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Committee met at 9.14 am
CHAIR( Mr Wilkie)—Good morning. I call the committee to order and declare open this
public hearing of the Joint Select Committee on Gambling Reform. Today’s public hearing is the
first in a series of public hearings that the committee will hold to inform its inquiry into the best
practice precommitment schemes. Before the committee starts taking evidence I advise all
witnesses that in giving evidence to the committee they are protected by parliamentary privilege.
This gives them special rights and immunities because people must be able to give evidence to
committees without prejudice to themselves. It is unlawful for anyone to threaten or
disadvantage a witness on account of evidence given to a committee and such action may be
treated as a contempt. It is also a contempt to give false or misleading evidence to a committee.
The committee prefers all evidence to be given in public but the committee may agree to a
request to hear evidence confidentially. The committee may still publish confidential evidence at
a later date but would consult the witness concerned before doing this.
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[9.15 am]
KARPATHAKIS, Ms Julia, Manager, Pokies Anonymous
CHAIR (Mr Wilkie)—I invite you to make a brief opening statement before the committee
proceeds to questions.
Ms Karpathakis—I had a pokie addiction for 10 years from 1994 to 2004 and basically lost a
lot of my time and my home. I wish that I had not. It has been a nightmare recovering from that.
I have not been able to recover from those 10 years of losing everything. I had a house that was
mine and it is gone now. I cannot recover the time I lost with my children, either.
I am concerned for up-and-coming addicts. I am concerned for people who are still out there
playing. It is scary to know that people are killing themselves over these pokies. I run four
groups now. I have not played for six years and I run four groups. It started off with one group.
Then there were two and it built up to four by the end of last year.
We have had many success stories. I have stopped for six years and there are people who have
stopped for four years, two years and one year. But there are people who are really worried; they
come to the meetings but they just cannot stop. No matter what I offer them—I have offered
them Statewide gambling therapy and I have offered them barring—it does not work. They wear
wigs and go in. They are just so hooked that something else needs to be done. It is really
horrible.
After six years I have had the opportunity to see it, not completely as a non-gambler; I have
been able to see what it must look like to someone who has never played. It looks really strange
but because I have been there I understand completely what it feels like to be an addict.
CHAIR—Thank you for being so upfront about your own experience. It is not easy to talk
about some of these things, I am sure. I now invite members of the committee to ask questions.
Mr FRYDENBERG—I am a member of parliament from Victoria. In terms of the groups
that you are taking and the people you are meeting, can you talk a bit about their experiences.
How do they come to be gamblers? What impacts them most? Is it the advertising? What is it in
particular? In terms of the anecdotal feedback that you get how did they come to gambling?
What impacts them most? What age are they and what sort of backgrounds do they come from?
Ms Karpathakis—There is a huge variety of ages. It does not say, ‘I’m going to pick this
person,’ or ‘I’m going to pick that person.’ It is anyone and everyone. There are old Greek ladies
who could be my aunties going in there until 2 o’clock in the morning. They would never even
go into a pub but they are going in now. I think the poker machines are very addictive and people
who are vulnerable or who have problems go to places with poker machines to escape. There are
people who come to my group who have gone in there after work, played $5 with their friends
and left. They have gone again the next Friday and then found themselves on their own in there.
So the pokies must be quite addictive. And these people come from ‘normal’ families, whatever
that is.
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We have had horrific stories of whole families falling apart. There is one particular person
who described their situation as like coming out of jail. They played since they were 17. They
played for 14 years. They are only 30 but they are still struggling to relearn how to live life.
They described it as living life as if they were in a jail.
As I have said people wear wigs. Some parents have been threatened with having their
children taken away because they do not know what to do, how to handle them. There are people
who do not want any other help, even though I know that something would work. For example,
we have one lady who does not drive. She cannot stop gambling. She will play for a month. The
least length of time she has played was for a month and then she stopped playing for about a
month. She lives within walking distance of about five different pubs with pokies. I have
recommended that she bar herself. I always support people when they want to be barred but she
will not do it. I know that that is a solution but she cannot control herself. She is at a point where
she cannot even decide to stop. That is how bad it is. We know people are killing themselves.
Does that answer your question?
CHAIR—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—Ms Karpathakis—you would think, with my surname, I would be able to
pronounce yours a bit better!—your story in your submission gives good insight into your own
personal struggle and no doubt the empathy that you have for others who are dealing with the
same issue. I would like to discuss the focus of this hearing, which is the precommitment
system. You have outlined your ideas about some of the models that you think would work. I
would like to explore that further.
You spoke about the importance of including a photo and you have spoken, in your
submission, about people using all sorts of different methods to try to escape barring their entry
into clubs and whatnot. For example, they may use wigs. You talk about the need for photo ID
and preventing people from using other peoples’ cards. In your experience with problem
gamblers is that a pretty regular thing—where people are so addicted that they will resort to all
sorts of tricks such as disguises or using other people’s cards? Is that a fairly common thing?
Ms Karpathakis—That is why I suggested the photo. I know that some are so addicted they
would probably bash their grandmother and take her card. If there is a photo on the card then noone can muck around with that. I know that people are quite inventive and could probably forge
photos and cards but if it is done properly then they could not.
Mr CIOBO—By ‘done properly’ what do you mean? We have the ability now to quite easily
to link someone’s identity directly to that so—
Ms Karpathakis—Just like police do with the licence. It is the same thing.
Mr CIOBO—Exactly. We can do that through facial recognition, fingerprints and retina
scans. There are a whole range of different options available to us. Is that the kind of thing you
think would work to ensure that it is not able to be used by somebody else?
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Ms Karpathakis—I never thought of that but I did think of using it as a licence. I went as far
as using it as a licence and having a code like a licence and the address and a picture so that
everything comes up as soon as they put it in the venue.
Mr CIOBO—Do you think that it is important that we know that there will be integrity in the
card system, that by linking it to identity, we can make sure that that card definitely belongs to
that person and no-one else can use it?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—So, as I said, if there was the opportunity to do it with a simple fingerprint
swipe or something like that that might be the way to go.
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—You also speak about taking into account a person’s income, assets and debts
when they apply for the precommitment card so that a gambler cannot set limits that they cannot
afford. How do you see that working? Do you think people would have to bring in statements
and those kinds of things to make sure that they were not overspending? How would you get
integrity about the application process?
Ms Karpathakis—For example, I went to Harvey Norman the other day, I wanted to get a
computer and I was declined because I have a bad credit rating. I am glad because I really cannot
afford it. So that would have been beautiful if that was in place. They just took 15 minutes of my
time and told me straight out, then and there, ‘You can’t have it,’ and I had to move on. It is the
same with David Jones: they ask you questions, you fill out a questionnaire and they can tell you
then and there whether you can afford it. Also, with Centrelink, if you wanted to borrow that
one-off payment—it was about $500—they would ask you to do a summary of your ins and
outs. If you chose $100 a week and there was enough left over then, good, you could use that
$100 a week. That would protect all the family.
Mr CIOBO—We are talking here about what I would describe as the pointy end: the side of
gambling where people are addicted and will resort to trickery to feed their addiction. How do
you stop them from putting down false income statements? If it is just a straight questionnaire,
they could put anything. The way that a David Jones or a Harvey Norman works is that they
have access back to credit agencies, which have access to bank records and those kinds of things,
and they know your ability. So would you see that people would be required to provide some
proof of income and those kinds of things?
Ms Karpathakis—Absolutely. When I was at Harvey Norman they asked me how much I
make, who lives with me, do they have an income? They asked me a million questions and
declined me.
Mr CIOBO—So that kind of thorough approach?
Ms Karpathakis—That is right; the lady on the other end just asks all the questions. It is
good because if you want to spend $100 and you can, then that is great, but if you cannot they
will stop you from causing damage.
GAMBLING REFORM
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Mr CIOBO—I come from Queensland so there are pokies at surf clubs, RSLs and pubs. Do
you think it would be important, if someone was applying for a card, to bring in that
information; that the club or the venue have the ability to tie back into the credit systems so that
they can go to credit reporting agencies and actually see whether or not the person has got a bad
credit record? Would that be a crucial step?
Ms Karpathakis—I do not understand. What do you mean by ‘bring in’?
Mr CIOBO—If you go to Harvey Norman, for example, their back office system will go to a
credit agency to work out whether you have got good credit.
Ms Karpathakis—That is right.
Mr CIOBO—Do you think that the same should happen so that the club would check with a
credit agency and be able to access your credit history and those kinds of things?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—How do you think we should deal with tourists, who may not be Australian,
who may want to play the pokies? How would you see this working for them? Do you think we
could just carve that out or do you think they should be subject to it as well?
Ms Karpathakis—I am not sure about that.
Mr CIOBO—Okay. Thank you.
Senator BERNARDI—Ms Karpathakis, who do you blame for your gambling addiction?
Ms Karpathakis—I have learnt to take personal responsibility. I do not know. I am in two
minds about it. I remember going into the pokies with a cousin of mine and I became like that
lady who went in once and twice and then just was hooked.
Senator BERNARDI—What about your cousin?
Ms Karpathakis—She was hooked very badly when she came. She came from Melbourne
and she called it Tabaret, it wasn’t even pokies, and it sounded exciting.
Senator BERNARDI—Let me just make a small jump. You are advocating that people are
unable to control themselves in relation to gaming machines—
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Senator BERNARDI—and you are advocating that there should be a prescriptive restriction
on all people, even though there is a subset of players that have a gambling problem. Equally,
there are a great number of people who are addicted to other substances like alcohol or cigarettes
which damage families, which clearly you are concerned about, and people lose an enormous
amount through alcohol addiction and those things. Do you advocate that we should be issuing
permits for alcohol as well and going through a similar process?
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Ms Karpathakis—I wish they would. It is a nightmare out there.
Senator BERNARDI—You have not been able to accept personal responsibility fully for
your condition.
Ms Karpathakis—I had to; otherwise, I would never have recovered. But I do know that the
machines are very addictive, so that is why I am in two minds.
Senator BERNARDI—But many people manage to play them without significant
impairment or addiction, don’t they?
Ms Karpathakis—Sorry?
Senator BERNARDI—Many people manage to play them in a responsible manner.
Ms Karpathakis—I am not sure about that. I am told that. Obviously they must, because that
is what we are told.
Senator BERNARDI—But the evidence is that not everyone is—
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. But, whatever that evidence is, I am told by many people: ‘Oh, yeah,
I’ve got no problem. I just go and play $20 and I leave.’ I do not know. I am suspicious of that,
from what I see.
Senator BERNARDI—People tell you that—
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Senator BERNARDI—and you do not believe them.
Ms Karpathakis—I want to believe them and I have to believe them. However, I know many
people that are lying.
Senator BERNARDI—What did you do to stop playing poker machines?
Ms Karpathakis—I went to Pokies Anonymous.
Senator BERNARDI—So you did not start Pokies Anonymous?
Ms Karpathakis—No. Our founder, who only just passed away, founded it 10 years ago—no,
back in 1995, I think.
Senator BERNARDI—Previously, had you sought to bar yourself from gaming venues?
Ms Karpathakis—No, I did not even ring that 1800 number. I just could not. I used to see it
there, but I never rang it.
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Senator BERNARDI—You never sought to be restricted from a licensed venue?
Ms Karpathakis—They did not have that back then .
Senator BERNARDI—You never availed yourself of any of the—
Ms Karpathakis—They did not have that back then, as far as I knew. I did not even ring the
1800 number back then.
Senator BERNARDI—I take umbrage at that because I was a publican when gaming
machines were introduced and there was always the option for people to ask to be excluded from
venues.
Ms Karpathakis—Okay. I never rang that number.
Senator BERNARDI—You did not have to ring a number; you just had to go and speak to
the gaming machine manager.
Ms Karpathakis—I had no idea. I was too embarrassed. It was bad enough knowing I had a
problem. I would go into a venue and hope they would not recognise me. I would look around,
scan, to make sure that there was no-one there, hopefully, that knew me, because I felt so bad.
Senator BERNARDI—So what made you call Pokies Anonymous? How did you get in touch
with them?
Ms Karpathakis—I sought the help of Nick Xenophon. I did not even know Nick Xenophon
existed, actually. I rang parliament because I had had enough, and there was someone who was
going to help me. At the time I thought I was the only person with a problem. Nick made me feel
very important. It was a complete stranger who cared and knew, because I never told anyone.
But there was someone there; Nick was there. He assured me that there are many other people
with the same problem.
I stopped for a while, but then I found myself back in there. I lived down at Port Adelaide. I
just randomly walked in, won $500 and got that same feeling again. I then went to Alcoholics
Anonymous and met the man who runs Pokies Anonymous, and I knew it would work with
alcoholism. I have not had a drink or cigarettes for about seven years now. This is my eighth
year and this will be my seventh year not playing the pokies.
Senator BERNARDI—So is there a link in your mind between your other addictions and
gambling?
Ms Karpathakis—I did not go to Alcoholics Anonymous for myself. I went for someone else.
I went because I wanted to find out about my partner.
Senator BERNARDI—So you were not an alcoholic? You are not an alcoholic?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, I am an alcoholic, according to the description—and I have got a
better life without it, so I am really glad to be labelled an alcoholic.
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Senator BERNARDI—And yet—we come back to this—there are many people who
consume alcohol responsibly, just like there are gaming machines. So there is an individual
predisposition, I would say.
Ms Karpathakis—No, I do not like that predisposition thing.
Senator BERNARDI—You don’t?
Ms Karpathakis—No.
Senator BERNARDI—You think you just get conditioned into it?
Ms Karpathakis—I am not sure. I really do not agree when people say that you have got an
addictive personality.
Senator BERNARDI—This is the final question: how do you account for the hundreds of
thousands, possibly millions, of people who manage to control their gambling, including on
poker machines, versus those who suffer for whatever reason?
Ms Karpathakis—It is not just about the suffering; it is about the spontaneity. For example,
imagine a young guy is at a pub. He has split up with his girlfriend. It is Thursday night and he
goes into the pokies venue and splurges all his wages because he is angry. That is not going to be
able to happen, and that is what I like. It is not going to be a spontaneous, random, emotional
response.
Senator BERNARDI—But isn’t it his choice, in that circumstance, about what he chooses to
do with his money?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, but I am sure he will be smashing his head against a wall the next day
and borrowing money from his mum and then from someone else.
Senator BERNARDI—As he also would if he had drunk too much, smoked five packets of
cigarettes or made any other poor decision.
Ms Karpathakis—That is right.
Senator CROSSIN—I want to say that I think this is probably one of the bravest things you
have done today—to give us your story. I want to personally recognise that. I think it is a very
difficult thing to do in a very public forum such as a federal parliamentary committee, so I want
to acknowledge that. Can you now tell me a little bit about Pokies Anonymous. Are you
appearing today as the manager and coordinator of that group?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
CHAIR—Do you have an office or staff? How are you funded?
Ms Karpathakis—I have an office. It is funded by the government, but the funding body is
called something else.
GAMBLING REFORM
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CHAIR—So you get some grants from the state government?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. Basically, I get volunteer expenses. I do the job because I know it
works. It is a 12-step program, like AA, except that, because we need to grow like Alcoholics
Anonymous, I have got rid of the traditions which say you cannot accept funding. But I want to
accept funding so that we can grow more. I need a lot more funding and I do not get paid
enough.
Senator CROSSIN—What do you think accounts for your success in actually getting people
to come to you? You were saying you just could not pick up that phone and ring the 1800
number and ask for help. Obviously you have got something quite attractive that causes people
to come to you. Why is it that people will come to you? You seem to have broken down that
barrier for people.
Ms Karpathakis—I am not sure but I think it is the example of my past and how I have not
played for six years. People just say ‘wow’ because they cannot even imagine not playing for
one week.
Senator CROSSIN—How do you find and meet those people?
Ms Karpathakis—We get referrals from the government, from the 1800 number, which is
great. We get referrals from Statewide—that is why the traditions have gone, because we refer
people to each other—and Anglicare. We all refer to each other.
Senator CROSSIN—In your submission you also suggested that there should be a maximum
limit. Do you think there is a role for the government to say that nobody can gamble more than
X dollars a week, or do you think it should be up to the individual to set their own limit?
Ms Karpathakis—I think it should be up to the individual. However, they need to go through
that process so that it is real money they have got. If some rich tuna fishermen or some
millionaire comes to Adelaide then they can set their limit to whatever they want.
Senator CROSSIN—So, unless there are any cross checks and balances, there has to be—
Ms Karpathakis—There has to be, or someone could say that their limit is $5,000 per week
and they may not have that amount.
Senator CROSSIN—That is right, and then what?
Senator BILYK—I will just follow on from Senator Crossin’s questioning. Is your
organisation solely based in South Australia?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. We have not branched out at all. We had a little nibble from a lady in
Sydney who was very excited because she was going to Gamblers Anonymous but that was not
good enough for her as she did not mind buying the lottery every now and then, like me. I will
go and buy a lottery ticket every now and then and it does not bother me, but I just cannot go
near the pokies. Pokie people are different. I had to go to Gamblers Anonymous for a little while,
instead of Pokies Anonymous, and had to lie because at Gamblers Anonymous you cannot
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gamble at all. If I bought a lottery ticket I had to put that fact aside and know, in my head, that I
was going there about the pokies and not playing the pokies. But if dad wanted a lottery ticket or
something then it would not matter.
Senator BILYK—How many members does your organisation have, in South Australia?
Ms Karpathakis—I reckon about 40. There are not many. A lot of people are scared to come
out. Our two new meetings, at Salisbury and at Brighton, are quite small; there are only four or
five attending—a maximum of eight or nine people—but our Wednesday meetings are pretty
established and we get up to 21 people at a time.
Senator BILYK—Thank you for that. It helps put it all into perspective for us.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—You admitted in your evidence that you have been involved in other
forms of gambling. Could you briefly outline what other forms of gambling you have been
engaged in?
Ms Karpathakis—Where is that?
Mr STEPHEN JONES—You just said you bought lotto tickets and that sort of thing.
Ms Karpathakis—Oh yes, I might buy a Cross Lotto ticket once or twice a year or
something.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—I am interested in why you identified poker machines as more
problematic than other forms of gambling for yourself. Could you expand on that?
Ms Karpathakis—The pokies are instant. They take everything—if you put it in there, of
course. They are magnetic. It is too hard; you have to wait until the evening or the weekend with
a lotto ticket, whereas with the pokies the dollar coins do not look like money and your money
does not even look real. The lotto is slower; it is not so fierce and people are not so spontaneous
with it. I know a person who might spend about $200 a week on them.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Have you ever seen or engaged in online gaming? You have never
seen it?
Ms Karpathakis—No. I have seen pop-ups on my computer and I just get rid of them
because I cannot stand looking at them.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Do you have anybody involved in Pokies Anonymous who has
been engaged in or has had problems with online gaming?
Ms Karpathakis—No, not yet.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—You gave some evidence about your own experience and described
your own addiction to poker machine gaming. If you think back to that time, do you believe that
the owners of the premises where you gambled knew that you had a problem?
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Ms Karpathakis—They used to say to me, ‘Your machine hasn’t gone off. I reckon it’s time’
and they would point to my machine. I used to love the sweethearts. I know the laws have
changed a lot and they are not supposed to do that now. But back then, yes, I am sure they knew.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Why did you say that you are sure they knew?
Ms Karpathakis—Because I used to go to the same venues. I also used to go all over
Adelaide so I would not be recognised. However, when it was before school—or as soon as I had
dropped the kids off to school—I would go to the quickest one to get to in the Unley area: the
Cremorne, the Earl of Leicester or the Torrens Arms. I went to the closest place I could.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Have you ever done an estimate of how much income you think
you would spend on a daily, weekly or yearly basis?
Ms Karpathakis—Put it this way, I would get my pension and risk all—except $20-30 to last
me until the next week. That money was for playing the pokies, and whatever was left would be
for me and my children, knowing full well I could get hampers. That was horrible. It was a
horrible, horrible life.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—In the statement that you provided to this committee you made the
fairly bold statement that being given free rein to pokies is the reason you became addicted. Can
you explain that to me, please?
Ms Karpathakis—If there had been another option, there is no way I would have been an
addict. If there had been a precommitment card or an opt-out card there is no way I would be an
addict. You get your pension and you know you have three kids and rent to pay, but you look at
that money and it is not even real—it is just something to play with. That is free rein. Your brain
does not think properly, but if there were a block there I would not think like that.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—When you were sitting in front of a poker machine during the
period 1994 to 2004 and you still had credits left or you still had money available, did you feel
like you had a choice to stop?
Ms Karpathakis—I used to initially. I used to take the money and think, ‘Gee, I’m lucky,’
and leave. Towards the end I never took anything. I played until it was gone and that was the
worst, because I would start in the morning. I even lied to my brother and asked him to send me
$500 for a bill I had to pay. That was almost the last straw, because I thought I would go into the
Earl of Leicester and play that $500 and send him back the $500 and have a great day in there,
but it was gone in five minutes because I played the maximum.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—What changed between the period when you started playing and
you felt like you could walk away with your winnings and the period where you felt you could
no longer do that.
Ms Karpathakis—That is the addiction.
Mr CHAMPION—From your experience with the people you treat and help, do you think
self-exclusion works for people?
GAMBLING REFORM

GR 12

JOINT

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

Ms Karpathakis—It works for some people. They stick to it and they do not go, but it is a bit
scary because they can always go to another pub.
Mr CHAMPION—For the committee’s benefit, can you explain how you self-exclude from a
hotel or from another venue?
Ms Karpathakis—I usually take people to the IGA personally and we sit around then they
interview them and take their photo. As the process goes on they choose what pubs they can be
barred from.
Mr CHAMPION—Can you bar yourself from every hotel in Adelaide? If you bar yourself
from the local five and you have a car you can get—
Ms Karpathakis—Some people do stick to it, though, but there is always that chance that
they may venture off, and a lot of people do.
Mr CHAMPION—Obviously it is a very difficult thing to admit that you have a problem and
from your evidence today there is a lot of shame involved. I am sympathetic to how that must
feel. Once someone finds they have a problem, how long does it take them to recover?
Ms Karpathakis—It varies. Some people come and they never play again. Some people
relapse. We have one gentleman who has been coming and going for about three years and we
would have to ring him and say, ‘Come back to the meetings,’ because we knew he was playing.
Then, as soon as I started the second meeting, he was coming to that as well and then managed
to get 2½ years up. But randomly out of nowhere he went and played one night and he rang me
that night and came straight back to the meeting and now he has another year and a half over
again. It varies.
Mr CHAMPION—Do you think a precommitment card would help the exclusion process? If
you could voluntarily stop yourself from going to every hotel in Adelaide—let’s say it was the
network system—do you think that would assist people in the recovery. Like a precommitment
card where you made self-exclusion easier. Would it help to prevent relapses and some of the
damage?
Ms Karpathakis—I do not understand how that would work.
Mr CHAMPION—If you had a precommitment card and it is networked across the state,
let’s say, do you think that would help self-exclusion and help people recover and prevent
relapses.
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, that will help.
Mr CHAMPION—A lot of the submissions that we have been given say that if people do not
play the pokies they will just switch to other forms of gambling—online and lotto. In your
experience in dealing with people who are addicted just to pokies—those who have quite a
different problem because they do not have a problem with other forms of gambling—do you
think that a precommitment card on the pokies will switch their gambling problem from pokies
to lotto tickets or online gambling.
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Ms Karpathakis—That can happen; however, they would still have the option to play. It is
wonderful that they can play to their heart’s desire but not cause any problems. That is the only
thing.
Mr CHAMPION—But do you think there will be this switch from problem gambling on
pokies to other forms of gambling?
Ms Karpathakis—I do not know. I imagine some people will, maybe, and some people will
not. But, if you have a precommitment card, then you can play still. So I do not understand why
they would switch.
Mr CHAMPION—I guess what I am getting at here is: how many of the people that you see,
once they kick the pokies, develop problems in other areas? Or do they just kick the pokies habit
and then go on to have normal lives?
Ms Karpathakis—A lot of people do go on to have normal lives, but a lot of people who
were playing the pokies are still smoking and still drinking and may have two or three things
going on.
Mr CHAMPION—So would it be a majority, do you know? If a majority deal with their
problem, do they go on and have problems with other forms of gambling?
Ms Karpathakis—I could not say it is a majority; I would say it is pretty even.
Senator XENOPHON—I think Mr Jones asked you a question about how you went from
being a recreational gambler to developing a full-blown problem. Was there anything in
particular that happened to trigger it, either in the playing of the machines or anything else? Did
anything occur in your life to make you go from spending just a few dollars to spending money
that you could not afford to lose?
Ms Karpathakis—I know that initially I played recreationally, and I know that it was good
fun because I could take the money and go. I was going through turmoil as well—my life was
horrible at the time with a divorce and so on. Every second weekend I would not have the
children and I was not around family, and I could go to the pokies and feel like I was going out
and dress up. I would never go on my own to a pub and hang out at a bar, but the pokies were
there, and because I was introduced to them it just felt like a safe place to go—and then I was
gone.
Senator XENOPHON—So there was not one thing? It just happened gradually?
Ms Karpathakis—I think so. There were a lot of things going on as well.
Senator XENOPHON—You said in your opening statement something about stopping the
up-and-coming gamblers. This inquiry is about the practicalities of how a mandatory
precommitment scheme would work, and you have put in your submission that maybe
recreational gamblers could play up to $20 at a time.
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
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Senator XENOPHON—If someone has a significant gambling problem, do you think they
would go from venue to venue or do you think that—
Ms Karpathakis—I think some people would, but I think it would be a lot more tiresome
than being able to just throw all your money in at one place. By the time you got to the next
place, you would have time to think, and, if you had time to think about it, maybe it would be
too much of a hassle.
Senator XENOPHON—The other thing is that there are various ways that a mandatory
precommitment could be designed. I think you suggested having a licence—a photo ID. When
someone set their limits, could you imagine them setting their limits on an annual basis or on a
monthly basis as to the maximum they wanted to lose in the machines? What do you think
would work from your own experience and those of the many people you have dealt with?
Ms Karpathakis—I imagine you could set yourself a weekly limit, a monthly limit and a
yearly limit.
Senator XENOPHON—If you wanted to change that limit, how much notice do you think
you should give?
Ms Karpathakis—You could just go in and they could give you a temporary card, like they
do with licences, to use it for less, and then you could wait for your new card—something like
that.
Senator XENOPHON—So it would be the $20 value that you were talking about?
Ms Karpathakis—Or you could just wait and play the $20 until your yearly precommitment
card came in.
Senator XENOPHON—Senator Bernardi was asking questions about personal responsibility,
but you also talked about the machines themselves. Were there features on the machines that
kept you playing there longer? Can you describe what it was about the machines themselves that
kept you there and kept you playing?
Ms Karpathakis—It is a bit embarrassing to say now, because I have not played for so long,
but is almost like a false hope. I am not sure. Can you say that again, please?
Senator XENOPHON—In other words, what did you find so enticing?
Ms Karpathakis—What did I find addictive about the machines?
Senator XENOPHON—Yes—what did you find so addictive about the machines? What were
the particular features that you found addictive?
Ms Karpathakis—It was always about waiting to get the five in a row, and putting the coins
in, the sounds—also, how it looks like they are all going to line up and they do not.
Senator XENOPHON—Do you mean a near miss?
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Ms Karpathakis—Yes. There is a lot of trickery. That is what it looks like now. But back then
it had a romantic feel about it. The imagery is very romantic; I would play Sweethearts,
Cleopatra, Jewel of the Nile and all of those kinds of machines. I hated Shogun—I was never
attracted to the look of that one. So it was a bit romantic, not in a romantic-romantic way but
dreamy, if you know what I mean.
Senator XENOPHON—When you were playing the machines, were there any features of the
machines, things such as—
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, the jackpots.
Senator XENOPHON—The jackpots?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Senator XENOPHON—Even if it was a small jackpot?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, because it would build up. You knew it would build up and then
eventually, hopefully, you would win it. You would stay on there as long as you possibly could
or someone else would get it.
Senator XENOPHON—What was the most you ever spent in any playing session?
Ms Karpathakis—I cannot remember. I do not even want to know about that. I just know I
spent a lot. I have no house now. We rent. I spent a lot.
Senator XENOPHON—To get the money to keep playing, though, did you use an ATM?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, I used the ATM. I would have an allocated amount that I would play.
Towards the end, what I would do is wish that I could spend only another $20, but I would be
back and forth to the ATM until there was no money left. I remember the sinking feeling of not
being able to play again.
Senator XENOPHON—If you could not access money from an ATM and had to step outside
the venue and go somewhere else, would that have made a difference or do you think you would
still have gone back?
Ms Karpathakis—I think some people would go, because I remember going home to get my
card—taking $20 and then going home to get my card again just to play. So I am sure some
people will not be deterred by that, but I think some people will, definitely, especially the
recreational gamblers.
Senator XENOPHON—In terms of the limits—you set an annual limit—you are saying that
people should be able to say, ‘This is how much I want to spend this calendar year.’ Is that what
others at Pokies Anonymous have told you would work?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, we have had that discussion. They set it yearly.
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Senator XENOPHON—So, once you get over that limit, that is it for the year?
Ms Karpathakis—That is it. But then you can always go play the $20 card. It is not a
problem. We were concerned about what would happen to someone who was fiercely addicted.
They will go crazy if they cannot go back, but at least they will not be able to do as much
damage in playing the $20 one. So that is to ease them off, wean them; I am not sure.
Senator XENOPHON—Sure. Thank you.
CHAIR—I have a couple of questions to ask. Ms Karpathakis, I think you are a very
important witness because you have gone through problem gambling yourself and have come
out the other side, to your enormous credit; and you are helping and dealing with a very large
number of people who are still battling problem gambling. You bring to this committee a real
sense of the human consequences of this. It is not an academic or theoretical thing for you; it is
very real. With these people that you help, could you describe some of the consequences. Do
they go hungry, do they steal, do they end up in jail, do they commit suicide? What sorts of
consequences do you see?
Ms Karpathakis—Touch wood, we have never had a suicide in our group, and I hope that
never happens. What are the consequences? The worst ones are people who have mental
problems; they come with their mums, and the mums just do not know what to do. There was the
hairdresser who lost her whole salon. For people coming out of it, it is like they have lost years
of their life. I cannot think of them right now, but there are lots of things.
CHAIR—There are lots of stories that go around.
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, lots of stories.
CHAIR—Are they true? Do people go hungry? Do children go hungry?
Ms Karpathakis—They do. Mine did.
CHAIR—Do people lose their house?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. I did.
CHAIR—And then they are on a waiting list for public housing or whatever?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. There is a ripple effect. It causes a lot of problems along the way—
the problem gambler does.
CHAIR—Does it affect many people around the problem gambler?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, it does. We welcome support people to come along. They just do not
understand the problems that the gambler is going through, but they come to the meeting and
they hear that there are more people like their partner or their son, and they get a better
understanding.
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CHAIR—Of course, we are looking at what would be unprecedented federal government
involvement here. It would vary from state to state, but in your experience has the state
government done enough?
Ms Karpathakis—They have put a lot of things in place that actually do help some people,
but I really worry about the ones who do not reach out for help, people who are causing a lot of
problems within their families. The whole family does not know what to do and the families are
too embarrassed to talk about it. It is happening a lot in our Greek community, as I am finding
out now. There are a lot of families.
CHAIR—How do you think the sorts of people you are dealing with and helping would
respond to a mandatory precommitment system? Do you think they are inclined or not to take
advantage of that and to actually set a realistic limit, or would they be suspicious of it? How do
you think they would respond to it?
Ms Karpathakis—I definitely think some people will be suspicious and some people will not
like it, just as people do not like the smoking laws, but I think it is a necessity. At the end of the
day, we are better off with fewer problem gamblers, people ruining their lives and the lives of
people around them.
CHAIR—How would non-problem gamblers respond at the start of the whole process or at
the start of the year—whatever; who knows—to having to identify a figure for their losses?
Would that diminish the fun of recreational gambling?
Ms Karpathakis—No, because they are still playing the pokies. It just means that they are
going to use a card. If you can play and you do not have a problem, okay, but it is the people
who have the problems that we are worried about. The recreational gambler can still play. They
can put their amount on and still play.
CHAIR—Thank you. There are some follow-up questions.
Mr FRYDENBERG—I am interested—you talk about complete abstinence and promoting
that within Pokies Anonymous. Can you talk a little bit about the techniques that you use? What
is the most effective way that you have seen?
Ms Karpathakis—Just like in the other 12-step programs, the best thing is that people inspire
each other. For example, if you come into Pokies Anonymous and you are just starting and you
hear all the stories, you feel like you belong somewhere. You do not feel like some alienated
pokie addict out there who is the only one with a problem. You feel like you are with people that
you belong with. We share stories, and hopefully you will inspire the older members to stay
focused, and the older members will inspire the younger ones to continue and start. We say ‘a
day at a time’, just like they do in the other 12-step programs. I give encouragement certificates
every month, and we celebrate a birthday when they get a year up, with a pavlova and
everything. We celebrate and encourage people all the time.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You talk in your submission about the Ask Me project.
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
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Mr FRYDENBERG—Can you talk a bit about that? That is the idea that people would come
into venues and be a point at which people could talk to them about their issues. Does that
signify to you that not enough is being done in that respect at the moment in terms of people
who are prominent being a source that others can go and talk to?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes. I just think that it is hard enough for people who are working, the
staff, to do whatever they have to do and then try and approach somebody whom they may think
has a problem. That, to me, is ridiculous and hard. If anyone approached me, I would never go
back to that venue, so it is not a good idea. It might have worked for some people; I am sure it
has. However, it is so difficult to be approached and to approach someone. I imagine that a
couple of people would just go from venue to venue with ‘Ask Me’ on their T-shirt perhaps—it
is just an idea—so that, if someone is sitting there, they can say, ‘What’s your T-shirt about?’ or,
‘Can I talk to you?’ That way, the person is approaching someone, instead of someone
approaching the person. The person takes the initiative to talk to someone.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Basically, what you are saying then is that there is not enough
currently being done for people to know where they can go and get help; is that right?
Ms Karpathakis—No, I am not really saying that. I am just saying that there could be another
way of helping problem gamblers.
Mr FRYDENBERG—What about these statements that you talk about, too—sending out
emails to people about how much has been spent and where? Do you put that forward based on
experience?
Ms Karpathakis—That is about staying connected with your clientele. It could even be
promotions. If you have a precommitment card then the venue can contact you, like they
normally do with your birthday and so on, but it will not be able to trigger you, because you
have that amount to play. So they could contact you; they could tell you how you were going.
They could then ask you further questions, like, ‘Is this working for you?’ and whatever and find
out how it is going.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You said you get contacted for your birthday. How much
correspondence were you having with venues?
Ms Karpathakis—If you were a member of J-Card, they would send you birthday wishes.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Anything else?
Ms Karpathakis—I did not really get much, but I have seen it in the mail—from other
people. The way it is now, those promotional things are not good because just getting that in the
mail is not a good thing for someone who has stopped playing.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Finally, the opt-out system that you talked about with the single-use
cards of $20—is that figure based on your experiences of what a reasonable number is?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, it is.
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Mr FRYDENBERG—How did you come to that?
Ms Karpathakis—Even $20 a day was too much for one person in the group that we had. She
was saying, ‘Can we change it to $20 a week?’ so maybe that could be an option for other
people. With $20 you cannot do too much damage, but if you really want to you can go to
another club and play another $20.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Thank you.
Senator BERNARDI—Briefly, to follow up: you said you started playing the gaming
machines when your marriage broke up—
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Senator BERNARDI—and it was a form of entertainment, a way of getting out of the house.
Ms Karpathakis—Really, it was that I did not want to be home alone.
Senator BERNARDI—Okay. So you went there and it felt as if you were getting out—
Ms Karpathakis—It was an atmosphere where I was out from the house.
Senator BERNARDI—So it was an outing. You also said—and I just want to clarify this—
that you used to leave $30 from your pension for you and your children to live on. How long did
you manage to set that money aside?
Ms Karpathakis—It was not always that much. It was random. But I remember that
particular incident where I did leave $30. I did it often, but not every week. That happened later
and later, when it just got worse for me.
Senator BERNARDI—What pension were you on?
Ms Karpathakis—Single mother’s pension.
Senator BERNARDI—Do you think that there is a case, then, for those in receipt of
government welfare, for perhaps a form of quarantining of that welfare to ensure that it is
applied for the purposes that it is intended for, so that you could not, for example, go and spend
your pension on a gaming machine and you might have a food card or a store card?
Ms Karpathakis—That would have been great then, yes.
Senator BERNARDI—You also said that a number of the people at Pokies Anonymous had
mental health issues—they are my words. You said they—
Ms Karpathakis—No, I said that I really felt for the people who did turn up who had mental
issues as well as the addiction, and the parents did not know what to do with them.
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Senator BERNARDI—So, if people had mental health issues and were in receipt of, say, a
disability pension or a support pension or something along those lines, a quarantining system
there would probably address their problem, wouldn’t it?
Ms Karpathakis—Well, yes, it would. I do not really understand that too much, but any help
would be good.
Senator BERNARDI—It is income management. That is how it is described by the
government. Thank you.
Mr CIOBO—I am guessing that there is a fairly good network of those who collaborate
together to try to mitigate the damage done by those who are addicted to gambling. Is that the
case?
Ms Karpathakis—Could you please repeat that?
Mr CIOBO—Do you work with other organisations across Australia that have similar
aspirations to yours?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes, I do, but they do not advocate abstinence. They do not talk about
abstinence. They have a model which talks about ‘relapsing’.
Mr CIOBO—In terms of the precommitment system, which you are an advocate for, is that a
widespread view amongst the network that you work with.
Ms Karpathakis—I do not know what other networks think about that.
Mr CIOBO—You spoke about your own personal journey and having multiple, for lack of a
better term, addictions. I got the impression from your testimony that that was a fairly common
occurrence; it might be gambling, it might be online gambling, it might be alcohol and some
may even abuse drugs, for example—I do not know. Is that reasonably common?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—I am thinking about someone, for example, who might gamble on horses—a lot
of people go to the track on track day. Is there a reason that you think this should only apply to
pokies. If we have the ability to expand it quite easily—
Ms Karpathakis—Do it everywhere, if you can.
Mr CIOBO—All right.
Mr CHAMPION—Senator Bernardi was asking you about welfare quarantining and the like.
Of the people who come to Pokies Anonymous, how many of them would be on government
pensions and the like and how many of them would be people who work.
Ms Karpathakis—Probably half and half. Probably more people who are working, and then
there are retired people and people who are waiting for packages.
GAMBLING REFORM

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

JOINT

GR 21

Mr CHAMPION—So welfare quarantining might be a solution for some people but not for
others, because some people work?
Ms Karpathakis—Yes.
CHAIR—You indicated that you were reluctant to do things voluntarily: you were reluctant to
ring up Helpline and so on. What is your view on non-mandatory harm minimisation measures
versus mandatory ones where the government says, ‘You will do this:’ for example, you will set
a daily limit. Do you favour one or the other in your experience.
Ms Karpathakis—I favour the mandatory one because if you left me on the voluntary one I
would have spent the same amount; it would not have made any difference.
CHAIR—Thank you very much. You are a very important witness and I think you have been
very courageous in talking so openly about your personal experiences. This has been very
helpful for the committee. All the best with your support work.
Proceedings suspended from 10.12 am to 10.32 am
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CHAPPELL, Mr Robert, Director, Independent Gambling Authority, South Australia
MOSS, Mr Alan, Presiding Member, Independent Gambling Authority, South Australia
CHAIR—I welcome representatives from the Independent Gambling Authority of South
Australia. Would you like to make an opening statement?
Mr Moss—The IGA’s submission to the committee is contained in submission 33, which is
before the committee. I respectfully invite the committee’s attention to Mr Chappell’s letter to
Ms Beverley dated 21 January 2011. That letter very briefly sets out the Independent Gambling
Authority’s present view of the position.
It may assist the committee to have some understanding of the IGA’s function. The IGA is the
primary regulator of all forms of commercial gambling in South Australia. Our functions and
powers are an interesting set in that they contain within them a certain conflict. One of our
mandated responsibilities is to limit problem gambling. At the same time we are required to do
all reasonable things necessary to maintain a viable gambling industry. Our submission today is
predicated upon those two slightly contradictory aims and functions.
With his letter, Mr Chappell enclosed an IGA report of 2005, and the committee may have that
with them. It is a very comprehensive report into the use of smartcard technology for the purpose
of limiting gambling losses. The formal recommendations of the authority’s report are contained
in paragraph 6.2 of that report. Very briefly, the authority recommended that the government
should procure amendments to legislation to require a regulatory regime so that when people
play gaming machines they do so in a way which: firstly, systematically tracks their play over
time; secondly, enables the players to set limits on their play; and, thirdly, enables them to be
excluded at their own request from playing at all.
Essentially, our view has not changed; you will see that from Mr Chappell’s letter. The
authority still maintains that it is necessary to regulate gambling machines in a way which allows
people to set limits upon their play and which actually stops them from playing when their
chosen limit has been arrived at. The authority takes the view that such a scheme should be
technologically based on some form of smartcard technology. With the committee’s permission,
I will invite Mr Chappell to speak about that in a moment, but we believe that it should be
mandatory and that any scheme that is less than mandatory simply will not work.
Essentially, the IGA supports the recommendations of the Productivity Commission. We do
not necessarily agree that each spin should be limited to one dollar—that would be a matter for
government policy—but we do very strongly believe that technology should be called into use to
allow players to set a limit of their choosing and that once that limit has been exceeded—
whether it is a daily limit, a weekly limit or a monthly limit—the machine will not spin for them
until their next period of play comes up. All credible research that the IGA has been able to
access shows that people do want to set limits on their play. They do not go to the gaming venue
intending to lose all their money and cause their family dismay; they go there with the intention
of behaving sensibly and responsibly, by and large, even if they know they have a problem. But
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what happens is that the machines are by their nature so seductive that people do not stop when
they reach their limit, and that is where we see the problem arising.
I had the benefit of hearing Minister Macklin’s views on this matter at a recent conference on
the Gold Coast, which I reported to the authority, and the IGA has approached its submission to
this committee pretty much upon the understanding that some sort of legislation will be enacted
which introduces some sort of smartcard technology. We support that. We believe that electronic
gaming machines are potentially dangerous products. In the hands of a large section of the
population they do not cause any trouble, but there certainly is a cohort of EGM users who
cannot handle the machines in a way which does not cause them harm. As with any potentially
dangerous product, the authority believes it makes ethical and governmental sense to introduce
some measure of regulation. We do it for cars, we do it for guns, we do it for food—anywhere
there is a potential for some harm, government generally sees it as being appropriate to regulate.
Our concern is not that there are problems in regulation per se; our concerns arise more from
unintended consequences to the industry if the implementation of this type of smartcard
technology is too rapid. We think that it is possible that, if the implementation is too rapid and it
is too onerous to get the card, there will be a significant percentage of people who simply stop
playing because it is too difficult. We look at how the smoking legislation was introduced in
South Australia: it was introduced gradually over a period of nearly five years, and what we saw
and have seen is that the smart and viable hoteliers were able to accommodate that smoking
legislation in the way in which they ran their businesses. We have also seen that, although there
was initially a significant drop in net gaming revenue from poker machines when that legislation
was first introduced, over time the hotels have pretty much returned to pre-smoking legislation
revenue in relation to their gaming venues.
We believe that, properly introduced, the same outcome would be obtained for the industry
here. We think that it is very important that we reduce as much as possible the frictional impact
on the businesses of the introduction of the cards. It might be helpful if Mr Chappell—who
actually knows more about gambling and gambling regulation than pretty well anyone in
Australia, with respect—speaks about how he sees the implementation of the technology and the
loss-limiting system might work.
Mr Chappell—The authority’s recommendations in 2005 were essentially technologyneutral, as is its submission to the committee today with perhaps one exception: the authority is
strongly of the view that a cash-on-card solution or an account-based cash solution provides the
best practical response to the need for precommitment. I have had a look at some of the
submissions that have been received from other stakeholders, and some quite valid issues have
been raised about technological implementation, mainly revolving around the ability of the
current centralised monitoring systems to disable a machine remotely.
However, as some of the vendors who have made submissions to you have pointed out and as
was quite apparent to the authority in 2005, if a cash-on-card system is adopted, every gaming
machine in Australia can be made to work with it today, and it is possible to remotely disable the
machine within, give or take, $20 of what is on the meter through controlling the gaming
machine’s access to the player’s cash. Every gaming machine in Australia at the moment has
either a note acceptor or a coin comparator or both, and those are the things that give the gaming
machine meter the tokens with which the players play. If the money is on the card or is on the
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account or is delivered to the gaming machine through some account-based or card-controlled
mechanism, then it is possible to implement a mandatory stop to the machine when a person
reaches their voluntarily set limits without engineering the rest of the gaming machine
environment.
I noted in Mr Ferrar’s submission on behalf of the Gaming Technologies Association that he
thought that some machines in Australia could be adapted while others would have to be
replaced; but even in South Australia, where we have the oldest fleet of gaming machines in the
country, they all have a coin acceptor, and those boxes could all be replaced by something that
accepted a card or was connected to some sort of account-based system. The reason for hedging
on what is on the card or what the card would look like is that I do not believe, with respect, that
it is within the scope of this inquiry to come to a final technological solution about what would
be done. The authority’s position would be that the market and the science needs to be tested, at
least in terms of technology, to get the most robust, best value for money technological solution.
If I can just give you a little bit of show and tell from my own wallet, here we have a Visa
card. I will not tell you what is on the balance, but this is a smartcard. It has a chip in it and it
can do all sorts of exciting things. I need to have this and it is issued to me by the bank. If I lost
it, I could be in a little bit of trouble, I suppose. A card reader could be built to accept something
like this and the money for gambling could be on it. The card itself could know at what point it
should stop feeding money into the machine. I could tell the card not to let any more money off
it for another 12 hours, 24 hours, a month or whatever, and it would all be locked in here. There
is the equivalent of a 386 computer embedded on the chip. That would be one way you could go.
The other thing we have here is my South Australian drivers licence. It does not have any
smarts in it at all. It is not magnetic. It does not have a computer. It has some security features on
it like a bit of transparency there, but the thing about this is that just about anyone who would be
playing a gaming machine in South Australia has one of these things. They are all set out the
same way and there would be a card scanner that could read the top of this and say, ‘I know who
you are.’ With this solution, you would need to have it connected to some sort of host server at
the back end that would say, ‘Robert Chappell has $100 left to play today,’ and that server could
direct the money to the publican’s bank account as I am spending the money. The great thing
about this is that everyone has one, they are really cheap and someone else is responsible for
issuing them. If you do not have one of these, you probably have a proof of age card that has
been issued to you by the same motor registry.
So it would just be a question of choosing between a range of technological solutions like that
to get you in a position where you are engaging in account-based gaming. How would you do
that? You could do it by making all the motor registries around Australia responsible for issuing
these cards. That would be one option. They are very good at issuing lots and lots of cards to
people and being reasonably accurate about the way they do it. You could use the motor registry
cards and have someone else establish the accounts. You only need to look at the payment
systems that we have for retail in Australia to know that it is possible for millions of people to
carry around millions of cards and make payments to any number of unrelated parties without
any prior arrangement by going in and handing over a card. I have a card from my bank, the
retailer that I am dealing with has a card receiver from their bank and the money changes hands
because there is a set of agreed standards both for the cards and for the interchange that goes on
in the background.
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That system works perfectly well. Everyone can do it. I will admit that it has taken probably
20 years for it to go from being something that we did with paper. We all had to get used to
buying even $15 worth of groceries by going into the supermarket now and just touching our
credit card against a receiver. The technology has grown with the market and the fact is that it is
a market solution. None of these retailers have been told to do this; they have been provided with
an opportunity by their bank or by their merchant account provider. They have entered into a
commercial arrangement which has paid for all of the technology, paid for the issue of the cards
and facilitated a set of commercial transactions. At the end of the day, it has replaced cash
because people regard it as both more convenient and safer for them—both for the person who is
buying the stuff and for the retailer.
There is no reason why you could not adopt a market model like that for issuing the cards and
arming the venues with the mechanism to receive the money. All that that would require would
be some commercial arrangements, some probity licensing of the entities—not unlike the
licensed monitoring operator systems that operate in some states other than South Australia—
and an agreed set of technical standards. Alternatively, each state could mandate the monitoring
operator or someone else to provide it on a monopoly basis. You could get value for money
through some sort of public tender for someone to provide the infrastructure and the services. I
cannot tell you which would be the better approach. I do not know because I have not done the
market study to work it out. It may be that that is a separate piece of work to decide what the
appropriate commercial model is for delivering these cards, but in my mind and in the
authority’s view there is no question that there are commercial models for delivering this sort of
technology to gaming venues in a relatively short period of time. What it requires is
coordination. That has come out in many of the submissions before the committee in this inquiry.
It requires coordination, it requires agreement and, at a minimum, it requires an agreed set of
standards as to the way it is going to be done. We do not see that there is actually any technical
obstacle to achieving the objectives of a player tracking system where everyone would be in the
system and people would have the option of setting limits and, if they reach their limits, the
machine would be disabled.
CHAIR—That is excellent. I am very mindful of giving adequate time for questions but I let
you go longer than normal because I think it was really good to get that overview. Thank you. I
will invite the government members to start the questioning.
Mr CHAMPION—Thank you, Mr Moss and Mr Chappell. Mr Moss, you refer to electronic
gaming machines as being a potentially dangerous product and I want to tease out how
dangerous they are and to how many, and whether you see precommitment schemes as a form of
consumer protection. And if we go down that path, doesn’t it make sense to have a maximum bet
limit also, because you seem to be shying away from a dollar bet limit? I am just wondering if it
is a case of having the belt and braces.
Mr Moss—There are some people who can afford to lose a lot of money gambling and there
are others who cannot. At the moment we run a voluntary barring scheme whereby people can
come to the authority and say that they want to be barred from certain venues. We will then
make that order, which is a legally binding order. At the moment we have about 900 active
orders in place. These are for people who have come along and said that their problem is so great
that they need to take this step. You can assume that that 900 in South Australia is the very tip of
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the iceberg. It is only people who have reached a special stage of desperation, or who have very
tough family members, who come along to submit themselves to that.
We believe that there are tens of thousands of problem gamblers in South Australia. The exact
number, of course, is hidden and can only be guessed at but the quantity of losses would suggest
that there are a lot of people who lose a lot of money on gaming machines. It is reliably assessed
that about 40 per cent of the cohort of players provide around 90 per cent of gambling revenue.
Within that 40 per cent there would have to be a significant number of people who have a
problem. So, yes, there is a big problem and, yes, there should be something done about it. But
should one mandate a maximum amount? I do not really think so because I could, perhaps, if I
were silly enough, afford to lose a hundred dollars a day playing electronic gaming machines.
But many other people could not; they could not lose a hundred bucks a day without causing
their families a lot of aggravation. There are other people, however, who could probably lose a
thousand dollars a day and it would not particularly upset them. We have high-rollers in the
casino who very legitimately—and I am not being critical of the casino for one moment about
this—lose hundreds of thousands of dollars in the casino in one night and then get on their
executive jet and fly back to wherever they came from. So I think it is difficult to set some
mandated maximum.
Mr Chappell—The submission by Pubs Australia makes reference to a number of
Queensland population studies. One of the things you find from looking at those studies closely
is that, when players were tracked longitudinally, people who were problem gamblers one year
were recreational gamblers the next and people who were recreational gamblers one year were
problem gamblers the next or were in the risk categories.
In answer to the other part of your question, it is a management tool for all gamblers so that
they can make choices about what they are going to do. They can then manage the risk of
slipping from being a recreational gambler to being an at-risk or problem gambler. I think the
research shows that people move in and out of those states over time. It is about giving them a
tool that enables them to enjoy the product but to be told when enough is enough. As the father
of a seven-year-old boy who has DVDs and pocket gaming machines, telling them when their
limit has been reached is a very difficult and delicate thing to do because the product is very
attractive. Even if you have in your mind an agreement about when will be the time to stop it
does need a degree of enforcement about it, and some days are better than others. At the risk of
making the analogy seem superficial, it is the same with slot machine players: something that
you can enjoy one day is something that is causing you harm the next day. This is really a tool to
enable people to make personal choices about what their behaviour is going to be and to be
supported in those choices as they go through.
Mr CHAMPION—I am interested in the barring process. We have had previous evidence
about people voluntarily barring themselves from venues and the like. Would precommitment
help that process in terms of having a network system whereby you could bar yourself across the
state?
Mr Chappell—At the moment, a lot of the energy in our barring process goes to persuading
people that they need to focus their barring on the venues they attend. We like to make sure that
people do not get themselves barred from 400 places but that they get themselves barred from
20. That is partly because of the enforcement and compliance issues at the other end. In South
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Australia the breakdown is 90 per cent publicans and 10 per cent clubs, and we cannot expect
publicans and club managers to be tracking hundreds and hundreds of photographs in their
venues because everyone is barred from 400 places. If we had a card system like this, the
authority’s orientation would change completely. People would apply for barring and the default
would be that you are barred from everywhere, because it could be enforced systematically.
Mr CHAMPION—So, if I had a problem and was having relapses and I barred myself from
20 establishments in the northern suburbs, but I kept on driving into town on to go elsewhere—
Mr Chappell—That is not an uncommon story, Mr Champion.
Mr CHAMPION—No. The precommitment system would help that process because, in
effect, we could use technology quickly and simply and help the publicans to prevent a problem.
Mr Chappell—Yes. It would relieve an enormous compliance burden on the licensees
because the system would do the enforcement and they would not have to be looking after them
at all.
Mr Moss—It would tend to reduce the level of state regulation of gambling generally. At the
moment, we have a lot of warning signs and codes of practice and all sorts of other things which
are onerous for licensees both to get across and to maintain. If the players were looked after, in
effect, by their card all these warning systems, notices and codes of practice and other things
would probably not be needed.
Mr CHAMPION—You could cut red tape.
Mr Moss—It would cut red tape enormously.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—It is the responsibility of your authority for regulating all gaming in
South Australia; is that correct?
Mr Moss—Correct.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Is that every gaming premises, every form of gaming, every
gaming machine, every form of gambling?
Mr Moss—Unfortunately, in South Australia we have a rather clumsy system where the IGA
sits at the top of the pinnacle, if you like, of gambling regulation, but we also have a
commissioner for liquor and gambling. Although he is under our supervision we do not direct his
operations on any day-to-day basis, and he is the person who is practically responsible for the
actual compliance regime. He has the inspectors who go out and inspect the premises and he is
the one who closes down the venues that misbehave.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—So you are not the inspectors but you are the authority?
Mr Moss—We are the overarching authority.
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Mr STEPHEN JONES—Against that background, I am curious about why you have
indicated that there is something unique about an electronic gaming machine in the overall
spectrum of gaming products which makes it a potentially dangerous product. Can you explain
why you have reached that conclusion?
Mr Chappell—If I can just put that in context for you, we also regulate betting on horses and
sports, and the authority has mandated a precommitment system for account betting on horses
and sports. All of these forms of gambling are potentially harmful. The issue with slot machines
is that they are available all of the time—you can play them continuously—and you have the
capacity to spend money much more quickly on those forms of gambling than on any other.
Added to that is the nature of the design of slot machines—I am not saying there is anything
wrong with this; it is just a feature of the product. A successful game in a slot machine gives you
the experience of winning on a regular basis, and that adds to the excitement and the thrill and
the entertainment value of the product. It is a natural incident of the design of a gaming machine
that if you put $20 on the meter and you are betting in 5c units at 20 lines a go, so you might be
spending a dollar a spin, you would expect to have a win within the life of the $20.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Whenever I sit down in front of something I expect to have a win;
that is the nature of gambling. Is it the design?
Mr Chappell—Any game that is designed that way will do it for you. As the regulator I
would expect you, putting $20 in, if you were gambling 5c or 25c a spin, to get some sort of win
before you exhaust the $20. We do play these games to win; we do not play them to see the
money disappear. That is an experience you do not have buying a daily lottery ticket. It is an
experience you might have if you bought a keno ticket, but you can only do that once every 3½
minutes. It is an experience you will have if you are playing roulette, but a gaming machine is
really only an electronic form of roulette. If you are betting on horses or betting on sports, there
is no easy, immediate satisfaction—perhaps unless you are betting on the third harness race in
the afternoon and you know how the horses are lining up, although that is part of the skill
element of racing. The opportunities for winning experiences are much further apart with almost
every other form of gambling.
One of the great attractions of the slot machine is that there are these constant wins—in the
long run you spend the wins; they actually give you more to spin the wheel with. That is how the
great return-to-player illusion works. People walk along with $20 and at the end of their hour of
play they want to see their 87½ per cent back. The problem was, they did not just gamble $20;
they gambled $40 or $60 because they had these wins along the way and they kept spending
them.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—And it is that design which underpins the authority’s statement that
they are potentially dangerous?
Mr Moss—That is part of it. I think the gaming machine experience is very different from
most other forms of gambling. A day at the races, for example, although gambling might be an
important part of it, is largely a day out—it is very social, we meet people, we have a drink, talk
about the horses, go and have a look at them, watch the races. It is a community based
experience. The slot machine experience is quite the contrary. The people who come to us and
tell us they have a problem say ‘It is great; I can get away from everything; it is just me and the
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machine; the whole world is blocked out and I can forget about everything’. They describe it as
being ‘in the cave’.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—On what basis do you say that there are tens of thousands of South
Australian people who are problem gamblers? Correct me if I have that number wrong.
Mr Moss—No, that is the number I suggested.
Mr Chappell—That is an extrapolation from the population study numbers. The authority’s
rule of thumb for a problem gambler is the Canadian Problem Gambling Index 3-plus measure—
that is the at risk and high risk problem gambler cohort. It is an extrapolation of the South
Australian adult population by the sorts of prevalence numbers we have experienced in the most
recent population studies.
Mr CIOBO—When you say ‘3 plus’, are you saying three per cent?
Mr Chappell—No, the problem gambling severity index in the CPGI is scored on a scale of 0
to 27. If you score 0, 1 or 2, you are classified as either ‘no risk’ or ‘low risk’.
Mr CIOBO—Will that translate to a percentage of the population?
Mr Chappell—In South Australia, in the last population study, the CPGI 8 plus number was
0.4 per cent of adults—
Mr CIOBO—How many were 3 plus?
Mr Chappell—The number for 3 plus, including the 8 plus, was 1.6 per cent.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—Do you accept the findings of the 2010 Productivity Commission
report that about 40 per cent—and I am asking this because you are also an authority—of poker
machine revenue comes from problem gambling? Do you dispute or do you accept that finding?
Mr Moss—I think we would accept that. We certainly would not dispute it.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—That is on the basis of what?
Mr Chappell—It is a pretty credible series of arguments. I think they have triangulated their
estimates, using three different methods to get at them. There is no basis on which the authority
could dispute the work that the Productivity Commission did to arrive at that number.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—You have done no modelling work yourself in parallel?
Mr Chappell—No, we just find the logic compelling.
Senator CROSSIN—There have been plenty of submissions on precommitment schemes
which say that any such scheme ought to be consistent and national. Would the Australia/New
Zealand Gaming Machine National Standard cover that or would it need to be amended?
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Mr Chappell—It needs to be really clearly understood what that document is. Often, when
we talk about standards, we think about standards issued by a company called SAI Global. If it is
a plumbing standard, it actually tells you the legal width of a pipe and the bibs and bobs that
have to be screwed onto it to make it work. The Australia/New Zealand Gaming Machine
National Standard is a document which translates the legal requirements in eight separate
jurisdictions into a common form of words so that the industry sector can understand what it
needs to do to comply in those jurisdictions. It is not a source of law; it has no legal status in the
sense of being the authoritative source of what is legal or what is licensable. It is a cipher for the
way the regulators apply the different statutory and regulatory obligations in various places. It is
by its nature a document that responds to regulation and, if precommitment were mandated, I
imagine the people who write it would very quickly introduce a chapter about how it works. But
it is not itself a document that is capable of being amended to bring about any change to
licensing.
Senator CROSSIN—So it more like a guideline.
Mr Chappell—It is a manual.
Senator CROSSIN—Is that why your submission believes there are some deficiencies in it?
Mr Chappell—I do not believe our submission has referred to the Australia/New Zealand
Gaming Machine National Standard.
Senator CROSSIN—Do you think there are deficiencies in it, in that sense, though?
Mr Chappell—My colleagues in the forum of chief executives of Australian gambling
regulators are constantly looking at ways of improving that document, including moving to a
less prescriptive model. But what we say is that, in a federated environment, it is the best sort of
document we can have.
Senator CROSSIN—Have you turned your attention to how a precommitment scheme might
work for irregular gamblers—people who might only occasionally have a go on the pokies? I am
talking about someone who, twice a year say, might pop in to a casino and have lunch and, while
there, have a bit of a go. How does that fit in with what we are talking about in terms of the big
picture of attacking problem gambling?
Mr Moss—As a South Australian, if I go to a club in Queensland I have to sign in. I get a
little chip to say that I am signed in for the day. I would see no difficulty in the venues,
depending on the nature of the technology that is adopted, being able to issue a temporary card.
They would ask, ‘How much do you want to have on your card?’ and you would get a card that
allowed you to lose $100 that day. If you go to a hotel, you do not get a key anymore; they give
you a plastic card to open your door with. I think the venues would probably have that same
capacity. I do not think it is a very difficult technology.
Senator CROSSIN—I am not so much talking about how the different venues would deal
with it but talking about how these national standards would deal with it. Does everybody need a
precommitment card, or do you separate out those who gamble very regularly versus those who
gamble very irregularly?
GAMBLING REFORM

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

JOINT

GR 31

Mr Moss—I see it as being a choice. If you want to play the pokies then you will need to have
a card to do that. Almost inevitably, people who want to play the poker machines a lot will be
amongst the first to get a card. There will be other people who perhaps play only occasionally
who might choose to get a card or who might choose, on the particular day they go, to get a
temporary card for that day.
Senator CROSSIN—So people will regulate themselves?
Mr Moss—No. The card will still regulate you—or regulate your play. You may choose to
have a card that is a permanent card, in effect, that allows you to lose $100 a month, $100 a
week or $100 a day and you would use it whenever you chose. But if you played two or three
times a year you might not want to bother to put yourself to the inconvenience of getting the
card, storing it and having it, particularly if it had money on it. If the card had $500 on it you
would not want that money just sitting there idle while you played only twice a year. So you
would just get a temporary card to allow you to spend $50 or $100 on the day. That is how I
would see it.
Mr Chappell—I might add, Senator Crossin, that if the model adopted used optical scanning
of drivers licences, for instance, you would not need a special card. You would just go along
whenever you wanted to play, you would put it in and the computer would tell you either it knew
you or it did not. If it did not know you, it would ask you to put some money in. It could be as
simple as that. It is a question of technological choice. Having said that, I am carrying around a
five-year-old Melbourne tram ticket with two rides left on it, because I go to Melbourne three or
four times a year and I happen to find it convenient to carry that around to pay to travel on the
tram in Victoria. Apparently that is not very fashionable—to pay to do it—but it gives me a great
thrill.
Senator XENOPHON—You mentioned, Mr Chappell, the precommitment that the TAB has.
Can you explain how that works and its effectiveness to date.
Mr Chappell—To take your questions in reverse order, it was only mandated to be effective
from 1 September last year, so we do not have any annual reporting data on it. But, under
changes to South Australian law in December 2008, any wagering operator lawfully operating in
South Australia—and that includes New South Wales and Victorian TABs and all those
bookmakers in Darwin—could be required to offer precommitment on their betting accounts and
by a code of practice made by the authority. Those codes of practice became operational on 1
September last year. They impose the obligation to offer players the opportunity to fix a weekly,
Saturday to Sunday, spending limit.
Senator XENOPHON—It is voluntary, so you have to opt in, basically?
Mr Chappell—I think the operators would describe it as ‘voluntary opt out’, because we say:
you have to offer this limit setting to all of your customers and they have to be asked whether
they want it or not. No, it does not give them a default. They do not start with $200 a week and
then have to take it off.
Senator XENOPHON—And you do not know how many TAB patrons to date have taken
that up?
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Mr Chappell—We have not yet collected any data on that.
Senator XENOPHON—There was a report of the authority, prepared by Charles Livingstone
and Richard Woolley, on machine characteristics. One of the issues raised in that report was that
the machine manufacturers failed to give certain key data in relation to the way the machines
operated, such as with the PAR sheets—the probability accounting reports—and other machine
characteristics. Can you indicate whether that lack of information makes any difference to your
view about smart card technology.
Mr Chappell—I think the answer to that is that it does not make any difference. In
conversations over the past six months with Mr Ferrar and others, the opportunity to have a look
at some of the data has been made, and we are looking at ways of taking up that offer. But I think
the reality is that, regardless of whether we know how the mathematics of the games differ from
successful games to unsuccessful games, it is the things that make the games attractive to
recreational players that also make them problematic for people who cannot control their
expenditure. So everyone needs to have this sort of tool for the games to be safe. If everyone did
have this tool then, arguably, the games could be much less safe.
Senator XENOPHON—Just picking up on that, you talked about everyone having this tool
to make the games safer. Are you saying then that, for this to be truly effective, it is more likely
to be effective if it is a mandatory scheme rather than a voluntary scheme—in other words, that
this is something that all regular players would have to sign up to, as recommended by the
Productivity Commission?
Mr Moss—Absolutely. The authority’s view is that a voluntary opt-in scheme which is simply
offered and which you do not have to take up simply will not make any difference. The take-up
will be extremely small, and it will not work. If it is going to be effective, it has to be mandated
that basically, if you do not have a card, the machine will not spin for you.
Senator XENOPHON—I will just follow on from that—I know time is limited—in the
context of the design of this, and obviously the technical aspects. I think you pointed out that
you have not addressed the technical aspects because you see them as going beyond the purview
of this committee, but, in terms of design characteristics, if you set a daily limit then how would
you imagine it? We had Julia Karpathakis from Pokies Anonymous giving evidence earlier. A lot
of her members are talking about an annual limit—in other words, you are making decisions and
saying, ‘I only want to spend this much annually,’ or on a daily, weekly or monthly basis. But
how would people be able to opt out of that if they wanted to reset their limits? Has the authority
considered that?
Mr Chappell—In general terms, Senator, you have said something that resounds with me, in
the sense that it might make sense to help people set their limits by annualising them and
converting an annual figure into what might be a typical daily spend. If you said you were
prepared to spend $5,000 a year playing slot machines and you were going to play fortnightly,
that is $5,000 divided by 26, and you would say your daily limit could be something like that.
Your weekly limit might need to be something similar so that, if you decided to go several days
in a row and have a binge, you would be protected. But I can see there being some educational
value in approaching it from the position of having a look at what my annual spend would be

GAMBLING REFORM

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

JOINT

GR 33

and then converting that back into a series of daily and weekly limits. What we have mandated
with wagering is that it is a weekly limit and you have to give a week’s notice to change it.
Senator XENOPHON—So how would you do that? What would the authority envisage as a
practical way of implementing this in the context of, you said, a weekly limit of $100 or a daily
limit of $50? How would people be able to change that if they wanted to within the confines of
an annual limit, and how could they change their annual limit? Has the authority looked at that in
the context of how all this would be effective?
Mr Chappell—The authority has not discussed it in detail, but I could offer this option: if the
issue is that you have hit your limit and you decide you want to be able to keep playing, you are
still going to have to wait 24 hours for an increase in your spending limit to be effective. You
would be able to do that through some online portal, by going to a counter or by any number of
means.
Senator XENOPHON—That is on a daily limit. What about a weekly limit?
Mr Chappell—The authority has said that you need to give a week’s notice to change your
weekly limit. That is actually the regulated position of wagering as we speak.
Senator XENOPHON—And that could be a model for poker machines?
Mr Chappell—It could be a model for slot machines. Perhaps the way to make it work in the
context that you have been speaking about is that if you put into the screen, ‘I would now like
my daily limit to be $300,’ then the computer would say, ‘Did you realise that that is the
equivalent of spending $12,000 a year?’ and that would help people make an informed choice.
Senator XENOPHON—Chair, I just wonder if we could ask the authority on notice to
consider the sorts of options? That would be useful for those sorts of suggestions or various
views—not necessarily fixed views—but it may be helpful for the committee’s deliberations.
My final question is: given the role the authority has had in the research that you and your
secretariat do—quite extensively, especially on gambling—and that there has been a lot of
debate about what impact this will have on the industry, are you aware of any research before the
introduction of poker machines in South Australia and other jurisdictions on their potential social
and economic impact?
Mr Chappell—I am not aware of anything you could call research. I think there were a lot of
indications given about what the impact of slot machines would be in South Australia, and I
think they all turned out to be very conservative.
With your indulgence, Chair, something Senator Xenophon asked has prompted me about
something else—I almost lost my train of thought. From the research I have seen, if we have a
mandatory precommitment system where the machines are able to talk to the players about what
they are doing then in my view it is important to see if we can avoid situations where people
actually hit their limits. If we looked to build a very sophisticated system, the machines would
message players as they start to approach their limits and say, ‘Did you realise that your daily
limit is $100? You are now up to $75, do you want to take a break?’ or something like that.
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I think there is some strength in the industry concerns that when people hit limits and they
cannot keep playing—a bit like my seven-year-old son—in the moment that becomes a tension
point and it then makes people want to make poor decisions. If we are able to develop some
sophistication in the way these things work so that people are given alerts as they get close to
their time then they could either manage their expectations about what they are able to do or they
could stop before they reach their limits so they have something to spend later. That would be a
degree of sophistication that would yield significant dividends in the usability of the scheme and
its acceptance.
Mr FRYDENBERG—The implementation of a mandatory precommitment system will see
the collection of a lot of sensitive data. I am interested in your views about who will control this
data, where it will be stored and how privacy concerns will be protected?
Mr Moss—I am not sure of the need to collect a lot of sensitive data. But really—
Mr FRYDENBERG—But it is going to be stored somewhere, is it not?
Mr Moss—It can be stored on your card. But is any more needed than your name, some
identifying feature and the amount of money on the card? I know there has been a lot of tub
thumping about privacy but I am not by any means convinced that privacy issues need to loom
large in relation to these cards. It simply depends on how they are designed. I certainly would
not want to see a system where we reintroduce the Australia card in the guise of your poker
machine card. I do not think that is necessary at all. As I say, if it is a cash on card system it is
your card; it has your name on it, you have a password or something similar to identify you as
the card user and the money is on the card—when it is gone, it is gone.
Mr FRYDENBERG—But there are sensitive issues too in terms of the issuing authority and
where the money is being spent.
Mr Moss—There could be; it depends on how it is designed. I do not see that there is any
great necessity to design it in a way which necessitated that sort of collection or storage of
information.
Mr Chappell—If privacy is a huge concern, then that points you more in the direction of a
smart chip type card where the data is kept on the card. That would reduce the need for
aggregation in a centralised database. If you went for the drivers licence type option then of
necessity there would be payment, transaction and player records that would have to exist for a
period of time.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Yes.
Mr Chappell—Having said that, our banks and credit card companies already know much
more about our spending habits than we do, and people seem to be moderately comfortable with
that. We seem to be moderately comfortable with the way that telephone companies are able to
protect data even though they have issues from time to time.
Are there legislative models that would maintain a reasonable assurance and protection of
personal data? I think the answer to that question is yes. We only need to look at the telephone
GAMBLING REFORM

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

JOINT

GR 35

systems and the payment systems that are in place for that. Would there be valid uses for the
transaction data on an anonymised basis for understanding what gaming machine players do?
Yes, the researchers would love to have access to those data. Are there loyalty systems in place
right now in this state and in most other states that would tell you a huge amount about what
gaming machine players are doing which are presently unregulated other than by the contract the
cardholder has with the card issuing entity? Yes, there are aggregations of these data already.
You would not use a precommitment system as a mechanism to clean up or tidy up these issues.
In a way, the question has already been answered in the sense that aggregations of data of this
nature already exist and are being tolerated by the people who play them to a greater or lesser
degree.
Mr CHAMPION—Are you telling us that the industry already collects vast amounts of data
and there are no privacy protections in place?
Mr Chappell—The privacy protections are the ones that are enshrined under federal law. My
understanding of Australian privacy law is that if you tell a person why you are collecting
information about them and what you are going to use it for and you stick within that promise
then there is no problem.
Mr CHAMPION—Loyalty programs and that sort of stuff are there.
Mr Chappell—Let us be honest about it. They do not give us the loyalty card other than to
find out more about what we are loyal to.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Mr Moss, you said, ‘People want to set limits on their play’ and then
you went on to say that people want to be reasonable and they do not want to put their
livelihoods at stake. Is that based on anecdotal evidence? Have you surveyed that? What are you
basing that statement on?
Mr Moss—It is based partly on research and partly on what people tell us when they come to
our authority.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You have conducted research?
Mr Chappell—There is the Gambling Research Australia work; the first of precommitment
reports. It is very clear that people think about their gaming machine play in terms of budgets
and limit-setting. They are just not very good at sticking to those limits when they play.
Mr Moss—It is like when people have a problem with drinking: booze in, brains out. If you
have a problem with gaming machines, you get the same issue. When you start playing, you
think a big win is just there and you keep going, and you cannot stop.
Mr FRYDENBERG—But that is a different question. Do they actually want to be mandated
to have a limit? We all want to live within our means, but the issue specifically is whether, when
you walk in there, you want a system where you will be constrained in the amount that you can
play with?
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Mr Moss—I never intended to say that. What I was saying is that people, generally speaking,
are rational even if they have a gambling problem and they do think in terms of their budget
what their spend ought to be. I do not know whether people are willing to accept some sort of
mandated system. That is a political issue. The way we see it is as Mr Chappell described it. We
see that there is nothing wrong with requiring people to be offered a tool to control their
gambling. It does not stop them gambling. As I said to Mr Champion, we would not see it
controlling the amount of money they want to lose. If they want to lose heaps, that is their
perfect right. However, there are a sufficiently large number of problem gamblers that we think
that the scheme ought to be mandated for everybody.
Mr FRYDENBERG—I understand. You refer to the cost of implementation and the $1,000
per machine. Is that based on an analysis in terms of the impact that that would have, and could
you expand on that for the committee?
Mr Chappell—I have had some conversations with my Treasury colleagues here who think
that the authority is highly optimistic at $1,000 a terminal because some of the costings for the
South Australian players-mate trial would probably be closer to $2,000 a terminal. The
smartcard inquiry’s report, which is annexed to the submission, talks about numbers in the
region of $1,400 to $1,500. In May 2006, the Independent Gambling Authority conducted a
public hearing on matters related to gaming machines and there was an exchange between the
then presiding member, Mr Moss’s predecessor, and two industry providers—people who said
they could provide this technology—and, if I might hand up an extract of the transcript of that,
Mr Chairman, over these 15 pages there are a series of exchanges in which the presiding
member bids the technology vendors down to about $800 a terminal for what arguably was only
a partial precommitment solution. But the question was posed, ‘Let’s not say you are doing a
venue at a time but you are actually getting the contract to do 13,000 terminals at once, would
you achieve some significant economies of scale and would you be able to reduce the cost?’ Two
people, who were at the time advocating the adoption of some sort of smartcard solution in this
state, were prepared to say that a number of around $800 a terminal was a fair number. A
thousand dollars is a nice round number. There have been all sorts of changes in the five years
that elapsed; technology has got cheaper, wages have got marginally more expensive, and the
technology is certainly a lot smarter than it was five years ago, but that is the basis for that
number. Frankly, whether it is $1,000 or $2,000 a terminal, the costs are small when compared
with the cost of buying a gaming machine or, indeed, the money that a slot machine would make
in a year.
Mr FRYDENBERG—But you would also accept that that number is contested by the
industry.
Mr Chappell—It is contested by a factor of about 10 by the industry. If you look closely at
the industry numbers, their numbers are close to what it would cost to replace every slot machine
and every monitoring system in Australia. They say that is what needs to be done. ‘Contest’ is a
good word because in a contested market—a contested tender to do this—some very real cost
savings could be achieved. In the end, it depends on what the model is. If the model means
simply replacing every note except through a coin comparator with a card reader over time then
that is a very different thing from replacing every gaming machine cabinet and every monitoring
system.
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Mr CIOBO—I am coming into this already four minutes over time. I have a number of
questions to ask, so forgive me if I set a pretty cracking pace. I want to touch upon a couple of
points that were raised. In particular, Mr Moss, there have been a number of comments that you
both have made that to me appear to be fairly subjective in nature but which have been held out
as being objective and I would just like to explore a couple of those. First of all, the central
precept upon which much of this precommitment is built is on the statement that you have made
that people are essentially, from the evidence you have heard, rational in their decision making.
That strikes me as running contrary to the whole purpose of the discussion, which is about
problem gamblers who by definition are irrational. I do not think that anyone rationally would
lose their family, their house, or take their own life over a gambling issue with pokies, so I think
we can pretty much deduce that it is actually irrational behaviour that we are trying to address
through this issue. Given that, I am interested in mandatory precommitment in terms of how you
see it operating. Under the scheme that you have proposed in the evidence you have given before
us today, would you in some way attempt to tie back the level of commitment that a problem
gambler is required to give under their cash-on-debit-card system that we are talking about?
How would that tie back to their ability to spend X amount of dollars per day, per week, per year
on gambling?
Mr Moss—I am not sure that I fully understand the question.
Mr CIOBO—Someone is a problem gambler who spends in excess of what they can afford to
spend. I am asking you: under the mandatory precommitment system that you are an advocate
for, how do you determine what amount they are able to pre commit on the system to ensure that
they are not gambling more than they are able to?
Mr Moss—I see. I do not think that problem gamblers are irrational all the time. They are just
like you and I. They are fairly ordinary citizens and they are not raving delusional lunatics. They
are perfectly ordinary people who, when they are not in front of a screen, are perfectly capable
of making sensible, rational decisions. It would be in that environment that they would make the
decision about how much money they were going to put on their card. They do that because they
know that when they get in front of the screen they lose eventually that capacity to act rationally.
The card will then cut in and take over for them.
Mr CIOBO—I think you are still attributing a certain amount of rational behaviour; I am not
sure how you justify that. Someone who has a gambling problem, in the same way as someone
who has a drinking problem or who has an obesity problem from eating, clearly makes regular
bad decisions. On what possible grounds do you think they are going to have this moment of
clarity when your system will kick in and they will sign themselves up for a certain amount?
How can you be certain that will be the case?
Mr Moss—You cannot protect everybody from everything all the time. People have to make
choices, and some people will make very bad choices. All we say is that this gives them a tool
which helps them make better choices.
Mr CIOBO—I understand the generic nature of what you are saying. I am asking you
specifically, though. We are charged with responsibility for a policy decision. You are advocating
that in a free country the government regulate how people spend their money. That is a very
serious decision. So my question is this—
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Mr Moss—But we are not.
Mr Chappell—Mr Chairman, with respect: Mr Ciobo’s question, I think, is putting a
proposition that is not in the terms of reference of the committee, because I do not believe the
inquiry is about telling people how much they can spend and I do not believe the authority’s
submission is that people will be told how much they can spend. It is about giving them a tool.
Mr CIOBO—That is what I am asking you. So people will be able to determine what they
want?
Mr Chappell—Absolutely.
Mr CIOBO—If someone is a problem gambler, they could under your system still sign up to
$1,000 a day if they wanted to.
Mr Chappell—They could.
Mr Moss—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—That is precisely my point. Problem gamblers under your system would still be
able to spend $1,000 a day if they so choose, even though they may only be able to afford $20 a
week.
Mr Moss—Yes.
Mr Chappell—Yes. But what might happen is that when the money is blown they get home
and mum says, ‘Where’s the housekeeping, dear?’, and they say, ‘Oh, it’s in the slot machine.’
Mr CIOBO—They already deal with those questions when they get home.
Mr Chappell—And mum will say, ‘Well, why don’t you make a sensible precommitment,
dear?’ A lot of the research—not just the McDonnell-Phillips report but the Flinders University
report on lapse and relapse—suggests that people need to have a number of goes at getting this
right.
CHAIR—Be mindful that we have only got a couple of minutes left
Mr CIOBO—Sure, Mr Chair, but I have had precisely five minutes since I started asking
questions and the opposition has a number of questions to ask.
CHAIR—Just be aware that I am wrapping this up in two minutes. The opposition had an
abundance of time with the previous witness, so you have two minutes left.
Mr CIOBO—That is not actually true. You also spoke about temporary cards of $20, $50 or
$100 per day being applied. My concern is that rational gamblers are going to be caught by this
but problem gamblers will not. What stops a problem gambler getting a $100-a-day card every
day from multiple venues? Is it the ID? Is the link back to ID?
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Mr Chappell—There would be no technological impediment to establishing what I think the
people with propellers on their heads would call an algorithm that takes into account certain
personal data and works out how many temporary cards have been issued to someone over a
period of time. If that were a problem, it would be something that could easily be addressed in
the technology. I think it needs to be clear that this is a tool that is for all gamblers.
Mr CIOBO—I understand.
Mr Chappell—It is not a measure directed at problem gamblers; it is not a measure directed
at making everyone feel like a problem gambler. It is just like having to learn how to drive
properly before you get in the car.
Mr CIOBO—The equivalent of road rules.
Mr Chappell—And you have to get a licence.
Mr CIOBO—I know it comes across that I am being abrupt—it is just because I am under
real pressure for time. That is why I apologised at the beginning for setting a cracking pace.
Mr Chappell—I understand. We get a lot of rigour in the conversation here in South
Australia, Mr Ciobo.
Mr CIOBO—So there is nothing stopping them getting $100 a day unless we tie it back to
identity, and you are saying there will be some kind of tracking of people’s identity to see if they
are getting multiple $100-a-day cards from various locations.
Mr Chappell—There could be.
Mr CIOBO—For it to be effective there would need to be, wouldn’t there?
Mr Chappell—This is really a question of marginal effectiveness. If you wanted to lock down
everyone, you might adopt Mr Ryan’s technology that uses a thumbprint. The authority has
considered that particular question and does not believe that the level of security you need for
this sort of program requires a biometric identification.
Mr CIOBO—But without a link to identity you have no way of stopping someone from
getting multiple cards, have you? You have to link it to identity to stop someone getting multiple
cards.
Mr Chappell—Again, it depends on what your technological solution is. If it is scanning a
driver’s licence then they produce the card or token and the account is married to that. That
would be a way of dealing with it.
Mr CIOBO—So that is linked back to identity.
Mr Chappell—There would need to be some sort of identity in the background and there
would need to be appropriate safeguards around that.
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Mr CIOBO—All right, so it does need to be linked to identity—that is my point. I have many
more questions, but I will leave it at that out of respect for the chairman’s decision.
CHAIR—There is the opportunity to put any number of questions on notice, which will be
included in the record of this committee hearing.
Senator BERNARDI—You may want to take some of these on notice because there is some
information that I would like. Firstly, how many problem gamblers have gone to your authority
and requested to be preventing from gambling in other forms, such as in TABs or horses?
Mr Chappell—It is a very small number because we do not have the ability to bar people
from anything other than slot machines.
Senator BERNARDI—Yet there are suggestions that there is a significant number of people
who participate in other forms of gambling and who are problem gamblers as well.
Mr Chappell—That is true. The authority has made a policy recommendation to the South
Australian government that the barring scheme be expanded to include wagering on the TAB,
which would form the majority of those other gambling opportunities.
Senator BERNARDI—For account holders or for people who wander into the local TAB?
Mr Chappell—For people who wander into the local TAB, they could be voluntarily or
involuntarily barred.
Senator BERNARDI—What about bookmakers? We could keep going to scratchies, keno
and all of those sorts of things.
Mr Chappell—I think it would be achievable with bookmakers, mainly because of the very
small nature of the Adelaide betting ring now. Our policy recommendation did not extend as far
as lottery agencies—although there is an arrangement with the Lotteries Commission that if
people wish, they can be removed from loyalty mailing lists with the South Australian Lotteries
Commission.
Senator BERNARDI—There are people who have scratchie addictions.
Mr Chappell—We have had that reported to us and some of the people who ask to be barred
report that they have a keno or a scratchie problem.
Senator BERNARDI—I just want to go to the viability of the industry if mandatory
precommitment is introduced because you have referred to that. You said that there would have
to be a graduated approach to it otherwise the viability of the industry would be at risk. In your
considered opinion, is it possible to implement a mandatory precommitment system by 2014 that
would not threaten the viability of the club and pub industry?
Mr Moss—We would think that was a pretty optimistic timeframe. I think the authority would
be more comfortable with a longer timeframe for the industry.
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Senator BERNARDI—Could you give an example of that?
Mr Moss—The smoking legislation was implemented over five years and the industry
managed that very well. If it had been implemented over a shorter period of time it would have,
of necessity, been more difficult. One of the problems with all of these things is that nobody
really knows. The industry will say that the end of the world is at hand and that there will be no
pubs left after this happens, which is nonsense. The industry is very resilient and has a long track
record of dealing with these things very professionally and very well, but we think that they do
need time and there would need to be a significant lead-in period for it to be done without any
risk whatsoever.
Senator BERNARDI—Let us accept that you can never have a no-risk environment in the
world, and given your endorsement of the professionalism of the hospitality industry, and
particularly the pubs industry, does that extend to the services they already provide to problem
gamblers?
Mr Moss—Both the hotel and the club industry in South Australia have worked very hard
with the authority to improve the environment in which their gambling patrons operate. With
encouragement from us they have both set up agencies that will keep an eye on problem
gamblers within those industries and will refer them to appropriate therapeutic agencies if they
want to.
Senator BERNARDI—And they have done it quite well?
Mr Moss—It is early days but, yes, all the signs are that those two—that club body and that
hotel body—are working quite well. We can give you more information about that; I have not
got it at my fingertips at the moment.
Mr Chappell—Having said that, Senator, it is nine people. The approved intervention agency
initiative is nine people over 600 sites. I think we would have no trouble in saying that, for an
initiative of its sort, it is very good and a great deal has been achieved. But there are limits to
what can be achieved with human intervention in venues and, indeed, to what you could
reasonably expect licensees to achieve. In the long run, precommitment is going to be just as
good for licensees as it is for clients. We are not going to be asking people to do the really, really
hard thing of working out who is the one who is gambling too much, because people will have
been given the tool. It will make it much easier for everyone.
Senator BERNARDI—I am sure there will be an extended debate about whether
precommitment would be deemed to be good for the clubs industry—
Mr Chappell—At the risk of sounding cute, you can understand the industry opposition to
this. It is a huge risk and if you could avoid taking it you would. What happened with smoking is
that everyone was going to be ruined, until the decision was made. Then, when the decision was
made, publicans progressively realised that everyone was not going to be ruined. The ones who
worked out earlier that they could work with this are the ones who are doing better now, because
they then got on with the job of reconfiguring their venues so that they could keep their
customers who like to smoke on the premises.

GAMBLING REFORM

GR 42

JOINT

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

Senator BERNARDI—Mr Chappell, to take the smoking analogy, we are here every day and
see adverts that say that every cigarette is doing you damage and there is no safe level of
cigarette smoking. We are not seeing any proposal from government to limit or track people’s
expenditure on cigarettes.
CHAIR—We are well over time. I have been keeping track of the time and I think everyone
has had a fair hearing. Mr Moss and Mr Chappell, the information you provided today has been
very helpful. Thank you very much. There will be a number of questions on notice which we
would be grateful if you could attend to.
Mr Moss—We will be happy to do that.
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[11.48 am]
HENLEY, Mr Mark, Manager, Communications, UnitingCare Wesley Adelaide
CHAIR—Welcome. I invite you to make a brief opening statement before the committee
proceeds to questions.
Mr Henley—Thank you. I have got a little bit more to add about my context here. I represent
UnitingCare Wesley Adelaide, a large community service organisation in this state which comes
out of Central Methodist Mission. We are one of nearly 400 UnitingCare agencies nationally.
UnitingCare Wesley Adelaide has also been strongly supportive of establishing the Heads of
Christian Churches Gambling Taskforce and supporting that. That group has been significant in
policy development around gambling in this state.
The inquiry will be receiving submissions from both UnitingCare Australia and the churches
gambling taskforce. You have received our interim submissions from UnitingCare Wesley
Adelaide because that will feed into the national UnitingCare submission, but I am here first and
foremost today representing UnitingCare Wesley Adelaide, a service that was the first in this
state to provide gambling help services. We no longer provide gambling help services, due to a
change in funding arrangements, but we continue to provide alcohol help services, financial
counselling, Lifeline telephone counselling et cetera.
In terms of this inquiry, I will not dwell on the impacts of gambling and problem gambling.
You know those will simply state: gambling, and particularly poker-machine gambling, causes
significant harm. We also accept that there is a commitment by the government to introduce a
national precommitment scheme, so we will not argue too strongly for the rationale for
precommitment, although we will make a couple of brief comments on principles. First of all, to
make myself as clear as possible, when we are talking about precommitment, we simply
understand it and perhaps use it as shorthand for a process to enable gamblers to set a spending
limit prior to commencing a gambling session, assisted by a device that stores data, be it a card
tag, USB or whatever. I will tend to use the term ‘card’ as a shortcut for any sort of data storage
device.
Firstly, given the context of the Productivity Commission’s report from June 2010 and a range
of other inputs that you have been given, we want to highlight or perhaps high-order some broad
principles which are part of the precommitment process before moving on to what would be our
preferred model for how a precommitment system might work. Our submission talks very
strongly about this being a consumer protection measure: it is not just about problem gambling;
it is actually about consumer protection. In our submission we talk about a range of industries
which are regulated, from food to pharmaceuticals to motor vehicles, Standards Australia et
cetera. We basically put to you that the concept of consumer protection is well established in
Australian consumer practice and we opine that consumer protection has not been a major factor
when gambling has been introduced into Australian jurisdictions. We say that gambling has been
under-regulated and has not been introduced with a consumer protection focus—and, in fact, part
of this inquiry is about bringing a consumer protection focus into play as applied to gambling.
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Secondly, we talk about a public health approach and, again, the Productivity Commission
talked about this approach. This recognises gambling, along with any other activity, as a
continuum of risk from very low risk at one end to high risk at the other end. We recognise that
gambling policy needs to address the whole continuum. A public health approach also recognises
that the environment in which gambling operates is a really important part of how behaviours are
determined and what sort of public policy is required.
Our third principle is the general understanding that consumers who set a budget prior to
making a spending decision on any activity—whether it is clothes, food or whatever—are much
more likely to keep to their budget if they have made that spending decision and set that budget
in advance. If we look at supermarkets, they are often laid out so that the budgetary spending
items are the ones at the back or for which you have to go some distance and the impulse buys
are the products nearest the checkout. That recognises that customers who precommit to
spending decisions will keep to their spending decisions generally, so supermarkets make it as
easy as possible for people to impulse-spend on top of their budget spending. We are saying this
notion that people who preset a spending limit are likely to keep to it is central to this gambling
debate, and it is well established in retail and other areas. We make the sweeping assumption that
technology can do just about anything. So we are not going to talk too much about the
technology, but we say that at this stage it is the public policy that is the critical outcome.
We also highlight that from our point of view precommitment is not the answer to optimal
consumer protection in gambling. We say it is an important part and, arguably, the most
important part of the next raft of measures which we say need to be implemented as part of a
consumer protection framework for gambling customers. As I have already said, precommitment
is about consumer protection; it is not just about problem gambling. Problem gambling is one
end of the consumer protection continuum.
As a South Australian, I have been part of the South Australian ministers’ Responsible
Gambling Working Party. You will be familiar with trials that are under way here around
precommitment. I will mention some broad findings from the South Australian trial and other
trials. These are simply some overarching comments about what I believe we have learnt about
precommitment. These are just some of the elements. First of all we learnt that poker machine
players are highly mobile. They are not stuck to one venue; they move to many venues.
Gamblers are unlikely to sign up to a card, a tag or a USB type precommitment unprompted.
There has to be some sort of stronger enabler for people to initially accept a precommitment
process. This brings us to the principle that we have learnt: less is more. The fewer options there
are and the easier it is for people to sign up the easier it is for them to pick it up. Whilst the
programmers can give a precommitment device a huge array of options, the option that seems to
be most important is session spend limit. We think that is the starting point for a precommitment
program.
We have learnt that information or even education alone is not enough. There needs to be
some tangible support around consumer protection measures to basically make this thing work.
We also suggest that the cost of implementing a workable precommitment is moderate. I am
happy to talk further about that. We also note that a significant number poker machine patrons,
and indeed consumers generally, are already using cards or tags as part of their play and as part
of life, whether it is about hiring a video, going to a physiotherapist or whatever.
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This moves us to the nub of the issue: how do we construct a precommitment model? We are
quite satisfied with the general construct that the Productivity Commission identified in table
10.1 in its 2010 report. They identified five elements that contribute to a precommitment model.
The terms they used would not be the terms I would use, but we will use those terms. The five
elements are: reach, compulsion, consequences of reaching a limit, controls and information. We
suggest that, if we are looking at designing a precommitment model, we need to look at each of
those elements. For each of those elements there is a continuum of options dealing with the
question of the degree to which the option is mandated. Again, there is an infinite array of
options for each of the five elements, from mandatory and legislated right through to laissezfaire opt in, if you like.
In our submission we have presented three summary points along the continuum to restrict the
model construction to 15 elements, recognising that there is variability within each of those. If
we take those five elements and the degree of mandate, if you like, for each one, in our preferred
model, taking the Productivity Commission’s term ‘reach’, we would say that all machines in
each Australian jurisdiction must be set up so that a single agreed precommitment device—card,
USB or whatever—is used to activate any EGM, gaming machine, in that jurisdiction.
Precommitment, therefore, needs to be mandatory for all venues with, we suggest, one mode of
operation that is at least seamless to the customer. This picks up on the lesson we have learnt:
EGM patrons are highly mobile. We believe that the precommitment system should ideally be
operated by the jurisdiction or regulator.
Regarding compulsion, we believe it is essential for all gamblers to have the device to play a
poker machine at any venue in any jurisdiction with, I suppose, the base details. A session
default limit needs to be set. Here we take the option of using default settings as initial settings
that the customer can vary, but we suggest that the session spend limit—that is, the default
system for any precommitment system—would start as the average session spend across that
jurisdiction. That data is available to the industry; it is not available to us. Let’s start by saying:
‘Here’s the average spend per session in this jurisdiction. That becomes the default limit for a
session spend in that jurisdiction.’ Therefore, the device that is used has that as the default
system. Customers can then change that default system. They can change it immediately if they
want to bring the limit down or give at least 24 hours notice if they want to increase the default.
We would suggest that there should be breaks in play as part of the default system and we
would also highlight that the device must be non-transferable, so one person: one device, card or
whatever.
Consequences of exceeding the limit—this is the third of the five elements from the
Productivity Commission. We think this is an area where some focus group research would be
pretty useful using groups like Pokies Anonymous, Duty of Care and regular players, but our
important starting point would be that our preference would be that ideally once a limit is
reached—and again we would pick up Mr Chappell’s points that there can be warnings prior to a
limit being reached—the device makes it impossible for further play to occur. We recognise that
is a strong measure. We would be happy to go with that but we would say maybe some slightly
modified response is possible. It is of crucial importance to us that, whatever the consequences
of exceeding the limit, there must be a visual message to the gambler. There must be the option
for text messages to go directly to the patron or to third parties and there must be active
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involvement from the venue. I am happy to talk about that further given that our organisation
was heavily involved with—
CHAIR—Mr Henley, can I ask you to start wrapping up so we leave plenty of time for
questions.
Mr Henley—Sure. We think a range of controls are important and we note that some
Canadian research started investigating the capacity of software algorithms to actually detect
changes in play while a patron is in session and give messages about increasing riskiness in a
player’s play in a particular setting. We think that sort of development is really important and
well worth pursuing.
Item 5 from the Productivity Commission is about data, and we think that it is crucial that we
recognise that there is a vast array of data which is going to be available. This needs to be
gathered and maintained by an established authority. It needs to be depersonalised but the data
set is going to be very important for future policy development. It is going to be able to tell us
how many people are gambling, how often, when, how much they are spending; all of that sort
of stuff. That is crucial policy development.
I will conclude these brief comments by saying that we think that, in terms of managing the
precommitment scheme and the sort of scheme that we have outlined, it is going to be essential
that there is at least a national regulator or authority tasked with the responsibility of
precommitment—quite possibly other gambling functions but certainly precommitment—and
part of the role of this national regulator or authority would be to in fact manage data and release
it for policy development. It is a big issue. There is plenty more I could say, but I will leave it
there.
CHAIR—Thank you, Mr Henley. I know you felt rushed, but we have all examined your
written submission and we are grateful for that.
Senator XENOPHON—Mr Henley, thank you for your submission, the advocacy that you do
and also for the fact that UnitingCare Wesley has given counselling services for many years to
people with gambling problems. Given that background, in terms of the design of such a scheme
and once a limit has been set, if people want to reset that limi, we have heard from Mr Chappell
that under the TAB precommitment system it is on a weekly basis and if you want to change
your limits you have to give a week’s notice. How would you see that working? As Ms
Karpathakis said from Pokies Anonymous, there should be an annual limit set—daily, weekly,
monthly, annual limits. If someone says, ‘I want to change my limit,’ what notice should they
give? What do you see as a reasonable design feature of such a system.
Mr Henley—I will make two comments there briefly. The first one is in establishing a
precommitment system I think it is essential that there is a small number of default limits which
must be set—that is, a session limit. My understanding of software as such is that any other
limits could be set by individual gamblers, so a person could certainly chose to set an annual
gambling limit or type in their wife’s birthday so they do not gamble on that day or whatever.
There is a whole range of options that can be added. The critical thing is that in terms of making
the system as workable as possible there is a small number of limits and then individuals can add
in more limits to suit themselves.
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In terms of time taken to change limits, particularly to change them upwards, I think the resale
experience is that the longer the gap between a person setting a limit and their making a spend,
the more likely they are to keep the limit, so we would be very happy if a person had to give at
least a week’s notice to themselves before they increased their limit. However, I think to make it
workable somewhere between 24 and 48 hours is probably reasonable.
Senator XENOPHON—Even on an annual limit? Let us say that someone says, ‘I don’t want
to lose more than $3,000 a year on poker machines,’ and they have lost that $3,000 in the first
two weeks of the year. Is it reasonable for that person to be able to change that within 24 or 48
hours, or do you think it should be a longer time period?
Mr Henley—I confess that I have thought almost exclusively about the session limit because I
think that is the entry point. I think the point you make is valid that, if it were a longer term limit,
like a year spend limit, then a longer time gap after the change, like a week’s notice, would
actually make some sense.
Senator XENOPHON—In your very comprehensive submission you have talked about
loyalty cards. You do not think any such precommitment scheme should be linked to loyalty
cards?
Mr Henley—From our point of view, it is really sending a mixed message. Loyalty cards are
about increasing information and increasing sales to the venue—and we accept that it is not just
gambling sales; it is sales across a range of hotel or club products or casino products. However,
when the message about precommitment is about safe spending limits, that is about consumer
protection and consumer safety, and that we think is a different message to that of a loyalty
program which venues are operating. So we would much prefer to see the jurisdictionally based,
nationally managed, precommitment program separate from venue or group-of-venue loyalty
programs.
Senator XENOPHON—Thank you.
Mr CIOBO—I take it from your testimony then, Mr Henley, that you are comfortable with a
precommitment system even though it might have no impact on the ability to regulate problem
gamblers and the social ills that they experience and visit upon family members, loved ones et
cetera. Is that the case?
Mr Henley—Obviously we believe that precommitment has broader application than problem
gambling, and I think that is the point we are making.
Mr CIOBO—I totally understand that; that is precisely my point. That is what I am asking.
The systems that we are talking about will have no impact on problem gambling unless we tie
bet limits—and, indeed, as you said, session times—back to the individual and unless we tie
individual identity to the ability to access even temporary cards. I take it from your submission
that that is not what you are advocating. My question therefore is: you are comfortable with this
as a system even though it may have no impact on problem gambling?
Mr Henley—We would take the view that there is a very high probability that the sort of
system we have outlined would have impact on reducing problem gambling and on reducing the
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drift along the public health continuum towards problem gambling and other aspects of
problematic behaviour. A precommitment program that is effective is going to have fewer people
sliding from recreational to at-risk gambling and fewer people sliding from at-risk gambling to
problem gambling, so we are seeing that effective precommitment will reduce the harm from
problem gambling and it will reduce the slide towards more problematic gambling.
Mr CIOBO—I would classify that as an aspiration, an aspiration that I would share, but an
aspiration is different to a reality. How can you be sure that that will be the reality?
Mr Henley—There are no certainties, but we think, from the evidence that we have come
across—and certainly from talking to financial counsellors and gambling help counsellors—
there is a very, very high probability that a precommitment program is going to be quite effective
in reducing gambling harm across the spectrum.
Mr CIOBO—Those at risk and those that are problem gamblers have a large number of tools
available to them currently: phone numbers, intervention services, counselling—there are a lot of
things there. Yet, depending on which evidence you want to believe, we see problem gambling
reducing as an incidence—that is my interpretation of the results—but increasing in depth. That
is, those that are problem gamblers appear to be having more problems. You may or may not
agree with that. What would make this any different to that?
Mr Henley—I think the difference with precommitment is that it is acting both before and
during the time that a person is gambling, whereas most of the supports that exist at the moment
are outside a gambling event and invariably the focus has been on when the damage has been
done and the customer has lost large amounts of money, has relationship problems or whatever.
Then we look at trying to assist the person through gambling help services or whatever. So I
think the services, the supports, that we have at the moment are very much after the event. What
precommitment does is to focus on determining a spend limit before the spending takes place
and to provide prompts, and this is where the technology comes in: its prompts, its messages and
a whole suite of interventions are possible during the session. That is the critical difference.
When the gambler with the problem or problematic behaviour is in the zone and is not taking in
other stimulus, they are fixed on pokie playing and keeping on going, then precommitment and
the electronic supports that that system provides provide a range of intervention options. That is
what we have not got.
Mr CIOBO—These are my final three quick queries. Would you envisage therefore that, as in
the same way there exist people who have internet gambling problems and people who have a
problem gambling on the horses, this would also apply to them? Secondly, with respect to those
people who are already problem gamblers, effectively I am hearing from you something similar
to what we heard from the previous witness, which is that we hope, fingers crossed, that in their
moment of clarity they set a limit that is reasonable for them rather than setting $1,000 a day
even although they may only be able to afford $20 a week. I would be interested in your
response to those two initially.
Mr Henley—Sure. In terms of the application of precommitment to other codes of gambling,
absolutely. We think that the pokie machine gambling is the most dangerous form at the moment.
It is causing the greatest harm. But, in terms of the rollout, we would start with precommitment
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for pokie machine gambling and then we would be saying that it is really important that we
move very quickly into interactive and online gambling—
Mr CIOBO—Horseracing.
Mr Henley—wagering, lotteries et cetera, so ultimately we would see precommitment
applying to all forms of gambling, both terrestrial and online. In terms of—
Mr CIOBO—A moment of clarity.
Mr Henley—Yes. Certainly the assumption we are making—and I think this is pretty well
based—is that people with addictive issues, whether it is alcohol, drugs, gambling or anything
else, are rational people but that, when the addiction takes over, that is when the irrational
behaviour occurs. One of the principles of precommitment is that people are well placed to make
rational decisions at their point, at a time when they are quite capable of making rational
decisions. They are less able to make rational decisions when the addiction is taking over, which
is, in this instance, while people are actually gambling. So we do not see it as incongruous that a
person can make a rational decision when they are not gambling and then not be able to make
rational decisions while they are gambling. We think it is quite consistent with the problemgambling behaviour.
Mr CIOBO—I would love to think that too. The problem is that the evidence, at least to the
layperson, as I would see it, is quite to the contrary. We have a witness after you who had a sixyear gambling addiction. The witness who appeared several witnesses before you had a fouryear problem-gambling addiction. And there are people with alcohol and drug addictions. The
evidence all points, over and over again, to the fact that the addiction by its very nature is so allconsuming that the problem is not just when they are in front of the machines; there are whole
steps and deceptions and a train of thought and behaviours that all lead up to them actually
getting in front of the machine. Call me cynical, but that is why I am reluctant to believe that the
problem is only there when they are in front of the machine. By definition, the problem involves
their entire life. That is why I am asking. To me, there is absolutely no certainty that they are
going to have this moment of clarity to set a limit that they are going to stick by, because, if
people are prepared to lose their families, their homes, their businesses, for a six-year addiction,
why on earth would the fact that they have to put some money on a card suddenly change all
that, so they say, ‘You know, I can only afford $20 a day’?
Mr Henley—I think nobody chooses to lose their family, to lose their house or to lose their
mental wellbeing, so that is not a choice that people are making rationally.
Mr CIOBO—Exactly. Precisely.
Mr Henley—I think the issue that you are talking about is the capacity of people to make
rational decisions. The counselling that we have done across a range of programs to do with
addictions and other areas shows that people, when they are not involved with the cause of the
addiction, are able to tell counsellors and family members very clearly what they are wanting, so
they are able to make rational decisions. However, once the gambling, or whatever the addiction
is starts, they lose that capacity to make rational decisions, and the deeper the addiction then the
more likely it is that there is going to be relapse as the path to recovery is long, slow and fraught.
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So I would suggest you think about relapse and rational decision making as separate. People
want to make rational decisions and they want to be able to stick to their limits but the nature of
addiction is that it becomes very difficult to do that, and the deeper the addiction the longer it
often takes to be able to deal with that and manage it. That is why precommitment is not the
solution. It is part of the solution. It will be a valuable tool for consumers generally. For people
with problematic gambling it is going to be a tool that is helpful alongside other measures
including continuing close working relationships with gambling help services and family
members and others.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Mr Henley, you referred to the consequences of exceeding the limits. I
am interested that you talk about the need for more research in this particular area. What more
can be done and what is working well in this area?
Mr Henley—I do not think we really do know what is working well in terms of consequences
of exceeding the limit, because we do not have a system in place. I think we can identify quite a
range of opportunities from venue intervention on. Certainly we have been involved with Sky
City in establishing a host responsibility coordinator program so when a person is showing
problematic behaviour there is intervention from the venue. We think that is really important so
that there is someone who is able to talk to a person and direct them to gambling help services or
other help services. There is a range of electronic prompts, whether they be messages from a
machine or text messages and all those sorts of things. Then there is a range of venue type
responses which the Productivity Commission report goes into a bit more detail about, so play
can continue in what they call safe mode or nuisance mode. There is a range of work that can
still be done about what would constitute a safe mode for EGMs and venues and about how
likely are customers to be able to pick up a safe mode option rather than walk out of a venue. So
that is the stuff that we need to explore a bit more closely with regular patrons. At the same time
we have to say that there are some base elements of the consequences of problem gambling
which need to be put in place once a limit is exceeded, but there is quite a suite of options and
that can be explored in a bit more detail.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You talk about the mobility of gamblers. Is that based on defined
research? Can you explain that to us?
Mr Henley—It is coming from both financial counsellors and gambling counsellors that
patrons move to a whole lot of venues. Sarah Hare conducted an evaluation of the smart trial of
precommitment here in South Australia. That report came out last year. I think one of the
findings in that report was that patrons move across a number of venues. When you start to look
at the mining industry, for example, becoming more important to South Australia’s economy,
you see you have got people living in two locations. Someone might be working in Roxby
Downs and playing in venues up there and then coming to a home base in Adelaide and going
out with friends in other suburbs. I think that as society becomes more mobile so patrons become
more mobile and go to a bigger range of venues.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Finally, you talk about this being a consumer protection measure.
When I think about consumer protection I think about full knowledge, education and informing
the consumer. What more could we be doing in that regard in the gambling industry to inform
people about its dangers?
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Mr Henley—I think that with consumer protection there are questions that are more about
how much it is reasonable for consumers to know. If I look at the pharmaceutical industry, I see
that there is a massive system around protecting consumers with safe pharmaceuticals, even
though some of the pharmaceuticals can deliver quite substantial benefits around cancer and a
whole range of other illnesses. We do not expect consumers to know the details of how cancer
drugs work. Consumers have the right to expect that has been investigated by the therapeutic
drugs board, so there actually has been some expertise supplied which is beyond the remit of
your average consumer. So I think it is important to recognise that there is a degree of
knowledge and understanding which consumers need to have but that it is not reasonable to
expect full knowledge of everything. That said, there is a lot more work that could be done
around gambling as to better public health campaigns, and this goes back to the public health
model where we talked about the notion of a national precommitment authority or regulator and
that, from my point of view, one of the roles that they would be given would be to run public
health messages about both how precommitment systems might work and what is responsible
gambling. So there is certainly more work that could be done around informing consumers.
However, it is critical, from a consumer protection point of view, that the venue and the product
are safe as well.
Senator BILYK—Mr Henley, in your opening account you talked about some trials that had
been done as you said ‘South Australia and other trials’. You might need to take this on notice. I
am wondering if you could give us a list of the other trials that you have used to base your views
on.
Mr Henley—Sure. There are two venues in Queensland where there have been
precommitment trials in place for some little while. Also, I have looked at the Canadian
experience, particularly in Nova Scotia. They were the ones that I was specifically referring to.
Senator BILYK—If you could tell me on notice the ones from Queensland that would be
really handy. You also talked about the storage of data, as we asked about previously of people.
Obviously, there are concerns about how much data people can access and about privacy issues
and other things. Have you got any comments to make on that?
Mr Henley—Data management needs to be at two levels. One is about the data that
individuals get about their own gambling, and that needs to be kept personal, private and
confidential. The system needs to be secure enough so that I can get regular information about
how much I am spending and how close I am to my limits as a gambling patron. So I think that
is where privacy applies. However the other part of the data story, and I have certainly addressed
this more in the submission, is aggregated data. This is data that venues already have, about how
many patrons are playing at what time, how much they are spending, what are the prompts and
what else they are spending money on. That is the sort of data that I think can be aggregated. It
needs to be made available to the public more generally and to inform public policy.
Take, for example, the question about venue hours. If there were precommitment data in place
already, we would know, because we would be able to pull this out from that dataset, how many
patrons have been gambling at 2 am and what has been the average session spend of patrons
gambling at 2 am as opposed to those gambling at 11 pm. That sort of data would be able to
inform policy decisions about appropriate venue hours by giving a better idea of how many
people exhibiting potentially problematic gambling behaviour are gambling at a particular time.
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We would also have a better idea about setting spending limits and a range of other things. So I
think that we are needing to manage that, but what I am simply referring to is the aggregate data
set. I do not think there are privacy issues there, because data management systems are such that
all that can be depersonalised and aggregated very readily. I think the other part of the story is
about the personal data and that is the stuff that needs to be kept secure and private.
Senator BILYK—In your submission you talk about people being able to get information
about how much they have spent and all that sort of stuff. Does that happen now? I do not play
the pokies at all, so I am not very educated in what actually might happen. Would that happen
now for problem gamblers?
Mr Henley—I am not an expert either but I think that existing loyalty programs have that
capacity and that there are different loyalty programs and so there are different capacities for
data recording to occur. I know that with one of the Queensland venues there was a booth where
you could actually put in your card and get instant information about how much you had spent in
the session. So that was one area where personalised data was available about a session spend. I
am certainly imagining that it would be quite possible for patrons to be able to get their
personalised spending patterns through internet access or even by asking for a printed statement.
Senator BILYK—Which would lead to privacy issues though, wouldn’t it?
Mr Henley—Those issues are dealt with on a daily basis by banks, insurance companies,
credit card providers and a whole range of areas. The systems are already in place to deal with
reporting on consumer spending or consumer information that is kept private. Those systems are
in place and this is just another application of existing systems, as long as the public policy
principle is set that personal data will not be provided to anyone other than the individual or
maybe a third-party they give express permission to.
Senator BILYK—Have you done any research into the implementation of precommitment
programs on machines—the technical costs and things like that?
Mr Henley—We do not have any research on that, but we obviously listen to groups like the
Independent Gambling Authority.
Senator BILYK—Yes. I have heard varying views on how much—
Mr Henley—I think the industry tends to dramatically overstate the cost of implementing
precommitment by working on models that would require effectively a whole new set of EGMs
and new monitoring systems, whereas my understanding is that there are much simpler processes
which can be implemented which are much cheaper. Again, I was at the hearing Robert Chappell
referred to earlier where the Independent Gambling Authority and venue providers were talking
about costs being able to come down to $1,000 or $800 per machine. Bearing in mind the size of
this industry—the Productivity Commission is saying there is something like a $14 billion
turnover nationally—the sort of costs we are talking about, even if it is $2,000 per machine, are
miniscule compared to the turnover of the machine and the total turnover of the industry. We
also note that for all other consumer products the product provider needs to bear the costs of
consumer protection.
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Mr CHAMPION—Your evidence is that precommitment will stop people progressing along
that continuum from recreational to—
Mr Henley—It would certainly help to reduce the drift, yes.
Mr CHAMPION—I was just wondering whether that would allow your organisation and
others to then reallocate or reprioritise resources that you are using at the moment to give more
intensive service. Say that we reduced the numbers you were dealing with, would that allow you
to reallocate resources to give a more intensive service to the really problematic cases of
problem gambling? How often do people who attend counselling services then relapse? Is there
an average journey?
Mr Henley—The reality is that everybody is different, and so the timing and the extent of
relapse really does vary from person to person. I think part of the skill of gambling help
providers is the ability to work with each individual and to help them set their own path out and
to deal with relapse in their own way. It is very hard to give an overarching answer to that. Just
for the record, my organisation no longer provides specific gambling help services although a
whole range of UnitingCare agencies do. I just want to make sure that is on the record.
In terms of capacity to reallocate resources for more intensive support, that is probably a hard
one to answer because currently the way the public policy is done is that funding for gambling
help services is managed quite separately from what I am calling the consumer protection side. I
do not have any initial thoughts about the trade-off between resourcing for gambling help
services and consumer protection. Sorry about that.
Mr CHAMPION—That is all right. One of the assertions by the industry is that there is
going to be—and this might be out of your area of expertise—this mass migration. So we put
precommitment in and it makes it difficult for problem gamblers to use poker machines but then
there will be this mass migration to other forms of gambling—online gambling, Keno, lottery
tickets, horse races, two flies crawling up the wall. People will, in effect, take that addiction and
put it somewhere else. Do you think that is likely? Do you think people just get addicted to
poker machines or get addicted to gambling per se? What is the strength of that assertion by the
industry?
Mr Henley—I think that is one of the arguments for saying that precommitment be applied
across all gambling activities as quickly as is practicable. I would observe, having been involved
with gambling policy work for some time, that there has been a bit of a change in the nature of
gambling consumers over time. Where 10 years ago you would have expected that a majority of
poker machine players were poker machine players, I think that is less the case now and that
gamblers do tend to gamble across a wider range of activities. However, on the general
proposition that there will be a big drift to other forms of gambling, I do not think there is strong
evidence to support that. There would be some drift. We know, from Western Australia, that rates
of Keno play are much higher than in the rest of the country because there are no poker
machines. So you would expect there to be a bit of drift, but I do not think it would be extensive.
But, again, we do not know that for sure.
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Mr CHAMPION—We have a lot of research about poker machines being quite intense—
people being ‘in the cave’. Is there a difference between the intensity that an electronic gaming
machine gives compared with other forms of gambling, such as Keno and those sorts of things?
Mr Henley—No question. For us the key factors influencing the riskiness of a gambling
product are availability and speed of play. A Lotto draw that might be a drawn once a week is a
whole lot less risky than an EGM, where you effectively have a new game every 2 or 2½
seconds. My understanding is that there has been some psychological research showing that,
with higher speeds of play, there are physiological responses that occur—levels of endorphins
and dopamine in the body—much more quickly with a reasonably high speed of activity, such as
with poker machines, and to an extent Keno, than would occur with an eight-race card at
Sandown on a Saturday afternoon or with one Lotto draw a week.
CHAIR—Mr Henley, thank you very much for that. What you have had to say has been very
helpful to the committee. On behalf of the committee, thank you.
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[12.32 pm]
PINKERTON, Ms Susan Barbara, Private capacity
CHAIR—Welcome, Ms Pinkerton. Do you have any comments to make on the capacity in
which you appear?
Ms Pinkerton—I am here as a former problem gambler and the operator of a problem
gambling research consultancy. I am also the former president of Duty of Care, which was a
national not-for-profit gaming machine consumer advocacy and support group.
CHAIR—Thank you. I invite you to make a brief opening statement before the committee
proceeds to questions.
Ms Pinkerton—Thank you. If this were a Gamblers Anonymous meeting I would start my
talk today by declaring I am a compulsive gambler, grateful to be in recovery. I would probably
spend a little time speaking about my recovery journey, and at some point in my diatribe I would
mention one or two character defects that caused me to become a compulsive gambler. I would
most likely end my talk by saying how grateful I am to be out of denial, in recovery and working
hard to overcome my character defects with the help of a higher power. Only, this is not a GA
meeting and I am not now, nor have I ever been, a compulsive gambler. I do not consider myself
to be a problem gambler either, although this is what most people in Australia would consider
me to be.
Prior to coming into contact with poker machines at the age of 40, I gambled regularly,
responsibly and without ever losing control or spending more than I could afford. I did this for
20 years. When I first came into contact with poker machines, I gambled on them for the same
reasons I gambled on Lotto, went to bingo and visited the race track a couple of times a year—
that is, for fun, as part of a social outing and for the pleasure of winning money without having
to work hard for it. I play the pokies because I had no reason to believe that this gambling
product was any different from all other gambling products I had used much of my life, only I
soon discovered that the pokies were and are very different from those other forms of gambling.
Within weeks of beginning to play them, I was hooked. Like many people I have spoken to
since, it took just eight weeks for the pokies habit to firmly establish itself in my psyche and for
the downslide into pokies hell to begin. I went in eight weeks from being a happy-go-lucky,
socially active mother and friend to a restless, isolated, depressed and suicidal woman. I went in
eight weeks from being rational and organised to unreasoned and distracted, in eight weeks from
being a loving, kind and caring mum to an apathetic, irritable and terminally distracted bitch, in
eight weeks from being a financially stable money manager to being a financially selfsabotaging fool. The last time I played a gaming machine I intend to play for one hour and spend
no more than $50. I blew $500 in six hours that day, my entire weekly pay. It happened despite
my knowing the odds of winning a large payout where minuscule and it happened despite my
very best intentions and determination to stick to a spending limit that I could afford on that day.
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In the 11 years since I quit the pokies, I have spent countless hours reading, researching and
discussing problem gambling as it pertains to gaming machines. I have spoken to psychologists,
researchers, problem gambling clinicians, problem gamblers and anti-gaming activists from
around the world. I have spent a small fortune on psychotherapy and attended and spoken at
problem gambling conferences in Australia, New Zealand, the United States and Canada, all
with a view to understanding why I did what I did. Everything I have learnt from problem
gambling experts here and around the world have considered in the light of my own experience
and those of the people I have spoken with.
These days I still go to bingo and to the races on occasion. I buy Lotto tickets but only when
the jackpot is over $10 million—I have high hopes. I do not bet on paper machines and I do not
overspend. Like some 90 per cent of people seeking help because of their gambling problems,
my problem was and still is with controlling what I do once I start playing a poker machine. Had
there been a precommitment system in place when I first began playing the pokies, I sincerely
believe I would not have become a pokies addict. Before that habituation process took hold,
spending $20 in one night while playing the machines seemed excessive, almost decadent.
Always when entering a gaming room, even at the height of my addiction, I had the very best of
intentions to stay for an only an hour or two and to spend $50, $100 or maybe even $200, before
going home. By the end of my pokies playing career, spending $200 in a few hours did not seem
an unreasonable thing and leaving the venue with cash in my purse almost never happened.
In the first few weeks of playing the pokies, had I been unable to continue gambling once I
had spent my $20 I would have gone home or found other activities within the venue to amuse
myself with. My exposure to the entrapping qualities of the machines would have been reduced
and my awareness of the lack of value for dollars spent which gambling machines offer would
have been raised. Having said this, had a mandatory precommitment, automatic lockout system
been in place, once I became hooked I suspect I would have over-committed at the start of each
day’s gambling to maximise the chances of receiving the financial reward I sincerely believed
would come.
Gaming machine programs are purposely designed to addict. When they were legalised and
introduced into South Australia, the industry did not provide research on the impact of problem
gambling but they did say that problem gambling would increase and they offered funding to
assist in the treatment of problem gamblers that they knew their machines would cause. In effect,
the industry knew—they had to know—that there was a problem somewhere with their product:
it was addictive, entrapping, harmful and dangerous.
According to Mark Dickerson, when he spoke at the NAGS conference in Canberra in 2004,
after half an hour of continuous play, the average gaming machine consumer has made some 350
different spending/betting decisions. The fact that human decision-making processes do not
happen as rapidly as the finger can tap and machines can spin, display a result, be ready to
accept the next bet and offer the next win makes gambling on these machines a particularly
deadly form of gambling. As a result of the machine features, overspending is common and,
according to research, it occurs in over 50 per cent of gambling sessions on the machines. Also,
this occurs whether the gambler is a problem gambler or not.
For a precommitment system to be effective in reducing the harm that the machines cause, I
strongly advise that the system include the following. There should be the establishment of a one
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person, one card system. I should be able to obtain only one card, not multiple cards. There
should also be the establishment of a no card, no play system. Let us have it so that when I put
the card into the machine that the machine then switches on and allows me to place the bet.
Proof of age and ID as required by banks should be presented by people who apply for pokies
cards. This is a no-brainer. We already have a number of under-age people who gamble and who
play the pokies on a regular basis. This would stop if there were an ID system in place. It would
also stop people from applying for and getting a second card. All players must set a daily spend
limit before they can operate a machine. That should be a voluntary amount. I would support a
mandatory annual limit being set. As a former problem gambler, I would say, ‘Okay, I’ll set a
daily limit of $200 but, jeepers, I wouldn’t want to be spending $10,000 a year. That would be
way too much.’ Anybody who can do a little bit of quick mental maths would know that, if I am
spending $200 to $300 a day, I am going to spend a heck of a lot more than $10,000 in a year. I
also believe that only one predetermination or deposit to the card should be allowed in a 24-hour
period—and I stress a 24-hour period. If I load up my card at 11.50 pm and say that I want to
spend $200 today, I should not be able to set another determination or load up my card again
until 23:50 the following day.
There should also be a mandatory on-screen display of a gambler’s monthly gambling activity
prior to the commencement of their gambling on any given day. This is a no-brainer too. This
would be a pop-up which, for example, would say: ‘In the last month you have spent X amount
of dollars; in the last year you have spent this much; in the last session you spent that much. Do
you wish to continue? Yes/No.’ It is easy to do. It can happen from a USB stick, a smart card or
stored data. Further, any machine idle for longer than three minutes must shut down. This is so
that people who leave their cards behind in the machine do not have their machine taken over by
somebody who has exceeded their limit.
Upon application for self-exclusion, the applicant must be rendered incapable of activating a
machine for a period of not less than 12 months. Lifetime exclusion should also be available.
Should a self-excluded player request to return to playing poker machines after the period of
exclusion, a mandatory six-month probationary period could be required or perhaps a maximum
percentage of their income could be set and made available. This could be done in conjunction
with problem gambling health services. Can a precommitment smart card system reduce the
number of problem gamblers in Australia? I do believe it can, but it will do this by assisting new
and regular non-problem gamblers sticking to their predeterminant spend limits.
I do not foresee any sudden and dramatic reduction in the numbers of problem gamblers in the
short term. Some gaming machine addicts may use the system to help them quit; others may well
not. As a former pokies addict, I will certainly register for a pokies card and immediately
thereafter ban myself for life. In my opinion, the value of a mandatory registration and
precommitment permanent lockout system lies primarily in its ability to prevent new gaming
machine users from becoming addicted to and comfortable with losing large amounts of money.
It will significantly reduce the likelihood that new users will descend into the ‘lose control,
overspend, feel ashamed, chase losses’ cycle that is so predominant in gaming machine
addiction. I believe that over a period of five years there will be fewer new gaming machine
addicts created to take the place of those people who already have a problem, who will
ultimately reach bottom and quit.
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The introduction of a mandatory precommitment system, electronically monitored and
managed by an independent authority, is likely, in my considered opinion, to be an effective
method of early intervention and prevention of the harms associated with excessive access to
gaming machines. Such a system is not however a guaranteed panacea to the gaming machine
addiction issue. While people are still allowed unlimited exposure and convenient access to the
behaviour-shaping, cognitively-manipulative properties purposely programmed into the
computer-generated gambling machines we know as the pokies, some individuals are still,
unfortunately, going to develop an addiction to them. It is the nature of the beast, as it is the
nature of a snake to bite.
I thank you for listening.
CHAIR—Ms Pinkerton, thank you very much for that.
Mr CHAMPION—Thank you for your evidence. I think it was very brave and compelling.
You talk about the fact that if a mandatory precommitment system is put in place you will
immediately get a card and bar yourself for life.
Ms Pinkerton—Amen!
Mr CHAMPION—Yes. How hard is it to bar yourself now?
Ms Pinkerton—I never tried it. When I first recognised that I had a problem I was aware of
the self-exclusion issue. But I also went to the venue that I played in, which happened to be
Panthers in New South Wales, to meet friends for dinner at five o’clock on a Friday evening.
There were some 1,500 people in the foyer. We had enough trouble finding our friends, people
we knew well. I figured that, if I was going to be a self-excluded person and I walked into the
venue, they were not going to recognise me in a fit, so I did not even bother to try.
I do not believe that to self-exclude is a particularly difficult thing to do, but the problem with
it of course is that it relies on the venue stopping the person at the door. The gambler wants the
venue to stop them. The venue says, ‘Oh, well, you will have to stay away or else you will not
win any money.’ My problem was that I could not stop going. I kept going, despite not wanting
to, and once I was there I would just keep spending money. So to say it is my responsibility to
stay away from the venue is a bit self-serving on the venue’s side.
Mr CHAMPION—So it is problematic for people with a problem to bar themselves at the
moment. There are some practical issues.
Ms Pinkerton—It is a problem. When it succeeds, it is usually the case that the individual is
terrified of being stopped at the door. It is a social stigma to be stopped at the door and told:
‘Hey, you’re an excluded gambler. You have to leave.’ That is what they fear, so they do not go.
However, for the people who do go, people who go to a different venue where they are not
recognised, then the system just does not work. It all falls down in a huge heap.
Mr CHAMPION—Just to give us a window into the world of—
Ms Pinkerton—Pokies addiction.
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Mr CHAMPION—You were a perfectly good citizen pre addiction. Can you give us a bit of
a window into the world of how easy it is, once you have developed the problem, to go to
venues. Did anybody from a venue ever say anything? Did anybody ever intervene?
Ms Pinkerton—No. The last time I went a friend of mine came in and said, ‘You don’t want
to be here. You know you can’t be here.’ I had been quit of it at that stage for about three months.
I just got hugely angry at her and I left the venue and went to another one.
Mr CHAMPION—But did anybody from the venue—
Ms Pinkerton—Not from the venue, no. In fact, I have been speaking publicly on the
problem gambling issue, or the gaming machine issue, since about 2004. I have had my face
plastered over the TV and in the newspapers and I now go back into venues to look at what is
happening, to speak to gamblers in the venues and to speak to the staff, and nobody has said:
‘Are you self-excluded? I know you had a real problem.’ It does not happen.
Mr CHAMPION—So your experience would be that, once you have developed a problem,
you are alone with it, in effect?
Ms Pinkerton—In effect, in the venue, yes. You will deny it too. You will deny it to anybody,
even though you know yourself that you have the problem. When it comes to somebody saying,
‘Gee, I saw you down at the pokies three times last week.’ You go, ‘Yeah, you know, I had a bit
of extra cash this week.’ You will minimise the impact that it has on you. You are deeply
ashamed of what you do and you will try anything to hide it. At my worst, I was working fulltime night duty in intensive care units, high dependency units, in New South Wales. I would
come home from work at about eight o’clock. I would drop my kids off at school at nine o’clock
and I would be at the pokies venue from nine until 20 past three. I had to leave at 20 past three to
be home when the kids got home from school. I would sleep until five—roughly an hour and a
half to two hours—and then I would get up and start my day again. I may have grabbed an hour
at work, on my break. So sometimes I was sleeping as little as three hours a day. I was not
thinking straight; you cannot think straight.
Mr CHAMPION—Presumably there was a huge cost to the community, because you were a
nurse.
Ms Pinkerton—Potentially it could have been fatal because my mind and my thinking were
not clear at that stage. I was very distracted and I was very inward looking. I was not careful in
my checking. I do not believe anyone died as a result of that, but the potential was always there.
Mr CHAMPION—Thank you.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—You gave some very colourful and graphic descriptions of the
experience of sitting in front of a gaming machine. Can you help me a bit more by perhaps
explaining what it is about the machine, how it works and your experience of it that limited your
capacity to say, ‘I am going to stop. I’m going to walk away now’?
Ms Pinkerton—There is always an inner tension when you go to a machine. The inner
tension is: ‘I want to be here for an hour or two and then I want to go home. I also only want to
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spend X amount of dollars.’ If I set a limit of, say, $50 and I want to stay there for two hours,
what do I do if the money goes in 10 minutes? I do not really want to go home yet so I would
say, ‘I’ll just put in another $50 and I’ll be right.’ At the end of that $50 it would be a case of:
‘My God, I’ve spent 100 bucks on this machine and it still hasn’t paid me anything decent. I’ll
just put another $50 in,’ and so on. You would just continue on, ‘Oh my God, look how much
I’ve spent; I need a chance to win it back.’ If the $50 lasted the two to three hours, I was
obviously having a good night. I had obviously won well and so I could afford to keep playing.
So you kind of have this time limit constraint on yourself plus the money spent constraint. One
would counterbalance the other.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—When I spoke to the clubs in my electorate—and there are many of
them—about the issue of problem gambling, they shared my concern. They spoke with some
pride about existing programs they have in their clubs. They address staff to identify people
who—
Ms Pinkerton—Did they also speak about telling the staff that they are not allowed to
approach the customers and that if they do they will lose their jobs? Did they tell you about how
they train their staff to come around cleaning between the machines, grab the coin bucket, see if
it is almost empty and say, ‘Would you like a drink? I’ll get you a soft drink; it will be on the
house’? Did they tell you about those sorts of things, things they do to encourage people to stay?
Mr STEPHEN JONES—No, clearly they did not.
Ms Pinkerton—No.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—But I do believe that the people I spoke to were genuine. I believe
that they do want to try and exclude problem gambling from their premises. There was a purpose
to my question: would staff have identified you? Would they have been able to pick you up as a
problem gambler?
Ms Pinkerton—That is a very good question. The place where I live in South Australia, there
are six different venues within 15 minutes walk of my home. If I spent more than $100 in one
venue I would move on to the next one, because I did not want somebody looking at me and
saying, ‘She’s not doing so well today’. Were there people who recognised me and knew my
name? Not that I recall. Although I certainly recognised the staff and knew them by name, I am
not too sure that they would have recognised me.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—It goes to the heart of whether mandatory or voluntary means of
regulating this problem are going to be effective. I believe the club owners in my electorate
when they say they have trained their staff to identify problem gamblers. The question is: is it in
the nature of a problem gambler that they disclose themselves or do they hide their problems?
Ms Pinkerton—They hide it. Then again, I had a 65-year-old lady, who turned up at my
doorstep at nine o’clock in the morning. She had been at the venue from half past seven. She had
a fan of ATM receipts in her hand. She was a blithering mess: ‘I don’t understand. Why do I
keep doing this?’ She had spent $1,800. We have a $200 ATM withdrawal limit on the machines
here, and she had been back to that machine nine times in that time. There were three other
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people in the venue; two of them were staff. In an hour and a half she went back eight or nine
times to that ATM. Didn’t somebody twig that something was going on? They did not look.
In the research I did for Paul Delfabbro looking at in-venue behaviours of staff and problem
gamblers, I found that the staff were in the gaming room observing patrons for maybe ten
minutes out of an hour. Are they able to identify them? Do they have the training? Probably yes.
Are they there to watch them? Is there a risk to their jobs if they actually do identify and
approach those people? From what I have heard staff say, the answer to that is yes. So they just
avoid seeing the problem. I know that in South Australia the turnover of gaming room staff is
extremely high and I suspect—most people say—that the reason that they leave is because they
cannot watch somebody put their rent money, their mortgage money through the machines again.
Senator BILYK—You just mentioned some research you have done. Is it possible for that to
be sent to the committee?
Ms Pinkerton—That is the research done by Paul Delfabbro, who is speaking next.
Senator BILYK—He is the next witness?
Ms Pinkerton—Yes. He did some in-venue research on the identification of problem
gamblers.
Senator BILYK—Thank you.
Senator CROSSIN—I think that your insightfulness about the behaviour of staff in clubs will
be very useful for us as we go through this inquiry. There are questions that I had had about how
willing staff would be to approach you. What do they do? Do they tap you on the shoulder and
say, ‘Come over here; we need to have a private chat’? Or do they say, ‘You need to stop
gambling and go home now’? If someone does identify that a person has a problem, what is the
first thing that they would say?
Ms Pinkerton—Nobody, apart from one girlfriend who approached me, has approached me.
The staff are trained, as I understand it, to engage the gambler in a conversation about their
gambling—they might say, ‘I’ve noticed you here quite a bit recently’—without saying, ‘I think
you’ve got a problem.’ They try and draw the person out as to whether they have a problem. I do
not know that it works. Truly, I do not know. These people are bar staff. They are able to clean
the gaming room. They are able to fix the machines. They manage the money. They count the
till. They are not counsellors. The casino here has councillors on site that any staff member can
call in to approach someone. But I truly do not know that that would work either. It would just
stop me from going to the casino if I was approached by somebody there. I would be absolutely
mortified that I had been approached, and so I would avoid going there.
There has been talk about having a system where very occasional users can operate the
machines without precommitment. I would kind of like to know how we would identify the very
occasional users. When I was at the height of my gambling, I may have only come in and played
at a city venue once a year. I would certainly have said, ‘I only come here occasionally.’ And I
would have been totally truthful. I was gambling five or six days a week out in Salisbury. Under
this system, that fact would be irrelevant and probably would not be asked about. If there is
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going to be an occasional card, then you would still need to produce ID. I believe that opting out
of a limit is good.
With regards to changing limits that are set, if you set a daily limit and you want to increase
the limit then there should be at least the equivalent time as a wait period. So if I set a daily limit
I would have a wait of one day before the increased limit would come into effect. If I set a
weekly limit, the wait until the new limit comes into effect should be a week; if I set a yearly
limit, the wait should be a year. Having said that, if I wish to reduce the limit from $200 a day
down to $100 a day, that should come into effect immediately.
CHAIR—I am very conscious of time. Some members and senators wish to ask some more
submissions. That is all in your submission, and they will be able to examine that. There has
been much discussion this morning with different witnesses about rational and irrational
behaviour. In your personal experience, before you go the venue do you feel that you are in a
rational or an irrational state? Do you feel that before you go to the venue you could make a
rational decision about what you want to spend in the coming session?
Ms Pinkerton—Most definitely. At that point, I would be thinking that we need to spend so
much on food and so much on the bills and I have to pick up the lay-by, and so I would work out
that I could only spend $50, as that all the spare cash that I have.
CHAIR—That is all I need to know. Thank you.
Senator BERNARDI—You made a number of claims about the conduct of gaming machine
staff in venues. Do you have any evidence to support your statements?
Ms Pinkerton—I did approximately 100 hours of observation in venues at various times of
the day, starting from around 10 o’clock in the morning and going through to about four o’clock
in the morning. I went to about 10 different venues and did 10 hours of observation at various
times in those venues. I had a tick sheet that I filled out for what staff were doing when they
were in the gaming room.
Senator BERNARDI—In your submission you say gaming machines entrap one in four
regular users. Are you are suggesting that gaming machine staff are complicit in the entrapment
of players?
Ms Pinkerton—Not the staff; I do not believe that they are complicit in it. I am saying that
the machines are complicit in it. The machines certainly—
Senator BERNARDI—But the staff are trained to lure—
Ms Pinkerton—Identify.
Senator BERNARDI—people into staying. I am trying to get to the bottom of what you said.
Ms Pinkerton—They would say ‘encourage’ people to stay, because you are not going to turn
down a free drink. You will stay there maybe another 10 minutes, maybe put another $10 in. So
it is an encouragement to do it.
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Senator BERNARDI—And yet by your own admission you would leave a venue after you
had a lost a predetermined amount of money.
Ms Pinkerton—No.
Senator BERNARDI—You said that; you said that after you had lost $100 you would go to
another venue because you did not want people to see you had had a big loss.
Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
Senator BERNARDI—So it is not the staff’s fault.
Ms Pinkerton—But I might also have stay in that venue till I had spent $500 or $600. If it
were busy I would probably stay there. If I could get money from the note-changing machines
or, in New South Wales, if I could put the money straight in I only stayed in the one venue. It
was only when I had to go up to change money with a teller that I would move venues.
Senator BERNARDI—When you had to change money with a teller?
Ms Pinkerton—When you go into the venue in South Australia they have a teller where you
can collect your payouts or change money into coin, and if I had to change money into coin I
would not do it too often because I did not want to be embarrassed. But, equally, at that point did
I have money in my pocket? Probably not. I probably had it on my card.
Senator BERNARDI—So do you think that is actually a deterrent to people if they have to
go through the process of physically handing over cash to a third party?
Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
Senator BERNARDI—So wouldn’t a mandatory precommitment undermine that a little bit.
If you have a card with a $1,000 limit—
Ms Pinkerton—How are you going to load the card?
Senator BERNARDI—I do not know.
Ms Pinkerton—You are going to have to load the card, so really it could be used in
conjunction with something. Somebody has to put money onto that card or you have to get
money to put into the machine.
Senator BERNARDI—But it could all happen electronically. You could do that; you could
say, ‘I want to leave my $10,000 this year,’ and put it all in at once, couldn’t you?
Ms Pinkerton—You could do, but at this point in New South Wales, Victoria and most states
they have note accepters and do not need to go to a person anyway. South Australia has notechanging machines, but between the dollar machines they have a mini note-changing machine.
You push your money in there, you grab your coin and you feed it into the machine.
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Senator BERNARDI—Can I go back to another statement you have made. You have
estimated that 1.5 million Australians have been harmed by gaming machines. You are talking
about an extended group, not just the people who are gambling themselves; is that right?
Ms Pinkerton—That is correct, yes.
Senator BERNARDI—Can you just explain that briefly.
Ms Pinkerton—My three children, my ex-husband—there are four people who were harmed
by my gambling. They were significantly harmed.
Senator BERNARDI—Where do you get the ‘1.5 million’ from?
Ms Pinkerton—From the 300,000 people who have an addiction to the machines, plus the
Productivity Commission estimates that at least five people are harmed for every gambler. In
some estimates it can go up to 10 people.
Senator BERNARDI—But in the Productivity Commission reports they had some difficulty
with defining problem gambling as well.
Ms Pinkerton—There is always some difficulty, but prior to playing the pokies on a regular
basis, my pokies addiction, I would have my hair cut about every three to four weeks—I have it
short. I would regularly buy gardening products. I was also quite involved in handicrafts, so I
would spend quite a bit of money in handicraft shops. While I had my addiction I would get my
hair cut about every three or four months, and it would be just a straight cut; I certainly would
not get a colour.
Senator BERNARDI—Can you explain to me in very simple terms why one in four regular
users of gaming machines develops an addiction or is ‘entrapped’ by them—which is your
word—and the other three out of four regular users are not? Why do you think that is?
Ms Pinkerton—To toilet train a child you need positive reinforcement on a regular basis—
every time they perform the behaviour. Over time you gradually reduce the level of
reinforcement until it becomes a habit. It is the same with the pokies. If you have enough time,
the money and the access to a gaming machine in a short period of time—say, over eight weeks,
as I did—you will become hooked. I was not working. At the time I was married to a gentleman
in the Air Force and we were staying in a hotel next to Panthers. We were on a $150 allowance
per day while we were in the hotel. I had money, I had time and I had access to the machines,
and I became hooked.
Senator BERNARDI—So you think it is an influence of circumstance that creates addicts
rather than the machines themselves?
Ms Pinkerton—The access to the machine. The machine has to be there.
Senator BERNARDI—Okay; the machines have to be there, but three out of four people
manage to play them without being entrapped. You just said that addiction develops because of a
combination of circumstances.
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Ms Pinkerton—The reinforcement.
Senator BERNARDI—You have additional money that you did not normally have and you
have got more time than you have ever had before.
Ms Pinkerton—Yes. Interestingly enough, I have asked a few researchers if they would come
with me to a pokie venue and I have said, ‘I’ll fund your gambling. I want you to come with me
and play the pokies for three hours every day for the next two weeks.’ Every single one of them
said no. I ask them why not and they said, ‘Because I’ll have a problem at the end.’
Mr CIOBO—Ms Pinkerton, from what I am hearing on this issue about identity, am I correct
that as a former problem gambler you are saying that unless there is a link back to identity, that
you have one card per player that applies across all venues, it is going to be a waste of time for
problem gamblers?
Ms Pinkerton—Having an identity card?
Mr CIOBO—No. I am saying that you have to tie it back to identity. You spoke about going
into the city.
Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—I am saying that unless we can link it to identity it is largely going to be
ineffectual.
Ms Pinkerton—That is correct.
Mr CIOBO—On the issue of rationality, you said that were rational prior to gambling. This is
a crucial point for problem gamblers. The problem I have with your answer is that if you were
rational prior to gambling—or at least you believe you were rational—surely you would see that
every time you sat in front of PGM you would spend much more than you had originally
envisaged. By definition, because you kept going back with the false belief that you could
control your gambling when clearly you could not, clearly your decision was not rational, was
it? I have no doubt that you sincerely thought you were being rational—
Ms Pinkerton—True.
Mr CIOBO—But, in retrospect, you were not being rational at all, were you?
Ms Pinkerton—No.
CHAIR—Just to clarify: were you rational before you went to the venue?
Ms Pinkerton—Before I became addicted?
CHAIR—If someone had put something in your hand and said, ‘Enter into this machine how
much you are prepared to lose,’ would that have been a rational decision at that point?
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Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
CHAIR—And then when you went out you started to become increasingly irrational, you
started to get into the zone?
Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
Senator XENOPHON—But even when you were addicted and you were going back and
chasing your losses the next day—
Ms Pinkerton—I always had the best of intentions.
Senator XENOPHON—Sure. But if you had to set a daily limit at the beginning of that day,
even though you were in the grip of the addiction, do you think that mandatory precommitment
would have made a difference as to how much you were spending on a daily basis?
Ms Pinkerton—Yes.
Mr CIOBO—So why did you keep going back? If you were rational, rationality would tell
you—
Ms Pinkerton—I woke up for three years with the sound of the pokies’ winning jingle
playing in my head.
Mr CIOBO—Exactly.
Ms Pinkerton—It was a call-back. Every time I stopped to watch TV I would hear that music
and I would see the machines line up and remember the wins that I had had. Did I remember
how I felt when I left the venue? No.
Mr STEPHEN JONES—I have a question that might assist Mr Ciobo in his line of
questioning. I understood your evidence to be that mandatory commitment in and of itself is not
going to be a silver bullet. Is that correct?
Ms Pinkerton—I do not think it is going to immediately have an effect. I think a lot of people
who are already hooked are going to over precommit—‘I can really only afford $50. I will put
$200 but I will only spend $50.’
Mr CIOBO—So you could potentially get an exacerbation of the behaviour?
Ms Pinkerton—I do not know about that, but my girlfriend who plays regularly who is on a
pension spends $50 and she pretty well sticks to it. But she says, ‘If they bring in a
precommitment card, I’ll put $200 on it because if I have a big win I want to be able to spend
more.’
CHAIR—Ms Pinkerton, you are the second courageous witness this morning who has been
prepared to sit there and open up and tell us your story. It is a very personal story and it would
have been very difficult for most people to do what you and an earlier witness have done. Thank
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you for doing that. It has been a very courageous thing that you have done. You are the second
courageous person we have spoken with this morning. Thank you.
Proceedings suspended from 1.16 pm to 2.32 pm
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DELFABBRO, Associate Professor Paul, School of Psychology, University of Adelaide
CHAIR—I welcome Associate Professor Paul Delfabbro from the University of Adelaide. I
invite you to make a brief opening statement before the committee proceeds to questions.
Prof. Delfabbro—Most of the material I will talk about today comes from a report I was
commissioned to do by the Victorian Department of Justice. I have had some limited
involvement in research in this area through my involvement with the current precommitment
trial in South Australia, which is still in progress. The Victorian Department of Justice
commissioned me to do a national and international review of the available evidence concerning
what is known about precommitment: precommitment technology options, the best principles
that are applied when looking at the best design of these systems and the research that has
evaluated how these systems work around the world. Also incorporated in the report is
information from other published literature—from researchers, from industry and from policy
research.
The report itself, which I have summarised in the submission, talks about the different
technologies involved in precommitment and the different evaluation studies that have been
undertaken. So far research into precommitment has been undertaken in Australia—there is the
Worldsmart trial in South Australia and a couple of small ones in Queensland. There has been
some research in Sweden, limited research in Norway and a large study in Nova Scotia in
Canada. That is the available evidence based research for precommitment.
The report provides a summary of the findings from all of these trials. Each of these was what
you might consider a voluntary trial. One of the principal findings from these trials was that the
uptake of these voluntary precommittment systems is pretty low; people typically utilise the
informational features of those systems much more than they use the limit-setting functions. I
think many of you here will be aware of the findings. The report also provides a summary of
some of the possible unintended consequences of introducing this sort of technology, so some of
the advantages and disadvantages of doing it, and some of the guiding principles in designing an
effective system. It also reviews the various speculations and reviews of our ‘hunch’ of what
industry impacts would be of introducing this. I have quoted the figures from the industry, also
the figures from the actual trials. Obviously they are subject to critical appraisal. As I said, it also
provides some discussion about the relative merits of voluntary versus mandatory systems and
what are some of the different levels of implementation that could possibly be utilised in this.
That is a general overview of all of the main content of that report, which I am happy to talk
about.
Senator CROSSIN—Professor Delfabbro, thank you for your submission. I think your
knowledge in this area will be particularly interesting for us. You are also now a member of our
federal government’s ministerial expert advisory group. Is that correct?
Prof. Delfabbro—That is correct.
Senator CROSSIN—I want to go to some of the evidence we have heard this morning. What
is your opinion or advice about whether everyone has to have a precommitment card or whether
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there would be provision to accommodate casual gamblers? Does everyone opt in, or do you
think you put a fence around certain people and not others?
Prof. Delfabbro—That is more a question about the implementation of it I guess, and what
will work in practice rather than what has been necessarily investigated by the research.
Different research projects have looked at different configurations of precommitments. In other
words some of the trials have looked at card-based systems where you can also gamble by
money while in other systems, like the Canadian trial, you can only gamble using a card. So the
use of a card was mandatory, but the limits you set or whether you chose to set a limit were
voluntary. So these different evaluation studies provide some insights into what happens when
you do this.
Your question is to do with some of the challenges associated with what would happen with
casual players. The Productivity Commission does talk about this issue as well. The challenge
with introducing a mandatory system, a system where you all have to use a card, is what do you
do about people who only gamble very casually? General findings from the trial suggest that
most people are quite receptive of the technology once they are familiar with it. Some people,
when they are told about it, will be sceptical and wary about it, but once they actually try it out
and see how simple the cards are to use, all the studies show that people find this technology
quite reliable, easy to use, just as they have found using bank cards and so on fairly easy to use
over time. So if they are people who have a regular interest in gambling, they do not have any
problems using these cards.
The issue has been raised: what do you do about people who simply wander in off the street
and want to play very small amounts—$2 or $3 or $5—perhaps as a tourist or a one-off
occasion? The commission does raise the possibility of having small cash cards, once-only use
cards, which can be purchased for $5 or $10. So around the world there are those ticket-in type
cards that you can buy—New South Wales has them—where you can just buy a $5 card, use it
once and that is it, where you make no undertaking to play more regularly to get bonus loyalty
points from playing EGMs. The commission’s suggestion of having a temporary card is not a
bad one, but it is one of the issues that is proving challenging as part of the discussions which
certainly the expert advisory committee is having. Certainly all debates about this will grapple
with this whole topic with some difficulty, because it is a challenging issue.
Senator CROSSIN—In your research, do you set a default limit? Do you say that nobody can
gamble more than $500 a week, and if you do not do that, if you leave it up to the individual,
how do you know that the individual is not overcommitting more than they can afford,
essentially?
Prof. Delfabbro—Even when people are required to use some sort of cashless scheme and
they are asked to set a voluntary limit, the findings from Sweden suggest that people will set
limits which pretty much circumvent the whole system. In Sweden there is a gambling provider
called Svenska Spel, which provides internet gambling and also lotteries—and lottery terminals
are also a form of poker machine. They have a system called Play Scan, which is a voluntary
system you can activate, and you can ask it to track your gambling. You can set limits, too, when
you play with their products. They found that people will often set 24 hours a day on time limits,
or they will set limits very much higher than what they would otherwise spend. This was also
found in the Worldsmart trial in South Australia, too—people will set limits higher than what
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they would otherwise spend, just in case. The evidence suggests that people will tend to
circumvent a voluntary system with voluntary limits. The only place in the world which has tried
to get around it is Norway, where they have actually legislated that you can only spend a certain
amount per week and per month on VLTs, or poker machines.
Senator CROSSIN—What would be the equivalent amount here in Australia?
Prof. Delfabbro—It is about $8 maximum per bet—it is not far off what we have here—for
most machines, and it is about $390 per week. It is not a very large amount—though it might be
for some people. If I recall rightly it is about $70 per day.
Senator CROSSIN—With a precommitment scheme, if somebody says, ‘Look, my limit is
going to be $5,000’, they probably will overcommit, but they have a capacity to go to five grand
if they have an addiction. Can your research give us some answers about how we tackle some of
that?
Prof. Delfabbro—The evidence suggests that if you are a pathological gambler who is in a
state of denial and you do not believe you have a problem, and you are faced with a system
where you have to use a card and there is no limit, some of these people will spend far more, or
will set limits much higher, than they might otherwise spend. They will find a way around the
system. There are a lot of negative results from the voluntary trials. The one positive feature is
that the simple procedure of being able to monitor how much you are spending as you gamble
seems to have some benefit for the problem players. If they really want to spend a large amount
of money, having a system with a voluntary limit will not stop them. This sort of system would
help those who are contemplating change.
Senator CROSSIN—That is a good point. Would your research suggest that an external body
needs to set a limit?
Prof. Delfabbro—There are two possible models for that. The Productivity Commission
discusses the possibility of having a default limit; in other words, you have a limit of, say, $100 a
day which is set by the state. You only spend above that when you make an actual effort to
change that from $100. As the commission points out, from all the research a lot of the people
will not make the effort to change that. Possibly that in itself may serve as some safeguard for
some pathological gamblers, particularly those who are aware of the fact that they have a
problem and maybe contemplating change. For those who are quite technologically savvy and
also in a state of denial, they probably will reset the limit to a higher one. But they have to make
that conscious decision to do so. That does encourage them to at least make a conscious decision
about control—actually having to do something with the technology. I think that is a good thing.
Mr CHAMPION—In the same vein, you say on page 65 that it would prevent people from
progressing to problem gambling and it would help problem gamblers who have made a decision
to resolve some of their issues. If someone develops a problem gambling issue, how hard is the
transition to safe gambling or not doing it any more?
Prof. Delfabbro—All of the evidence suggests that people tend to find it very difficult to seek
help at the time when they probably most need it. Evidence overwhelmingly shows that people
will tend to remain in a state of denial or try to gamble out of their problems over an extended
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period. They will only seek help, quite often when they have reached that rock bottom point
where they have lost significant assets or they are about to go to jail or have other another
significant life-changing event occur to them. Only then will they typically think about seeking
help. For pathological gamblers, seeking help is very difficult. They find it very difficult to bring
about behavioural change on their own.
Mr CHAMPION—So this would assist in things like barring; if you hit the limit it might just
mean that they pause?
Prof. Delfabbro—Several applications have been talked about and not yet evaluated. Another
possible application is that you can have a system where a person who goes into treatment, even
under a voluntary scheme, gives permission for their counsellor to be notified when they exceed
limits, if they go back to gambling. That has not been explored yet. It is one way that could be
significant, assuming they have to use cards and you make sure it is their card and only they can
use it. That could be a useful think that could be done with this sort of technology. There has
been talk of people going into treatment going back to controlled gambling—they are still doing
it at pubs. If they exceed their limits—we know that a lot of staff do not intervene when that
happens, because they are too busy or not on the gaming floor, and we have research that shows
that—the counsellor could get a warning or a page that a person has exceeded their limit. So it
could be used for some of those purposes as well. It has not been investigated much yet.
Mr CHAMPION—So that might reduce the intensity or the likelihood of relapses or a return
to problem gambling, and it is possibly useful in that respect?
Prof. Delfabbro—For those who have genuinely made that decision to seek change. The most
promising aspect of this so far is that it provides a tool for that sort of change. People often feel
like they do not have those sorts of tools to bring about change. It is something they can take to a
venue and use. That is the more promising potential of the thing.
Mr CHAMPION—You say that these systems would be less effective in dealing with hardcore problem gamblers. Do problem gamblers have moments of clarity and then moments of
addiction and how does that aspect of it work. Can you perhaps give us some idea of how the
brain is working at those particular times.
Prof. Delfabbro—One of the fundamental challenges for gamblers, and it is certainly very
challenging for them in any sort of legal case, is that they do not always lose control on all
occasions. They will have periods where they are quite in control and they will give the
impression of being able to make rational decisions. But then they will lose it at particular points
during the course of the game.
One of the problems with educating gamblers and providing information to then is that there
seems to be a disjuncture between what they will tell you in the cold, hard light of day about the
odds of gambling. Often we will find when we do some studies of gamblers is that their
knowledge of the objective odds will be quite good. In fact their knowledge of mathematics will
sometimes be quite good. Yet, at the same time they will endorse all sorts of irrational beliefs
about the machine. I have had mathematicians who are pathological gamblers. They will tell me
how to calculate the odds of the machine—they will say it is one over 25 to the fifth, based on
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the five reels—and then they will turn around and tell me how they beat the machine, which is
entirely irrational.
It is recognised in cognitive psychology that you have what is called knowledge partitioning.
It is the neuroscientist who believes in astrology. People’s emotions will often override their
rational thought. It is recognised in modern cognition research that people have a high level of
brain function which is very rational but we also have sort of lower-level processes which have a
natural tendency to pick up connections and associations between things. In healthily
functioning people we wash our car and see it rains and say there is no real connection there, it
has just happened once. But in people who have a vested interest in a particular outcome and
have very strong emotions vested in it, sometimes that high-level rational control or causal
functioning does not suppress the natural instinctual sense that there are connections between
things. We are, like any other species, very much programmed to find connections and
associations between things, to find how behaviours and stimuli link, because that helps us adapt
and survive. This is what happens with gamblers. We can teach them about the odds but once
they have gone to the venue certain things happen, they maybe have a large win when they first
sit down at a machine and a lot of that rationality can disappear as their emotional arousal
increases. That is why the whole notion of precommitment is a sensible avenue to pursue,
because you try to get the person make a decision about their gambling before they have put
themselves in that emotional situation where they might not be able to make those rational
decisions, particularly about stopping gambling once it is underway.
Mr CHAMPION—Is there something particular about poker machines? Are they more
intense? Is there something about the design? Are they different from being the one-armed
bandits, the fact that they are using lights and bells and whistles and computers? Is there some
difference there?
Prof. Delfabbro—In broad terms all forms of gambling operate according to what is called a
schedule of reinforcement, a pattern of unpredictable reinforcement which we know helps to
maintain behaviour because every next response could be reinforced. We know that in rats and
pigeons it makes them respond very quickly and it happens to people too. Any form of gambling
that is more continuous will lead to more persistent behaviour. Modern poker machines are
particularly enticing because they are able under a common technology platform to provide
different colours and themes which are appealing to different people, so they are able to create a
stronger emotional response in people. The design of venues themselves makes an environment
where people tend to have a much more narrowed focus of attention and there is some evidence
that people will dissociate a little bit more when they play these machines.
Mr CHAMPION—Is there any evidence of the industry, either the gaming machine makers
or the clubs and pubs, enhancing those features?
Prof. Delfabbro—It is not the sort of thing that is made very publicly available because it is
commercially sensitive stuff and in some cases it might be illegal in some places. But I have
heard of people who have done PhDs in psychology who have worked for manufacturers in
America and they certainly talk about how you try to design machines which have certain
characteristics which make them more attractive. The irony is, though, that most of the machines
are probably more similar than they are different and often it is the cute dolphins or the artwork
which plays as much of a role as the technical specifications. I think as a whole this modern
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generation of machines in the last 20 years is quite different qualitatively from the old machines,
the one-armed bandits, because you do not have to physically put in a coin, the money is much
more tokenised, but the loss rates are much higher. There are a lot more lines you can play, a lot
more potential for perceived near-misses, so you have a form of trap where people want to
gamble the maximum number of lines so that they do not miss out on outcomes. People have a
natural sense of behaviour completion and do not like the sense of losing out on possible
opportunity. So the modern machines are much more effective in taking people’s money than the
old machines, the one-armed bandits, both physically and also psychologically. But within this
current cohort of machines they are not that different, it is more the artwork quite often which
makes more of a difference. There are some machines which potentially earn more money than
others but on the whole they are all relatively similar and relatively similarly effective in
maintaining people’s behaviour.
Mr CIOBO—Professor, I am interested in exploring a couple of aspects of your submission.
Focal Research spoke about those who are regular players because they are the problem
gamblers, if I am correct. Only 11 per cent of that group set any daily limits and two per cent use
the time-out function. I want to tie it back to the broader discussion we have been having here
today about mandatory versus voluntary and about the opportunity for rational thought processes
versus irrational thought processes of a problem gambler, and I apologise for missing the first
couple minutes of your statements. If you were to sit in our chairs and design a system that is
going to address the issue of problem gambling, would it be voluntary or would it be mandatory?
Secondly, would it require a link to identity? And thirdly, would you incorporate the need for
someone to determine their preset spending limit against their income or liabilities and financial
snapshot?
Prof. Delfabbro—I will answer each question in turn and you might have to remind me of a
couple of them. As I mentioned in my submission and in the report from which it is derived,
there are two general public health principles applied in this context. One is harm
minimisation—that is, minimising harm before it occurs. This is probably more about helping
those problem gamblers who are thinking about change and helping moderate risk gamblers
from moving up to being problem gamblers. In that sense, reducing problem gambling will be
about stopping it before it occurs. Harm reduction, the other commonly used term, probably
refers more to trying to stop those who are already problem gamblers from engaging in harmful
behaviour. I think that second ambition is harder to fulfil unless you go for a much stricter,
mandatory, Norwegian-style system.
My view is that you have to have a system that makes people interact with the technology. A
system where people are just given a choice to use a card if they want to will not work because
people will continue to use money. They will not bother trying out the cards. They will think
they are only for problem gamblers. The Canadian experience suggests that people actually have
to interact with the technology and have to at least say ‘no’ if they do not want to use it. Forcing
them to be aware of the technology, first of all, will get them more familiar with the technology
and more accepting of it.
The evidence from these studies suggests that the monitoring of expenditure itself through
being able to get an activities statement on the screen—being able to know how much you are
spending—can be useful to people and does seem to be associated with some reductions in
expenditure, even amongst the regular players. But if you were very serious about reducing
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problem gambling, making it mandatory to use a card would be one requirement but the other
requirement would be that you would have to look at the issue of the Norwegian system of
setting some sort of mandatory limit. I will not go into the politics of all that. I know it is a
challenge, but that is probably what the evidence suggests.
Mr CIOBO—You can offer a unique insight into the psychological aspects of all this. I am
not trying to put words into anyone’s mouth, but I think it would be fairly reasonable to state the
different points of view in this debate. To summarise, on the one hand there are those who say
problem gamblers are irrational, that a system like this—voluntary, not tied back to identity or
whatever—is going to contain so many loopholes that someone who has a problem would be
able to exploit those loopholes without any drama. Therefore, we are licensing the population
and not really addressing the social ill that we are trying to address. On the other hand, there are
those who say, ‘No, everyone has their moment of clarity’ and that this system will work. From a
psychological point of view and from the research you have seen, I draw the conclusion you are
saying that—and I am not trying to put words in your mouth; that is why I am asking you for
your response—it needs to be mandatory to embrace the problem gamblers and it needs to tie
identity directly to that individual across venues. There is even some evidence that a
precommitment cashless system actually spikes up the levels of gambling.
Prof. Delfabbro—It does not increase the amount they lose, though. The Canadian trial found
that, if people are using the precommitment features, they seem to be more efficient gamblers.
They will not necessarily spend less time gambling but they will stop when they are winning.
Mr CIOBO—That was an opt-in system?
Prof. Delfabbro—It was opt-in in terms of the use of the limits, yes—not like using the cards,
though.
Mr CIOBO—So on issues of identity and mandatory—
Prof. Delfabbro—That trial in Canada had swipe cards, and they did have some problems
with people swapping cards. Something like 37 per cent of the sample swapped or borrowed
cards. So that trial suggests it would be appropriate to have some way to ensure that people used
their own cards or device, though the Focal Research studies showed that, when people did that,
they did it only once or twice—it was pretty rare. So that element of the trial was not an
overwhelming failure, but it does suggest that people will swap cards.
Mr CIOBO—This is the problem, from a policy point of view—that we will potentially end
up with a half-pregnant system that does not really do anything and just has a lot of compliance.
In this opt-in system that you refer to in Canada, you got one in three people or more swapping
cards, and that is on a self-sampling basis, because obviously only people with a certain
predisposition would have been part of the trial. For it to be effective, human psychology being
what it is and problem gamblers being challenged with what they are challenged with, we have
to have proof of identity. We have to have a link back to mandatory sign-up.
Prof. Delfabbro—If you frame the system as one where harm reduction is your principal
focus—that is, your principal focus is making it a system that reduces problem gambling as it is
currently occurring—then the sort of system you describe is probably what you would have to
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consider. The evidence suggests that the voluntary systems do seem to make some contribution
to harm minimisation, so they are not without value. But they are very problematic and perhaps
less useful for the harm reduction objective which you are talking about.
Mr CIOBO—Do you have any comments about substitutability and whether or not this
should have broader application, to those that might be addicted to other forms of gambling? In
particular, a number of witnesses prior to you have spoken about the unique nature of EGMs,
because they provide regular, small wins et cetera. Personally, I do not see any difference
between EGMs and table games or electronic forms of blackjack or roulette, which provide
regular small wins as well. In terms of the breadth of the system, should we be covering all of
these things?
Prof. Delfabbro—Yes. There are several questions in that. The first issue is whether the two
forms of gambling are similar. I think computerised blackjack is a little bit different from pokies.
It is more similar than, obviously, playing it with regular cards, but it does require more decision
making. It is more cognitively involving; you have to stop and made decisions much more
regularly than you have to with poker machines. Playing poker machines is simply button
pressing so it does tend to be more mesmerising and less engaging, whereas with blackjack—I
have played those games before—you have to stop and make decisions. You are less likely to get
mesmerised playing a game like that as opposed to poker machines.
The demographics are slightly different too. Younger males are much more statistically likely
to play card games. There are not actually many electronic blackjack games around any more,
but when they were available and we looked into it, we found that the electronic card players
were mostly young males aged 18-24, and the age of poker machine players was much more
general. Some of the industry has said there will be a spillage of people from poker machines to
old forms of gambling should we introduce something that makes poker machines less attractive.
I am not entirely convinced by that argument. The Swedish evidence suggests that when people
reached their limits on the Svenska Spel website they did not necessarily go to other internet
sites.
The demographic is a little bit different. Younger males who are very heavy poker machine
users might be tempted to then transfer their gambling expenditure more to the internet or other
forms, but they are probably doing that anyway. You tend to find that women will often play
poker machines more exclusively. They might buy a lottery ticket as well and play a bit of Keno,
but if they were to decide that they were not going to play the pokies anymore they would be
less likely to go off and play on the internet. That is just from looking at the demographic
segmentation of the market. My view based upon what I know of the demographics from my
research and other research is that I am not entirely convinced that the spillage effect will be a
major issue. The industry may have other concerns which may be more legitimate, but I do not
think we would be endorsing that one.
Mr CIOBO—Are you saying we should apply this system to other forms of gambling?
Prof. Delfabbro—That is the second question. The second question is: would you apply it to
other forms of gambling? The general recommendation would be that, if you can, it would be a
useful thing to be able to do. I think all forms of gambling are gradually converging on a more
electronic form. If you look at some of the technology platforms provided by Svenska Spel and
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Norsk Tipping in Norway, many of these big operators do provide multiple forms of gambling
with a common interface. So with those systems even now you can gamble on the internet using
a USB or a card reader which you can take home and plug into your USB port and you can then
go and use the same card to gamble on the VLTs and also go into casinos and use it. The industry
is moving towards that sort of technology anyway in relation to how it provides gambling. So if
precommitment were introduced to poker machines, it would be technologically possible and
logical to extend it to other forms as well.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You referred to the technology issues. I am just interested as to
whether you have a view on the time frame of implementation if we were to move towards
mandatory precommitment.
Prof. Delfabbro—I can only speak from what I know from experts in technology in the
industry and so on. They are probably the people to provide the most definitive answers. My
understanding is that the replacement cycle of machines in Australia on average is 14 years or
something like that, although it does vary around the country. I think in Victoria they have a
shorter replacement cycle and machines are much more modern. As indicated in the report—and
I think the industry has made this publicly known anyway—a certain proportion of machines in
Australia, about a quarter, probably could be enabled with this sort of technology now. Probably
about 50 per cent of machines are a bit old and would require replacement before you could
introduce that sort of technology. My understanding is that this sort of technology could be
rolled out in the short term for a certain number of machines, certainly new machines. But it
would be some time, up to a decade, before all machines in Australia would be replaced and
enabled. That is my understanding from what the technology people are telling us.
Mr FRYDENBERG—You also referred to the privacy concerns of people from the trial
about voluntary precommitment. Do you have any views about privacy issues surrounding the
controlling of the data, accessing it and so forth if we were to go down this route?
Prof. Delfabbro—I think to some degree the privacy issue is another one that has been a little
bit overstated. It is one where on paper people will tend to be scared away by technology. The
fingerprint one was in particular one that people were very frightened about until you told people
the fingerprint was only being stored on a USB and not being stored by a central database. As
fingerprints and biometrics become more common on passports and so on people will become
more familiar with the technology. People are a bit sceptical about the security of the data rather
than worried about privacy. I think people are very accustomed to having their privacy violated
by technology virtually every day. People know that a lot of data about them is collected. They
do many things electronically. They know that other people have access to that information. This
will just be another form of that. In surveys people will sometimes express some doubts about
privacy, but when you actually look at the trials themselves and look at the feedback from actual
use of this technology people’s fears to some degree have been assuaged by their experience.
Security does remain an ongoing thing that they worry about. It is probably common sense,
because people know how much data is sometimes lost. If you look at some of the highly
publicised cases of discs being left around with people’s personal data on them, it follows that
people are sceptical about security. But the privacy issue, I think, has been overstated.
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Mr FRYDENBERG—But there is no analogy of such biometrics in our current society—
taking biometric samples such as fingerprinting and the like. This would be taking it a new step,
and when you are talking about your spending habits and the bank’s role, this is talking about the
sensitivity of something quite different.
Prof. Delfabbro—I am talking in very abstract terms about the evidence is. I am not
necessarily a person who supports biometrics. I would be reluctant to use it personally, but in
abstract pragmatic terms I am thinking about what would work for making sure that the devices
were unique to each individual and you would probably have to look at something like that.
Mr FRYDENBERG—Finally, from your psychology background, in terms of the law for
people who into gambling, do you see advertising as playing a key role? Do you see the personal
contact that people may have with gambling revenues? What do you see as the key factors? On
the flip side, in dealing with problem gamblers and making the breakthrough, we have heard
interesting testimony from people who are dealing first-hand with problem gamblers. I would be
interested in your views.
Prof. Delfabbro—I think the influence of advertising has also been a bit overstated. I think
that many problem gamblers know where to gamble. It is probably more of an issue for young
people being exposed to gambling advertising, and I think that is more of a concern. Most people
know where to go to gamble and if you ask problem gamblers themselves they will say that.
There is a problem if you are in treatment and you are getting a lot of advertising upon the radio
and TV with the sound of the poker machines. There are certain types of advertising like this and
we have not got a code of practice on that. That is more of a concern because it can disrupt
people’s ability to resolve their problems. It can act as a trigger for gambling. Just telling people
where they can go to gamble, I think, is largely immaterial; people know anyway, so I do not
think that advertising is a major factor. It is much less a factor than simply growing up in a
family or in an environment where everyone gambles. I think familial factors play a very
important role in the uptake of gambling. People grow up in families where one gambles, or they
have peers who gamble, and that plays much more of a role than just broad advertising out there.
As to what stops problem gambling, as I mentioned, it is often a crisis. People are very crisis
driven and they often make a decision because if they continue to gamble their lives are going to
be ruined. They realise that and there is some sort of cognitive change or, as mentioned before,
they reach some sort of external crisis where they are about to go to jail or lose a significant
asset and some sort of point is reached where, to their mind, they have got no choice but to stop.
But unfortunately, there is only limited evidence about the success of that. There is some
evidence, on the other hand, that people who have a gambling problem at a particular point in
time do have the ability to get over problems themselves.
It is a bit contradictory in a way, because people seek formal help services at a crisis point but
if you look at the actual percentage of gamblers in the community—the numbers out there and
the numbers actually seeking help—there is a big disparity. There are lots of people out there
who seem to have the ability to achieve some sort of natural recovery. When you look at the
sorts of things they do, such as leaving money at home, often having a lot of social support or
partner support, most of the self-help guides are about setting budgets and monitoring
expenditure. Precommitment is a part of those self-help procedures. But I think that these people

GAMBLING REFORM

GR 78

JOINT

Tuesday, 1 February 2011

still need some help and often partners and some other social support help them along with those
tools.
Senator XENOPHON—To paraphrase Mr Ciobo, I do not want to seem abrupt, but if I seem
abrupt then it is a function of time, not temperament—
Prof. Delfabbro—That is all right.
Senator XENOPHON—because I have a lot of questions. Could you keep your answers
fairly short. Firstly, you have talked about the costs of changing machines. Your expertise is as a
behavioural psychologist, is it not?
Prof. Delfabbro—That is right.
Senator XENOPHON—And the information that you have relied on has come largely from
industry sources in their submissions and other papers you have seen?
Prof. Delfabbro—Yes. The evaluation studies which I have talked about in my reports also
include some costings. For example, the Worldsmart trial and a Canadian trial also include some
costings data for rolling out the precommitment systems as well. So my role in this report, based
on my background in economics and in psych, was really just to provide a summary of what
information is out there for the Victorian government.
Senator XENOPHON—But you have not checked the veracity of those costings claims
because—
Prof. Delfabbro—I provide a sort of critical appraisal—‘These are the views which were
expressed’—as a literature review. It is not me saying, ‘This is the factual truth about the
costings.’ It is the representations made in literature which has taken the form of conference
presentations—
Senator XENOPHON—Can I just move on to this issue: you said that money is much more
tokenised in the poker machines now. Do you believe that, if there is a mandatory
precommitment system, it would be better for people to put the card in—or the USB or whatever
is used to get the machine going and to set limits? Would it be better to put real money in there
or to have a stored value card? I think the stored value card is the approach the Independent
Gambling Authority has taken on this.
Prof. Delfabbro—There is no research that has really looked at which approach would be
better. Having one where you put money into a machine to charge up the card would at least
make people aware of how much money they are putting on. Having a precharged card does
tokenise the gambling to a greater degree. Can you differentiate a little bit more on what you
mean.
Senator XENOPHON—I mean it in the sense that either the card is used and actually has
money on it so that, if you want to play, the money is stored on the card or, alternatively, there is
a system where you have to physically put money into the machine, whether it is a note acceptor
or a coin acceptor.
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Prof. Delfabbro—My view is that it is better that people see how much money they are
putting onto a card. Having a card where you simply charge it up or you buy a prepurchased card
does tokenise it to some degree, because people might just buy it through EFTPOS or through
electronic transfer. In some of the overseas systems, people can often do that from bank
accounts. As I mentioned, one of the things you have to watch with this sort of technology is that
in some of these systems you can log into your bank account through a poker machine and
charge up your card.
Senator XENOPHON—Which jurisdiction is that?
Prof. Delfabbro—In Sweden you can do that, and Norway as well.
Senator XENOPHON—But in Norway they have a $500 monthly limit, approximately.
Prof. Delfabbro—Yes. In Sweden you can just go—and the UK too; the betting agency says
that you can actually access your bank account through the gambling venue.
Senator XENOPHON—I have just a couple more questions, and then maybe we might need
to put some on notice. I do not think your paper referred to the British National Lottery and to
Finland. As I understand it, voluntary precommitment did not work for the National Lottery
Commission and they have moved to maximum bet limits. Similarly, in Finland they are rolling
out mechanisms on all machines. Can you just take that on notice as to what your understanding
of that is. That is some information I have received.
Prof. Delfabbro—Yes.
Senator XENOPHON—The other issue is that we have heard evidence from Julia
Karpathakis of Pokies Anonymous and from Sue Pinkerton. Julia made the point that this is
about stopping the up-and-coming gamblers as well, and you have alluded to that. Also, if
someone is in the grip of an addiction, do you see a mandatory scheme working? You can still
try and modify your behaviour if you have to make a fresh commitment every 24 hours and have
a 24-hour cooling-off period, for instance.
Prof. Delfabbro—The evidence from all of the existing treatment manuals and from cognitive
therapy suggests that having a system which makes you consciously think about your decision
making is a useful thing to have to do. There is no evidence out there to suggest how effective it
is going to be; no-one has actually done this to this sort of degree yet. But I think, in principle,
having a system that makes people make a decision and reflect upon how much they are
spending is a useful thing to do. The main thing is to make them interact with the technology. I
do not think a system which simply involves them being able to ignore it very quickly would
work. As to whether you set a mandatory limit on how much they can spend, that is a separate
issue. To help problem gamblers they need to make a decision and to be made conscious of that
decision fairly frequently.
Senator XENOPHON—Mr Chappell from the Independent Gambling Authority gave
evidence that there is now an opt-in scheme available for TAB players so that they can set a
weekly limit, should they choose to. If they want to change that weekly limit they have got to
give a week’s notice. If we have a mandatory scheme in place—subject to the casual gamblers,
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which has been discussed—if it is daily would you have a 24-hour period to change that? If it is
weekly, would you have a weekly limit? And if it is monthly and yearly, how would you do that?
Would you have similar cooling-off periods to change the limits?
Prof. Delfabbro—The exact principles are something I would have to reflect upon.
Senator XENOPHON—And perhaps take on notice.
Prof. Delfabbro—But the principle of having a cooling-off period is quite a good idea
because you want to make it a system that makes people feel like the decision is not absolutely
written in stone once they have made it. Having some flexibility built into the system can
encourage people to see it more as a tool with a benefit for them. I thinking a cooling-off period
is a useful thing to have. Exactly how you specify that in practice is—
Senator XENOPHON—As a behavioural psychologist, is a week about the right time if you
wanted to change your weekly limit, or a day for a daily limit, or a month for a monthly limit?
How would you do it?
Prof. Delfabbro—Keeping it simple and within a typical frame of reference that people use, I
think a weekly-type limit is possibly better than a monthly limit. People with regular habits will
gamble on a weekly basis. They think in terms of a weekly budget or even fortnightly. Evidence
suggests that people can think in terms of a weekly limit and are often likely to use those sorts of
limits when they are available. People are less likely to use longer term limits.
Senator XENOPHON—And a cooling-off period?
Prof. Delfabbro—A lot of people did not use the cooling-off periods. There was not a lot of
evaluation of whether that was used.
Senator XENOPHON—If you are locked out and say, ‘I only want to spend $100 this week’
but then you say, ‘I actually want to spend more money’ can you change that at the end of that
period or do you have a cooling-off period so that if you want to change that limit you need to
give a week’s notice?
Prof. Delfabbro—No-one has really evaluated that to see how effective it is, but in principle
and from how people gamble, I think having a week would be about appropriate.
Senator XENOPHON—For cooling off?
Prof. Delfabbro—Yes.
CHAIR—I gather there are some questions on notice. Dr Delfabbro, thank you.
Committee adjourned at 3.23 pm
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