementation issues of the initiatives being considered. A total of 11 responses were 

http://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/Documents/Desktop%20review%20report%20-%20Stenning%20-%20Gambling%20Mandatory%20Code%20Review.pdf
http://www.treasury.tas.gov.au/Documents/Desktop%20review%20report%20-%20Stenning%20-%20Gambling%20Mandatory%20Code%20Review.pdf


 

 6 First Review of the Responsible Gambling Mandatory Code 

of Practice for Tasmania - Final Outcomes Paper 

received, with two marked confidential. Copies of the submissions, not marked confidential, are also 

publicly available at the above website. 
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Consideration of stakeholder feedback 

The purpose of a Mandatory Code 

There was a divergence of stakeholder views for most of the initiatives set out in the Options Paper, 

ranging from no comment, to particular measures that would have no impact, to little or no support for 

particular measures, to firm support. All views were carefully considered, but the polarity of views was 

very marked, making the task of settling on initiatives to progress particularly contentious.  

The Commission is mindful that the purpose of a mandatory code (outlined fully on page 3) is essentially 

to minimise the harm associated with gambling. It follows, therefore, that the most effective measures in 

achieving this may have a negative impact on the business outcomes of operators. While many submissions 

from venue operators outlined financial costs to them of certain initiatives, this, on its own, is not a 

primary consideration for the Commission. The additional costs of new initiatives for venue operators 

are weighed against the protections provided for people at risk, taking into account the needs also of the 

recreational gambler for whom gambling is a pleasant, risk-free, legitimate activity.  

Different gambling environments 

The Commission is inclined to agree with submissions that claim there is a difference in the purpose, 

design and customer expectations of casinos compared to hotels/clubs.  

A person visiting a casino might do so to access a wide range of non-gaming services on offer (e.g. to 

attend shows/concerts, restaurants or for accommodation) but would be aware that its primary purpose, 

by definition, is to offer gambling. A casino is primarily a gaming destination venue and this is not the case 

with hotels/clubs. 

Additionally, it could be argued that casinos are potentially better resourced to implement more intensive 

responsible gambling programs than perhaps smaller hotel/club venues.  

The Mandatory Code already has different rules to be met by casinos and the logic of treating casinos 

differently from hotels/clubs remains relevant in this review process. This in no way implies that the 

Commission feels hotels and clubs are less responsible.  

Future  

While the review highlighted that the Code is currently effective in achieving harm minimisation objectives, 

the Commission has formed the view that there are some areas that could be improved to further ensure 

gambling is offered in a responsible way.  

The Commission is mindful that some of the initiatives to be progressed may require a transition period 

of six months from the date the Code comes into effect. This will allow operators sufficient time to 

implement the required changes and allow patrons to adjust to the new practices. 

Although this Review is restricted to the 10 focus areas of the Code, the Commission stated in the 

Options Paper that it reserves the right to consider other matters outside of this current process as 

appropriate. While comments were not called for on matters unrelated to the Code, a number of 

submissions raised matters beyond the scope of this Review. In addition, a range of comments and 

suggestions on all areas of the Code (except for lighting) were received. In finalising this first review in a 

timely manner, the Commission intends to revisit all of this feedback at a later date. 
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Enhancements to the Code 

Minimising the harm associated with gambling to individuals and the broader community is a long-term 

objective of the Code. The enhancements to the Code, discussed further below, seek to provide added 

consumer protection where it is considered best needed.  

This position was largely based on the information provided in submissions that demonstrated either that 

the existing measures are sufficient, that a proposal would grossly impact on businesses or recreational 

gamblers and/or would have limited effect on people experiencing gambling problems. 

Following consideration of arguments put forward in the submissions, the Commission concluded that: 

 eight of the 18 proposed initiatives are to be progressed as originally intended or adapted to varying 
degrees to accommodate issues raised in stakeholder feedback. The remaining 10 initiatives will not 

be progressed in any form; and 

 three additional enhancements are also to be progressed, as a result of feedback provided by 

stakeholders, which are relatively minor in nature. 

A brief explanation supporting the Commission’s position on the initiatives is provided respectively below 

each. The decisions were based on a combination of factors (including those used in stage two to develop 

the Options Paper). Attachment A lists and summarises the outcomes of the initiatives. 

Advertising 

1. Limit or ban EGM advertising on the premises except for directional signage.  

2. Prohibit advertising of jackpots on all signage (external to EGMs). 

 

Neither of these initiatives received much support from stakeholders for different reasons. Some indicated 

that these options would have limited effect in reducing harm, particularly for patrons already experiencing 

problems with gambling. There is the additional problem of advertising messages (of all kinds) becoming 

diluted over time when familiarity or “white noise” render them ineffectual. 

The Commission will not progress the above initiatives and will retain the current 

advertising measures without amendment. 

Inducements 

3. Prohibit gambling operators and Licensed Premises Gaming Licence holders from 

providing incentives/benefits to licence holders, including staff, to encourage patrons to 

gamble/re-invest/replay winnings.  

Less than a quarter of the stakeholders responded to this proposed initiative, with some indicating further 

clarification is required in relation to what defines an incentive and whether staff offering players to replay 

winning keno tickets would fall under this proposal. 

An incentive or benefit may be defined broadly as a reward for a specific behaviour, designed to encourage 

that behaviour. In this case an incentive or benefit could include, but is not limited to, money, salary 

bonuses and gift vouchers that are offered between those working in the gambling industry designed to 

encourage the recipient to deliberately elicit other people to gamble. 
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It is recognised that inducements offered in a responsible manner allow businesses to promote their 

products and may meet the expectations of the recreational gambler. However, inducements offered 

between people working in the industry as an incentive for persuading people to gamble is precariously placing 

employees at odds with discharging their duties in relation to the responsible service of gaming and duty 

of care. This initiative will ensure there is no conflict and the Commission will implement it in the 

enhanced Code. 

For clarity, this measure does not apply to general customer service practices. For example, the 

Commission finds it acceptable that, as part of normal customer service, staff can provide players with an 

option of paying out winnings or replaying winning keno tickets (so long as both are offered).  

The proposed initiative provided for stakeholder comment only applied to terrestrial based gambling. The 

requirement will now apply across all forms of gambling including online wagering and 

lotteries. However, for clarity, it will not apply to the arrangements between Foreign Games 

Permit/Tasmanian Gaming Licence holders and their approved lottery/totalisator outlets 

(which are not licence holders for these business operations).  

This requirement will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective.  

 

4. Limit the amount that can be won on gaming machine jackpots (similar to thresholds in 

other states). 

Currently, there are no specified limits on jackpots for Tasmanian EGMs. While research findings indicate 

support for restricting jackpot limits as a harm minimisation measure, especially for people influenced by 

large jackpots, there is no evidence regarding the most effective limit in achieving this aim. 

Several responses to this initiative, while accepting of limits being placed on jackpots, indicated that any 

changes should align with other jurisdictions. One submission indicated any limits that did not align with 

Queensland requirements would likely lead to logistical and operational costs to manufacturers and 

increase the cost of regulation in Tasmania. 

After reviewing the jackpot restrictions in other jurisdictions and further investigation on the practical 

implications, the Commission will limit jackpots in Tasmania for hotels and clubs to the level 

of that operating in Queensland, being $25,000 maximum for stand-alone progressive 

jackpots and $60,000 maximum for linked jackpot arrangements. Jackpot limits in casinos 

will remain unspecified, as is the case in all other jurisdictions (including Queensland). 

Tasmanian EGMs currently use the Queensland communication protocol (i.e. the rules that govern 
requirements for EGMs and monitoring systems). The majority of gaming machines operating in Tasmania 

are first approved and operated in Queensland. Continuing to harmonise with Queensland achieves 

compliance cost benefits that would otherwise need to be accounted for with increased licensing fees.  

While no issues have been identified, the new jackpot limits will apply within six months of the date the 

revised Code becomes effective in the event that any unforeseen technical adjustments need to be 

resolved. 
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5. Ensure that sounds associated with gambling are not audible outside gambling areas. 

This initiative was one of two that created the most vigorous opposition from venue operators. The 

Commission is persuaded by the weight of submissions asserting the difficulty of imposing this requirement 

on some venues where expensive structural alterations would need to occur. Additionally, there is the 

possibility that staff may not be alerted to adverse situations happening in the gaming area if they were 

audibly “sealed”. The Commission does not wish to see the gaming room/area completely cut off from 

the general activities of a licensed premises with its connected social atmosphere. Due to its 

impracticality and potential adverse unintended consequences, this initiative will not be 

progressed. 

Nevertheless, the Commission is aware that community service providers were highly supportive of 
stringent guidelines around limiting the sounds of EGMs to gaming areas based on client experiences of 

the power of EGM sounds to trigger gambling behaviour. 

A few submissions queried or suggested as an alternative whether the volume of the EGMs could be 

minimised. The Commission has investigated this further and has been advised that every machine has a 

volume range but these are not standard. Individual machines have different maximum and minimum 

volume levels, with some allowing the player to increase or override the volume setting. In addition, sound 

settings on some types of machines are linked to other components and, if set too low, reduces the 

integrity of those operations. Changing existing software to ensure sound consistency across all machines 

would be extremely costly. Given the sizeable variables and inconsistencies between existing machines, as 

well as the difficulty of regulating compliance, introducing an alternative requirement to minimise 

the volume of existing EGMs will not be progressed. 

However, to address this matter in the future, the Commission intends to amend the Tasmanian 

Appendix to the Australian and New Zealand Gaming Machine National Standard requiring a 

maximum decibel level (yet to be determined) for future EGM software manufactured. Based 

on historical turnover of game software, it is anticipated that within five years the majority of machines 

operating in Tasmania would be set at the same decibel level. The new standard in the Tasmanian Appendix 

will have a transition period to allow manufacturers sufficient time to build the new requirement into the 

software. 

 

6. 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. 

This initiative was not included in the Options Paper for stakeholder comment. However, some of the 

submissions suggested that the value of these types of inducements is extremely low and has had a 

significant impact on businesses and patrons. It was suggested that a higher amount is unlikely to 

exacerbate or lead to problem gambling. 

The Commission is of the view that a venue can reward its patrons in any number of ways unrelated to 

gambling activity. Vouchers or tokens that allow the player to add to gambling investment are not designed 

to reward for loyalty but are simply ways to encourage further gambling, e.g. through an extended time 
at the machines presumably incurring greater losses. There is no argument that convinces the Commission 

that, despite what happens in other states, this is a desirable thing. 
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The Commission is of the view that a small increase in the value would bring it into line with consumer 

price index increases over time without exacerbating gambling issues. 

This initiative will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

Player loyalty programs 

7. Amend the existing requirements relating to the provision of player activity statements, 

to include that statements must provide players with concise and meaningful 

information. At a minimum, statements must: 

(a) provide players with full information about their gambling history including turnover, 

number of hours spent at gaming machines (where applicable), win/loss record for 

the identified reporting period, as well as lifetime tally of same information; 

(b) be delivered to the players’ home postal addresses; 

(c) not be distributed to persons who have not gambled within the statement period (to 

prevent triggering an urge to gamble); and 

(d) not contain gambling advertising and any other extraneous information not pertinent 

to the gambling record of the player. 

 

As noted in the Options Paper, the Productivity Commission (2010) identified gamblers facing difficulties 

in remembering losses as a risk factor for harm. The data demonstrated that people significantly 

underestimate their gambling spending, which is particularly relevant for developing policies such as player 

activity statements.  

Providing players with historical and more detailed current gambling activity data is considered good 

customer service and enables players to more closely monitor, identify and control any excessive 

behaviour that is at risk of developing into an issue. This is consistent with the National Consumer 

Protection Framework for online wagering currently being progressed by governments, which proposes 

to include a measure for the provision of activity statements to contain practical information to allow 

people to monitor their gambling spend. 

While a number of respondents were supportive of implementing the minimum standards, some 

submissions in particular were strongly opposed to activity statements being delivered to the players’ 

home postal addresses, citing privacy issues and suggesting this is a reduction in harm minimisation. Two 

submissions claim to observe a change in member behaviour when activity statements were posted, 

resulting in a noticeable drop in carded gambling activity and a corresponding increase in uncarded 

gambling activity. This would be an unfortunate unintended consequence of the initiative. 

However, the Commission is aware that one of the first signs that a person is experiencing gambling harm 

is that a player is intentionally hiding information about their gambling. This initiative will essentially provide 

an opportunity for intervention by a venue that notices such a change in member behaviour as well as 

potentially allowing family members – who are often impacted by a family member’s gambling – to 

intervene proactively, if required. In terms of privacy, this applies to any correspondence addressed to 

individuals at private addresses and the Commission sees no reason for restricting information 

related to gambling on these grounds.  
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Part (a) of initiative 7 proposed to include a lifetime tally of a player’s gambling activity in activity 

statements. Submissions noted issues with maintaining historical data and that providing lifetime tally data 

is very problematic. The requirement will now be a five-year cumulative historical tally. Further 

investigations have indicated this shorter period is more than achievable. 

Parts (c) and (d) above will be progressed as stated. 

To allow operators sufficient time to redesign player activity statements and systems, these new 

requirements will apply within six months of the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

 

8. Amend the existing requirement to provide activity statements to players at least once 

a year, by increasing the frequency to every six months. 

This initiative was not included in the Options Paper for stakeholder comment. However, many of the 

same reasons for initiative 7 (above) support increasing the distribution frequency of activity statements 

to players (where player activity is recorded). 

The Commission is concerned that the current minimum standard for distributing player activity 

statements once annually is less effective in minimising harm by providing timely gambling activity 

information to players. As noted previously, the Productivity Commission Inquiry evidenced that gamblers 

underestimate their expenditure. Activity statements that are provided on a more regular basis will better 

ensure players are keeping track of their spending and can recognise excessive behaviour sooner. 

The Commission is of the view that player activity statements, at a minimum, should be distributed to 

players every six months. 

This initiative will apply at the same time the other activity statement changes are implemented (i.e. within 

six months of the date the revised Code becomes effective). 

 

9. 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). To avoid confusion, all forms of contact are 

prohibited including written, telephone, in-person or electronic.  

 

This initiative was not included in the Options Paper for stakeholder comment. However it was provided 

as a comment in one submission.  

The Commission agrees with the merits of this suggestion. For clarity, the player activity reporting period 
is the same period for activity statements - minimum six months (see initiative 8). 

This initiative will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective (excluding 

distribution of activity statements that have a transition period of six months - see initiative 7).  
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Access to cash 

10. (All venues) for EFTPOS withdrawals, require staff to check a patron’s identity against 

the Tasmanian Gambling Exclusion Scheme and also maintain a register of cash 

withdrawals to identify multiple withdrawals. 

 

A number of submissions identified some issues with the existing reference to the Tasmanian Gambling 

Exclusion Scheme (TGES) register and the Commission is also aware of the failure of some venues to 

monitor it effectively. It is acknowledged that no exclusion scheme can be infallible, but implementing 

habitual practices to check if persons are excluded increases its effectiveness. 

Concerns were raised that EFTPOS terminals are located throughout venues and not just in gaming areas, 

which could lead to potential issues of privacy and a disruption to non-gaming services. Venues also 

expressed that the initiative would be labour intensive creating a financial burden and suggested little harm 

minimisation would be achieved. 

The Commission has considered the feedback and, on balance, has determined that in light of the proposed 

initiatives to reduce the amount of cash accessible from EFTPOS and relocating coin change dispensing 

machines to supervised areas, it will not pursue the first part of the initiative requiring staff to 

check patron’s accessing EFTPOS withdrawals against the TGES. However, this decision in no 

way detracts from the responsibility of prescribed licence holders to exercise due diligence in 

administering the TGES. 

A number of submissions also raised concerns with maintaining a register of cash withdrawals with many 
of the view that it would cause a major disruption to services, be an invasion of privacy and do little to 

minimise the harm associated with gambling. Stakeholders expressed that the option overall would be 

labour intensive, disruptive and costly. The Commission acknowledges this, and the second part of the 

initiative requiring the keeping of a register will also not be progressed.  

 

11. (All venues) prohibit cashing of cheques on licensed premises. 

 

The restriction on cashing cheques is designed to prevent gamblers from spending more than they intend 

to spend by reducing access to additional cash sources. It is noted that the use of cheques has declined in 

Australia and some submissions noted cheques are not cashed at their venues. But a number of 

submissions indicated that for regional or remote locations where access to banking facilities is limited, 

gambling venues provide this community service, which they say is vital. 

Based on stakeholder feedback that this restriction could impact adversely on the community, the 

Commission will consider an exemption on a case-by-case basis, where it determines a venue has 

satisfactorily demonstrated that it is located in an area where cheque cashing facilities are unavailable and 

this service is essential. Venue operators will need to make a request in writing setting out the reasons 

the exemption should be approved. With this proviso, the initiative will be progressed.  

Comment was also made that cashing of cheques in casinos provides an essential service to interstate and 

international customers. Given the harm minimisation measures are largely aimed at protecting Tasmanian 

residents, the Commission has determined that the initiative will not apply to international 

customers. 
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To allow operators time to apply for an exemption and a decision to be determined, these new 

requirements will apply within six months of the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

 
12. (For casinos) regardless of whether cash is accessed through ATM or EFTPOS, 

withdrawal limit is $200 per patron per day for any purpose. 

The submissions from the Wrest Point Hotel and Country Club Casinos and the Federal Group noted 

that support for the introduction of more stringent EGM initiatives from non-industry stakeholders is 

generally directed at implementation in hotels/clubs and not the casino environment. 

In line with the Commission’s view that casinos are a destination gambling venue and, as such, different 

from hotels/clubs, the proposed EFTPOS and ATM limits for casinos will not be progressed. 
The existing EFTPOS and ATM limits remain unchanged. 

 

13. (For casinos) relocate ATMs so that staff are in a position to observe usage. 

On reflection, the Commission is persuaded that this is not a particularly effective harm minimisation 

enhancement as the ATMs in casinos are already reasonably well located and staff outside gaming areas 

do not necessarily have the skills required or the time to monitor player behaviour. This initiative will 

not be progressed.  

 

14. (For hotels/clubs) permit one EFTPOS withdrawal at a maximum of $200 or $100 per 

patron per day for any purpose.  

As noted in the Options Paper, research indicates that moderate risk and problem gamblers are 

significantly more likely to access cash from EFTPOS and also withdraw larger amounts of money than 

other gamblers. Placing limits on cash acts as a safeguard to excessive gambling. 

The overall effectiveness of minimising harm is largely reliant on the ability of venue operators currently 

to monitor multiple transactions by patrons. As a scenario, a gaming patron who is determined to use 

multiple EFTPOS withdrawals for gaming purposes could simply wait until staff change shifts or attempt 

to access cash from another area of the venue to avoid detection. 

Despite much opposition to this initiative in submissions from venue operators, the Commission can see 

little reason for a patron making cash withdrawals using EFTPOS in licenced premises other than for 

gambling, settling accounts for accommodation (particularly guests continuing travelling where ATMs are 

not easily accessible) and large dining bills (particularly for groups where splitting bills is disallowed). All 

other transactions can take place using a credit/debit card. 

With the above in mind, the Commission will impose the following limits for EFTPOS cash 

withdrawals: 

a) $200 for payment of accommodation (only permissible at the time of settling the 

account); 

b) $200 for payment of main meals served in the dining, restaurant or bistro area of the 

venue (only permissible at the time of settling the account after the service has been 

provided and to diners who have partaken of the meal. For clarity, this does not include 

“meals”/snacks taken at a bar.); and 
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c) $100 per patron per day for any other purpose. 

For clarity, venues must ensure the EFTPOS is not used as a cash point and that cash withdrawals made 

by patrons to pay for accommodation and meals are used for those purposes only - not for gambling. 

EFTPOS cash withdrawals are limited to the main dining areas and are not permitted for smaller eateries 

like cafes or bars where food is served. Should behaviour eventuate that indicates staff are allowing 

EFTPOS withdrawals that breach these requirements, the Commission will take action to restrict 

withdrawals to $100 per patron per day for all purposes. 

If patrons wish to continue playing beyond the limit of cash they start their gambling session with, they 

can exit the premises and find a cash facility nearby. This more extended break in play might act as a brake 

on continued gambling and perhaps address the situation where players spend more than they intend to 

spend when “in the zone”. 

This requirement differs slightly from the proposal provided for stakeholder comment. The existing 

EFTPOS limit was originally introduced and applied across the whole venue, with little consideration given 

to the impact on bottle shops. There is an argument for off-licensed premises (i.e. bottle shops) being 

treated as non-gaming businesses, separate from Licensed Premises Gaming Licences, and the 

Commission will exclude the part of the premises specifically designed for off-sales from the 

EFTPOS restrictions entirely. Reasons to support this include that there has been a significant 

increase in the separating of off-sales areas from other parts of hotels and creating an independent off-

licensed premises, and patrons frequenting bottle shops are typically there to only buy take away alcohol 

(not to gamble).  

Hotel/club staff are not to recommend to patrons who have reached their withdrawal limit that they 

access the bottle shop for withdrawals. Should behaviour eventuate that indicates that bottle shop staff 

are providing EFTPOS withdrawals for gambling purposes, the Commission will take action to withdraw 

this exclusion.  

This amendment will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

 

15. Require coin change dispensing machines to be located behind the bar forcing staff to 

interact with staff to exchange money and require staff to check identification against 

the Tasmanian Gambling Exclusion Scheme before providing the cash exchange.  

 

This initiative was the second of the two initiatives that created the most vigorous opposition from venue 
operators. 

While it is recognised that coin change dispensing machines offer convenience and efficiency, both to 

recreational gamblers and to gaming premises operators, there are concerns that these machines may be 

impeding the ability of staff to detect patrons showing signs of problem gambling behaviour. Of particular 

concern is the lack of human interaction with the patron, the out-of-site location of machines and the 

unmonitored, unlimited amount of money that can be exchanged. 

Based on submissions that this initiative would defeat the purpose of having the machines, making them 

redundant and leaving venues out of pocket, the Commission has determined that locating the 

change machines in line of sight of the main staffed areas, such as bars or cashier areas, will ensure 

exchange of money is done in an area directly supervised by staff who can routinely monitor patron 

expenditure patterns more easily. This strategy provides staff with more opportunity to observe for 

intervention triggers, such as a patron acting distressed. It is noted that a couple of the submissions 

suggested similar alternatives.  
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An important characteristic of this new requirement is that the areas are staffed regularly. The 

Commission appreciates that this may not just be bars and allows discretion of the area providing that 

staff are regularly allocated to that area (and not just intermittently attending from time to time as this 

would defeat the purpose related to harm minimisation).  

The Commission requires a level of certainty that these machines will be appropriately monitored and 

considered mandating the distance for machines to be located from staffed areas, however acknowledged 

this could be too restrictive and problematic for some venues. Instead, the Commission will review 

and approve the location of machines at each venue using a simple process that provides for 

licence holders to submit a floor plan identifying the main staffed area/s in which the machines are intended 

to be located. If satisfied the specified areas on the plan would provide appropriate monitoring of the 

machines, the Commission will approve the venue to physically relocate the machines to the specified 

areas. This process will allow early discussion to occur where there is some doubt to the location chosen, 

prior to venue disruptions. It also avoids any unnecessary compliance issues resultant from 

misinterpretation of the new requirement. The approval will be subject to an on-site inspection at a later 

date to be undertaken as part of the normal audit program, which will confirm the location is adequate 

or that a more suitable location is required. 

The second component of the above initiative relating to checking the TGES is made redundant by 

the new requirement and will not be progressed.  

To allow operators time to submit floor plans for approval, for the Commission to make a decision, and 

machines to be relocated, this new requirement for hotels and clubs will apply within six months of the 

date the revised Code becomes effective. 

Payment of winnings 

16. Reduce the maximum cash limit for Keno and EGM payouts to $500. 

 

The Commission acknowledges that the existing cash limit of $1000 for keno and gaming machine payouts 

is one of the lowest in the country (with the exception of the Northern Territory - also noting Victoria 

has a $1000 cash limit for gaming machine payouts)4. Some venue operators thought the current limit was 

satisfactory with one noting in particular the limit is fair and reasonable.  

In not progressing this initiative, the Commission weighs the balance of harm minimisation benefits 

of having a lower limit with the inconvenience this would create for players who do not have problems 

associated with gambling. There are also relevant issues raised with keno 5 spot payouts ($522) and the 

time and cost associated with these payouts especially in small venues; and concerns that patrons may 

“play down” the amount won until a cash payout limit is reached. Reportedly, there is some evidence to 

suggest that this occurs now with the current cash payout limit. 

  

                                            

 

4 Based on desktop research findings undertaken by Stenning and Associates Pty Ltd in March 2017.  
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17. (a) Require winnings above $500 to be transmitted electronically to the player’s bank 

account. 

 

This specific initiative is now redundant given the retention of the existing cash payout limit. However, in 

considering the substance of the initiative – the electronic payment of winnings (now retained at $1000) 

– the Commission acknowledges the many issues raised in submissions regarding its implementation. 

These include the uncertain likelihood of gamblers having their bank details readily available and the 

operational and security issues at the cashier end of access to the venue’s private trading account details 

to effect the transfer. As a result, this initiative will not be progressed.  

 

17. (b) If bank details are unavailable, by exception, allow a cheque for winnings to be 

drawn but crossed “Account Payee Only, Not Negotiable”.  

 

Very minimal feedback was received from stakeholders on this initiative.  

The first part of this initiative relates to direct bank transfers and is rendered redundant by virtue of 

part (a) of initiative 17 not being progressed.  

Crossing cheques for winnings with “Account Payee Only, Not Negotiable” would require patrons to 

deposit cheques with a financial institution. No longer being able to cash cheques on the premises will 

potentially encourage people to make a more conscious decision about replaying their winnings and so 

this initiative will be progressed.  

This amendment will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

At the moment, venues are restricted to paying out winnings by cash and cheque. If a patron specifically 

requests direct bank transfer, venues are prohibited from accommodating. The Commission will allow 

direct bank transfers as an alternative where requested by a patron and able to be accommodated 

by the venue. This is considered contemporary practice. 

Service of food and alcohol 

18. Prohibit the serving of alcohol to patrons seated or standing at EGMs at any time.  

 

Some submissions indicated they have already independently chosen not to allow beverages to be served 

in gaming areas. Others appeared to have misinterpreted this restriction as relating to the consumption 

(as opposed to serving) of alcohol.  

The serving of alcohol to patrons seated or standing at EGMs may encourage them to gamble for longer 

periods, instead of providing a short break in play. Patrons leaving machines to obtain their own drinks 

provides a break in play and therefore is considered a good harm minimisation practice without providing 

too much inconvenience to the recreational gambler. 

The Commission acknowledges the argument proffered in the submissions from casino operators and 

owners that the service of food and alcohol forms part of the total casino gambling experience and are 

part of a differentiated service offering. As such, this initiative will not be progressed for casinos 

but will apply to hotels/clubs. 

It is important to note that the existing restrictions relating to the serving of alcohol between 

6.00 p.m. and close of gambling each day will continue to apply to casinos.  
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The existing restriction relating to the service of food will continue to apply to all venues 

operating gaming machines. 

This amendment will apply immediately from the date the revised Code becomes effective. 

 

19. Prohibit alcohol being served at fully automated table gaming equipment, unless being 

conducted by a dealer.  

 

The Commission acknowledges the argument proffered in the submissions from casino operators and 

owners that requirements for all table games should be consistently applied to avoid confusion for 

customers and staff. 

This initiative will not be progressed at this stage but may be re-visited by the Commission in the 

future when fully automated table gaming is established in Tasmania. 

Information to players  

20. Require “emotional response” messages to be displayed prominently next to EGMs.  

21. Require signs to be displayed next to EGMs that clearly inform the player of: 

- the cost of play; and 

- the house edge for each machine. 

 

Despite support for the notion that people ought to have the best information available in order to make 

informed gambling choices, there is little support for “static” messages of the sort contained in these 
initiatives. 

 

These initiatives will not be progressed. 
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Implementation of changes - next steps 

The Commission will commence drafting the amendments to the Code and update the Commission Rules 

to reflect the changes. This will take some time to ensure the wording correctly reflects the policy intent 

and may include, if considered appropriate by the Commission, targeted stakeholder consultation about 

the draft wording.  

The Commission is aiming to finalise the amendments to take effect from 31 March 2018, this being the 

same date an impending amendment to measure 1.8 of the Code (and Rules) in relation to advertising 

gambling in combination with the consumption of alcohol becomes effective (as per advice to licence 

holders on 6 December 2016).  

Following the finalisation of the amendments, the revised Code and Rules will be published on the website 

and affected licensees will be notified accordingly. 

In reviewing the Code, it is recognised that it takes time for cultural shift to occur and for the positive 

effects of the Code to flow through into the Tasmanian community in a measureable reduction in problem 

gambling. As noted previously, the Commission intends to revisit other matters raised by stakeholders in 

this review process at a later date.  
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Attachment A - Outcomes summary of harm minimisation initiatives 

Code Area Option/initiative considered To be progressed… 

To apply from effective date 
of revised Code… 

immediately 
within six 
months 

Advertising 1. Limit or ban EGM advertising on the premises 
except for directional signage (e.g. signs must not be 
illuminated or contain decorative edging, pictures 
and symbols that draw immediate attention). 

No   

2. Prohibit advertising of jackpots on all signage 
(external to EGMs). This includes monitors and 
large LCD screens used to display jackpot prizes. 

No   

Inducements 3. Prohibit gambling operators and Licensed Premises 
Gaming Licence holders from providing 
incentives/benefits to licence holders, including staff, 
to encourage patrons to gamble/re-invest/replay 
winnings. 

Yes - with amendment to apply 
measure to all prescribed licence 
holders across all forms of 
gambling (not just terrestrial), but 
will not apply to arrangements 
between Foreign Games 
Permit/Tasmanian Gaming 
Licence holders and their 
approved lottery/totalisator 
outlets. 

 
 

 

4. Limit the amount that can be won on jackpots 
(similar to thresholds in other states). 

Yes for hotels/clubs - noting 
maximum limits will be $25,000 
for stand-alone progressive 
jackpots and $60,000 for linked 
jackpots. 

No for casinos. 
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Code Area Option/initiative considered To be progressed… 

To apply from effective date 
of revised Code… 

immediately 
within six 
months 

Inducements … 
continued 

5. Ensure that sounds associated with gambling are not 
audible outside gambling areas. 

No - but a maximum sound 
decibel (to be determined) for 
future games will be mandated 
through the Tasmanian Appendix 
to the ANZ Gaming Machine 
Standards. 

  

6. 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 will also apply 
to a similar restriction relating to the value of 
rewards offered to members of player loyalty 
programs. 

Yes 

 

 

 

Player loyalty 
programs 

7. Activity Statements must provide players with 
concise and meaningful information. At a minimum, 
Statements must: 

(a) provide players with full information about their 
gambling history including: turnover, number of 
hours spent at EGMs, win/loss record for an 
identified reporting period as well as lifetime tally 
of same information; 

(b) be delivered to players’ home postal addresses; 

(c) not be distributed to persons who have not 
gambled within the statement period (to prevent 
triggering an urge to gamble); and 

(d) not contain gambling advertising and any other 
extraneous information not pertinent to the 
gambling record of the player. 

Yes - with amendment to (a) 
replacing ‘lifetime tally’ with ‘five-
year cumulative tally’. 
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Code Area Option/initiative considered To be progressed… 

To apply from effective date 
of revised Code… 

immediately 
within six 
months 

Player loyalty 
programs … 
continued 

8. Amend the existing requirement to provide activity 
statements to players at least once a year, by 
increasing the frequency to every six months. 

Yes  
 

9. Where player activity is recorded, contact is 
prohibited with people that have not gambled during 
a player activity reporting period (to prevent 
triggering an urge to gamble). To avoid confusion, all 
forms of contact are prohibited including written, 
telephone, in-person or electronic. 

Yes 


5

 

 

Access to cash 

A
ll 

V
e
n
u
e
s 

10. For EFTPOS withdrawals, require staff to 
check the patron’s identity against the 
Tasmanian Gambling Exclusion Scheme and 
also maintain a register of cash withdrawals to 
identify multiple withdrawals (for example, 
recording last four numbers on a card). 

No    

11. Prohibit cashing of cheques on licensed 
premises. 

Yes - with amendment to not 
apply to international customers 
and allowing venues to seek 
approval for an exemption from 
the Commission where cheque 
cashing is an essential service to 
that community. 

 

 

                                            

 

5 Distribution of activity statements have a dispensation of six months (see initiative 7). 
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Code Area Option/initiative considered To be progressed… 

To apply from effective date 
of revised Code… 

immediately 
within six 
months 

Access to cash … 
continued 

C
as

in
o
s 

O
n
ly

 

12. Regardless of whether cash is accessed 
through ATM or EFTPOS, withdrawal limit is 
$200 per patron per day for any purpose. 

No   

13. Relocate ATMs so that staff are in a position to 
observe usage (e.g. near reception). 

No   
H

o
te

ls
/C

lu
b
s 

O
n
ly

 

14. Permit one EFTPOS withdrawal at a maximum 
$200 or $100 per patron per day for any 
purpose. 

Yes - with amendment that 
EFTPOS will be limited to $200 
for payment of accommodation, 
$200 for payment of main meals 
served in the dining/restaurant/ 
bistro areas of the venue and 
$100 per patron per day for any 
other purpose. Will also exclude 
the part of premises designed for 
off-sales (i.e. bottles shops). 

 

 

15. (a) Require coin change machines to be 
located behind the bar forcing patrons to 
interact with staff to exchange money; and  

Yes for (a) - with amendment 
modifying the requirement for 
coin change machines to be 
behind bars, to now be located in 
line of sight of main staffed areas 
(such as bars), subject to 
Commission approval of venue 
floor plans identifying location of 
machines and subsequent on-site 
audit at a later date.  

 

 

 (b) require staff to check identification against 
the Tasmanian Gambling Exclusion Scheme 
before providing the cash exchange. 

No for (b)   
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Code Area Option/initiative considered To be progressed… 

To apply from effective date 
of revised Code… 

immediately 
within six 
months 

Payment of 
winnings 

16. Reduce the maximum cash limit for Keno and EGM 
payouts to $500 

No   

17. (a) Require winnings above $500 to be transmitted 
electronically to the player’s bank account.  

No for (a)   

 (b) If bank details are unavailable, by exception, 
allow a cheque for winnings to be drawn but 
crossed “Account Payee Only, Not Negotiable”. 

Yes for (b) - with amendment to 
allow direct bank transfers (as an 
alternative to cheques) where 
requested by patrons and can be 
accommodated by venues. 

 

 

Service of food and 
alcohol 

18. Prohibit the serving of alcohol to patrons seated or 
standing at EGMs at any time. 

Yes for hotels/clubs. 

No for casinos.  

 

19. Prohibit alcohol being served at fully automated 
table gaming equipment, unless being conducted by a 
dealer. 

No   

Information to 
players 

20. Require “emotional response” messages to be 
displayed prominently next to EGMs (e.g. “the odds 
are the longer you play, the more you will lose”). 

No   

21. Require signs to be displayed next to EGMs that 
clearly inform the player of:  

- the cost of play (the theoretical loss per hour 
based on maximum bet and spin rate); and 

- the house edge for each machine. 

No   

 

 


