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Friday, 12 September 2008 Senate CAl

Committee met at 8.59 am

CHAIR (Senator M oore)—The Senate Community Affairs Committee is continuing its inquiry into three
bills: the Poker Machine Harm Reduction Tax (Administration) Bill 2008, the Poker Machine Harm
Minimisation Bill 2008 and the ATMs and Cash Facilities in Licensed Venues Bill 2008. The hearing was
originally intended for the first of these two bills introduced by Senator Fielding. However, the Senate has also
recently referred the ATMs and Cash Facilities and Licensed Venues Bill 2008, introduced by Senator
Xenophon, to our committee. We agreed that, the issues in the three bills being closely related, we would run
theinquiry on that bill at the sametime.
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[8.59 am]
HEALEY, Mr William John, Chief Executive Officer, Australian Hotels Association
WHELAN, Mr John, Director of Responsible Gambling, Australian Hotels Association

CHAIR—I welcome representatives from the Australian Hotels Association. | know you both have
information on parliamentary privilege and the protection of witnesses has been given to you. We have
received your very early response, Mr Healey. It is over to either or both of you to make opening comments
and then we will go into questions.

Mr Healey—I would like to make some opening comments. We are here probably to answer questions
more than provide statements of our policy position. John will add things when he thinks it is necessary. The
first thing we would like to put on the record is that we are somewhat confused about this process because we
are aware that both the government and the opposition are committed to waiting for a Productivity
Commission report to update the community, us in the industry and government |eaders on the current position
of the impact of electronic gaming machines in our community. Much of this debate is based on evidence or
information that was contained in the Productivity Commission report in 1999. We do not believe that we are
comparing apples with apples; we do not believe that, when we sit in these sorts of forums, we have an
objective evidence base from which to make decisions, and we were hoping that any change to the current
state regulated environment would follow a robust review of the current situation and be based on sound
evidence. We are comforted that the PM, notwithstanding his personal comments about gaming machi nes—

CHAIR—His public personal comment.

Mr Healey—I think one election comment, which he perhaps might regret. We are comforted by the fact
that we need to establish what the problem is, what is going to fix that problem if there is one, and what the
overall cost isto any initiative that is brought in to address a perceived or real probleminthisarea.

By way of explanation—and | do not really want to rehash what isin our submission—I just want to let you
know that the Australian Hotels Association, AHA, represents four- and five-star hotels and pub-style hotels
around the country. Or members operate poker machines in all jurisdictions except for Western Australia and
the Australian Capital Territory. The number of machines we operate is capped in most states to under 40 or 30
machines. We have had those machines from the early part of the 1990s. Victoria is a little different in that,
based on the system down there, which is now subject to change in a few years time, we can have up to 105
machines. The consequence of that is that, in most jurisdictions where machines are allowed, up to 80 per cent
of our members have a small number of machines; whereas in Victoria only 10 or 12 per cent of our members
have machines. It means that the climate, the environment, in Victoria is very different and the impact will be
very different.

In terms of what has occurred, we have seen the introduction of gaming machines into the industry from the
mid-1990s as changing the dynamics of our industry. We see it—as the Productivity Commission
acknowledged—as one e ement of the entertainment offer we provide to members. It has provided us with an
aternative revenue stream that has enabled us to reinvest in our businesses. Over the last 15 years we have
seen the additional revenue from gaming as providing us with the confidence to provide very sound and, we
think, attractive meeting places.

It has also led to a total re-evaluation of hotels. It has led to borrowings supported by a revenue stream that
has been assumed to be a constant. So any change to that dynamic really has to be seen from an industry
readjustment context, because the dynamics of our business are that we anticipate around 25 per cent to 30 per
cent of our revenue will come from this service. | have likened it to someone suggesting to a retailer that they
have to take a total department out of their department store. If that is going to happen, let’'s do it on the basis
of sound facts and let's look at not only the consequences of the business but also whether it is going to
achieve the outcome that is supposedly desired from that action.

Going back to the Prime Minister’s three codes, the first thing to ask is: is there a problem? If you look at
the statistics, and they are in our report, the level of problem gambling in our community across the country is
less than one per cent. It is acknowledged that gaming machines are only an element of that variable
percentage of the population, which ranges from 0.4 per cent to 0.8 per cent. The first thing we would argueis
that, while any level of problem gambling is a concern, the level of problem gambling in our community is not
that great and the overwhel ming number of people who come into our venues and use gaming machines do so
responsibly and as part of the enjoyment equation.
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The second poaint is: if there is a problem, how do you fix it? We would add that we think the level of
problem gambling has declined substantially since the Productivity Commission report of 1999. We know that
we have introduced a number of harm minimisation initiatives over the last 10 years to deal with that small
percentage of people that cannot use our machines in a responsible manner. We believe that the focus on these
people in a structured way is probably the best way to address the problems that occur in this small number of
cases. We know that, through our gaming care programs, intense counselling programs and self-exclusion
programs, that is the best way to deal with this small percentage of people who are problem gamblers.

One of the things we have asked the Productivity Commission to do as part of the review is to look at the
investment that we have made, and | think the last COAG ministerial council meeting said that over
$200 million has been spent on harm minimisation strategies for this small percentage of problem gamblers.
We are asking the Productivity Commission to look at whether that money is being spent effectively and
whether it could be spent more effectively.

The first point is that we think the number of people that are not using these machines in a proper way is
small. We believe the best way to deal with these people is through harm minimisation strategies. On the final
side of what it is going to cost—and | think this is the reality—you have to look at three dimensions here.
First, what does it mean to the patron? Even the Productivity Commission in 1999 said that gambling is a
legitimate form of entertainment for people; that the vast majority of people who gamble, go to the races or
whatever do so responsibly and find it an enjoyable experience; and that it is just a competitor for the
discretionary spending of consumers. | am glad Senator Nick Xenophon is here because my first dealings with
Nick were many years ago when | worked for the retailers. We were very concerned in the 1990s about poker
machines because they were taking money away from our shops. We woke up at the time that basically we
were just scared of the competition. Anyway, that is the first thing.

The second thing is that we have an industry that employs a large amount of people; that has a large amount
of capital investment, whether it isin hotels, casinos or clubs; and that has been built in an environment where
the products we sell are seen as legally available to the public. It is an industry that is highly regulated. Any
change to that—some of the proposals within these three bills would substantially change the revenue and the
operating environment of our businesses—needs to be looked at in the context of what it will do to our
industry.

These are one-off initiatives. These change the whole economic dynamics of the industry, just the same as
taking water licences away from farmers or removing tariffs from the textile industry—that is the impact that
this will have on our business. Soif you are going to do that you will need to do it in a considered and factual
way, and that is why we are urging this committee to wait until the findings of the Productivity Commission
are known and to use them as a base, a reality check, to go forward. We are happy to work with the
government and the community if there are identified problems to address, but what we want to do is start
from the one point.

Thefinal thingisthat thisis a state government regulated area. It does provide revenue to state governments
around the country, although that revenue dependence is overstated. | think it is about two per cent or three per
cent of state government revenue. But it is not insignificant. We do know that some states, most states at the
moment, have some challenges with their budgets. We have also been through a substantial industry
restructuring recently with the introduction of smoking bans in enclosed areas, which has had an impact on the
viability of our businesses and on state revenues. The viability of our businesses is challenged because those
businesses are valued today and have been purchased today on the basis of forward estimates of gaming
revenue, which now shows modest growth, unlike the dramatic growth that occurred in the nineties. So any
changes have to be looked at in the broad economic context.

Our submission here today is that we accept that there are concerns in the community about gaming, but
there are no quick fixes to this. We believe that the bulk of the people in our community that use our machines
do so responsibly, enjoyably and within their means. We believe that there have been substantial
improvements in the industry since the 1990 Productivity Commission report to address and help the small
number of people who have a gambling problem. We believe that any changes to the current system require a
full view of the current position and need an industry adjustment approach rather than one or two specific
initiatives that may have substantial unintended consequences for our businesses, state government revenues
and the broader government revenue base of this country without any in any way helping the people it seeksto
help. We believe that there are areas that are that can be beefed up, such as—and John will talk about a couple
of those in a minute—strengthening harm minimisation strategies. The other thing is that, when you close one
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door, you open ancther, and one of the other areas we are very concerned about is the growth of internet
gambling and the fact that Australians, if they want to gamble, will find a way to gamble. What you have at the
moment in our venues, clubs and casinos around the country is probably the most regulated and highest level
of return to player of any form of gambling you can have.

| am quite sure that some people will challenge the observations | make, but all we are sayingis: let’stake a
deep breath, wait until the Productivity Commission comes up with up-to-date facts and then sit down and
work out, if there is a problem, how we as a group with the broader community can fix it. | do think that we
have grown alot since the Productivity Commission in 1990. If you talk to the industry—

Senator XENOPHON—1999.

Mr Healey—Yes, 1999. Sorry, Nick. | think that we failed to see the significance at that time. | think that
the commitment we make now to things like responsible drinking and responsible gaming reflects a maturity
in our industry that perhaps was not there 10 years ago and that any effective consultation will lead to
outcomes without causing unintended damages. Through the course of our questioning | will ask John to
provide a couple of examples of new harm minimisation strategies that we think would be far more effective
than taking ATMs out of our venues. ATMs are used by about 95 per cent of our patrons who do not gamble,
so that would cause problems for our general customers without having a benefit for problem gamblers. Those
are my opening comments.

CHAIR—Mr Whelan, do you want to add anything at this stage?
Mr Whelan—No, | am happy to answer questions.

CHAIR—The reason the committee is here, Mr Healey, is that the members have raised private members
bills. They have been referred to our committee by the Senate selection of bills process. That is why this
processis going on. That may or may not help your confusion.

Senator FIEL DING—We could debate quite afew of the statements you have just made. We already heard
yesterday that in most of the research since 1999—1I will just say that that is very close to 2000 so it does not
look like it is back in the 1990s; research is basically pretty close to 2000 and it is now 2008—there has been
very little evidence to say there has been a significant improvement in problem gambling, and the links
between problem gamblers using poker machines is till quite significant. Putting that to one side, your
submission states:

... theremoval of EGMs—
pokies—
from hotels as proposed ... would have devastating consegquences for the financial viability of hotels ...
I do not know whether you are aware of whether hotelsin WA are financially viable.
Mr Healey—Yes, they are. Do you want me to respond to that?
Senator FIELDING—Yes.

Mr Healey—If you look at the value of WA hotels, what they are being bought at and their return, it is
much lower than what you buy hotels for in the states with gaming. The other interesting thing for WA, which
has not flowed through, is that up until recently the sale of takeaway liquor in WA on a Sunday was restricted
to our hotels. Supermarkets were not allowed to sell alcohol. Over the last 25 years, the sale of alcohol in this
country has moved, with about 30 per cent of liquor now consumed on premise and 70 per cent consumed off
premise, in the form of packaged liquor. There is a tidal wave in WA. If you talk to our members over there,
about 45 per cent of their takeaway liquor used to be sold a Sunday. So a lot of the painin WA was minimised
because of the fact that they had a monopoly on Sunday takeaway. Apart from the fact that the capital
valuation of our hotels is nowhere near that of the hotels in the other states, | think that there are going to be
problems over there.

The point we are making about the reality of the viability of our hotels, and it is similar with clubs, is that
with our business it is a bit like a car that has been built around cheap petrol—if all of a sudden you put the
petrol up and you change the financial dynamics, the viability of the use of that car changes. Whether from
1999 or 2000, the report was predominantly a decade ago. | am not trying to confuse anyone; a decade is a
decade. It was a 1999 report which was based on evidence from 1997-98. The fact is that our businesses over
the last 15 years have been built on a statutorily entitled revenue stream which some people wish to withdraw,
and that will require—just as with taking tariffs away from the textile industry or a water licence away from a
farmer—a substantial realignment of their business model. It has to be looked at in a strategic and evidence
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based way. So my answer to that is, yes, they are viable, but they struggle. Let’'s wait and see what happens
when their monopoly on the sale of alcohol on Sundays starts to erode because of the introduction of
supermarkets.

Senator, without being provocative, do you accept that that is a reality over there, and were you aware of
that reality?

Senator FIELDING—Absolutely. The second thing that | would say is that you have mentioned that
basically it isthe profitability or the finances of it, but, if you overlay that with the social consequences—and |
do not think we have heard too much evidence to dispute the claims that still over 40 per cent of revenue from
poker machines comes from problem gamblers—

Mr Healey—Could | add to that.

Senator FIELDING—Just let me keep going here for a sec. Surely that needs to be put alongside the issue
of the cost of you keeping on providing this. We heard yesterday that even in the state of Victoria thereis $1.6
billion of revenue coming in and a $2 billion cost in mopping up after the problems of poker machines. Quite
serioudly, there is a deficit facing the community from the havoc that poker machines are presenting to the
community. That was obviously based on the 1999 commission review. There has been very little evidence to
say that much has changed since then.

Mr Healey—Page 3 of our submission to your second bill shows that the Australian statistics of the
problem incidence rates as a percentage of the population. We know that electronic gaming machines account
for at least around 50 per cent of those problem gamblers. The statistics show that a very small percentage of
the population has a gaming problem. That is the first thing. The second thing is that we challenge the 40 per
cent—

Senator FIELDING—What is that in sheer numbers of Australians? Rather than just saying it in
percentages, what is the sheer number?

Mr Healey—In terms of the number of people who play these machines and the number who have a
problem, it isa very small—

Senator FIELDING—You said ‘a small percentage . But what is the actual number of Australians?
Mr Healey—I think in Queensland at the moment it is about 13,000.

Senator XENOPHON—Based on what index?

Mr Healey—The Canadian index.

Senator XENOPHON—So not the SOGS index?

Mr Healey—This is the other issue why we need the Productivity Commission. Most people—the
regulators, the industry more broadly and most of the community—have accepted that the Canadian index isa
fairer index. | am aware, Senator, that you do not accept that. | can understand that, because that index—

Senator XENOPHON—MTr Healey, don't put words in my mouth.

Mr Healey—Okay, | will not put words in your mouth. | understand that you are a supporter of the SOGS.
But | think that one of the things the Productivity Commission will do is hopefully come up with a benchmark
so that we can have an agreed position on what problem gambling is. | know you do not accept—or you do not
appear to accept; | am not trying to put words in your mouth—that the Canadian index is the index by which
we should measure it, but it is the index that is more broadly accepted now. And it shows a very small
percentage of Australians are problem gamblers.

| come back to the percentage of money that is lost in our venues by problem gamblers. The Productivity
Commission said that that was around 40 per cent. There is alot of evidence to suggest—and | do not want to
get into this detail here; | think you need an objective external party to consider this, because people will find
facts to suit their case—that that figure was overstated. There is also evidence that that figure has declined as
the level of problem gambling as declined and the level of expenditure on gambling has increased. But, more
importantly, the issue is not the amount spent; the issue is the number of people who have a problem and how
best you deal with that group. You deal with that group by intensive harm minimisation strategies—sdlf-
exclusion, counselling—because it is only a small percentage of the actual number of people who use our
venues. To use that figure, as flawed as we believe it is—and we are hearing now of 50 per cent. | certainly do
not want to put words in people’'s mouths. What we are saying to you is that there are people who have a
problem with gambling. We have ways of helping those people. We believe those ways are working. We
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believe that they can work better, but do not destroy an industry in the process by coming up with what appear
to be politically expedient ways that will not have an impact.

Senator FIELDING—The concern is that you are already disputing the Productivity Commission’'s
previous report—

Mr Healey—No, we are not.

Senator FIELDING—Let me keep on going, because you have—you have stated that they have
overestimated the figure. They put it at 292,000 Australians having a gambling problem. That is nearly a third
of a million Australians with a gambling problem. They also know that 85 per cent of problem gamblers use
poker machines. Even if you took your wishful figures, and even drop that number by half, you are still talking
about 145,000 Australians being severely impacted. And we know that poker machines are causing the havoc.

| want to go one step further if | can for a moment. On page 6 of your submission you state:

... the AHA is committed to working with Government and the broader community to implement strategies to further
minimise the level of problem gambling in the community.

Would you not agree that measures outlined in Family First's two bills would fit that requirement? In other
words, those bills are specifically designed to minimise the level of problem gambling in the community yet
you refuse to support any of it. Doesn’t it make your submission alittle hollow and your statements of concern
hypocritical when you will not support any of these measures that fit the criteria perfectly for what you are
saying you are trying to do?

Mr Healey—Let's go back. We are disputing aspects of the Productivity Commission report because we
believe that the SOGS measure has now been overtaken by a more robust measure of defining problem
gambling. That is the first thing. The second thing is that we are not disputing what the Productivity
Commission said in 1999 based on its research undertaken between 1997 and 1998. What we are saying is that
the world has moved on, and to go back and make policy changes which will have the implications on our
industry that | have suggested, without getting up-to-date informati on—just willy-nilly going off and agreeing
to changes without doing a cost-benefit analysis—is unreasonable.

So it is not a case, Senator, of saying that we do or do not support your initiatives. We are saying that thisis
acritical matter for our industry. It requires much deeper research. We need to look at all theinitiatives and we
need to see whether the supposed benefits they will achieve will actually lead to a positive outcome. The first
element of the Productivity Commission report was that it acknowledged that gambling is a legitimate and
significant form of entertainment for Australians. We are saying to you that where there are problem gamblers
we believe our harm minimisation strategies have worked. You keep quoting these figures but what
adjustments have you made to take account of the significant regulatory changes and harm minimisation
strategies that have occurred over the last decade? There seems to be no recognition that that has made a
changein the figure.

Senator FIEL DING—Just on that point, | would repesat that even if it has dropped by a half you are talking
about 150,000 Australians. The other issue is that 42 per cent of your revenue at hotels is from problem
gamblers. | do not know how you can sleep at night.

Mr Healey—With all due respect you continue—
Senator FIEL DING—You say that you are doing something—
CHAIR—Gentlemen, it is very difficult to put this on record if you are both speaking at the same time.

Mr Healey—The senator and | can agree. You keep saying that 42 per cent of our revenue comes from
problem gamblers. What | have said to you is that that is a figure that is a decade old. | have pointed out to this
committee that there have been substantial changes. Some of my colleagues from the industry will point that
out further. | am saying to you that | think there is a very strong case to argue that that figure has reduced over
the last decade.

Senator SIEWERT—Could you tell us what you think the figure is now?

Mr Healey—I do not know what the figure is. Firstly, | think 42 per cent was substantially higher.
Secondly, it has reduced substantially since that time. Thirdly, | think that is why we need a Productivity
Commission to establish the figure. More importantly, what the figures do show is that that figure, while it
might be high on a numbers basis, is coming from a small percentage of people who come into our venues and
play poker machines. | think the evidence of that is quite strong.

COMMUNITY AFFAIRS



Friday, 12 September 2008 Senate CA7

Senator SIEWERT—Sorry, could you say that again?

Mr Healey—Whatever of the percentage of our revenue comes from problem gamblers—and | am
concerned that the figure of 40 per cent is out there when it is a 10-year-old figure and we do not have any
mechanism to come up with an up-to-date figure, and until we do that—

Senator SIEWERT—Surely you would think there was a problem even if that figure—42 per cent of your
revenue is caused by problem gamblers—had dropped by half, because nearly a quarter of the revenue comes
from one per cent of gamblers.

Mr Healey—There are two issues. The first issues is: what is that percentage? It is an issue we need to
resolve. The more important issue is not the volume of that revenue; it is the number of people who have a
problem as an overall percentage of people who come into our venues and use gaming machines. The things
that you are proposing today will impact on everyone who goes into our venues whether they are gaming our
not, because 60 per cent to 70 per cent of our sales are totally unrelated to gaming. So it will affect anyone
who wants to buy a drink as well as all those old-age pensioners who go into our venues and take money out
because it is more secure than an ATM. These things have an impact well beyond this small percentage of
peopl e who problem gamblers.

We are focused on the figures. Let's focus on the number of problem gamblers. Secondly, and this is the
more important issue, how do we help those people reduce the level of money they are putting into our
busi ness? Those are the things that we need to target, and it is about harm minimisation strategies. It is not the
amount that they are putting in that is the problem but the number of people who are problem gamblersthat is
the problem. How can we help them to not be problem gamblers? You are throwing this number around,
whether it is 40, 10 or 20, but five percent of our revenue comes from problem gamblers. If there are problem
gamblers we should have intensive assistance to stop those people being a problem gambler. An old-age
pensioner that puts $10 more in a machine than she can afford is far worse than a person who might have
$1,000 and can affordit.

Senator SIEWERT—What we heard in Victoria yesterday was that in fact the problem gamblers we are
talking about are being specifically targeted by specific EGMs located in lower socioeconomic areas, and that
isthe bulk of the people that are losing money. We are arguing about not only numbers but also the people that
can least afford to lose the money, and the gaming industry is specifically targeting those people. So you can
see why people are being quite critical of the industry, when you are specifically targeting people who can
afford to lose the least and also have specific gambling problems.

Mr Healey—If you look at the spread of gaming machines in hotels, most hotels around the country have a
number of gaming machines, as| said.

Senator SIEWERT—Specific types of gaming machines in specific locations.

Mr Healey—One of the issues that are going to come out is the technical and manipulative nature of
gaming machines. But to be honest | do not know much about gaming machines.

Senator SIEWERT—I am sure you listened to the evidence yesterday.

Mr Healey—Well, Victoria is unique in that only 12 per cent of our venues down there have gaming
machines. They are large installations and where they are located there is a choice factor. Most of our venues,
whether in Queensland, South Australia or New South Wales, see this as a complementary revenue source. In
terms of gaming machines generally, all | can say is that the registration and devel opment of gaming machines
is highly regulated. There are different processes and technical standards in each state—and | know Ross
Ferrar is here. As a community, there is one question we have to ask ourselves. If you look at most social
indicators in lower socioeconomic groups—the level of obesity, the level of smoking, the level of domestic
violence and the level of gambling—they are high. The question is: are they the cause or the symptom?

Senator SIEWERT—Can you answer me a question—
Senator FIEL DING—Chair, can | finish on that point with one more question?

CHAIR—Senator Fielding, you have had a number of questions. You can have one more and then, Senator
Siewert, we will move to Senator Xenophon.

Mr Healey—As| said, my view isthat a hotdl’s decision about what gaming machines they put in would be
based on their market.

Senator SIEWERT—So they are based on the market.
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Mr Healey—No, based on the number of licenses that they have. One of the criticisms that the industry has
of our members is that they do not change their gaming machines often enough. A large percentage of our
gaming machines are 10 years old, so our members are not turning their machines around.

CHAIR—Mr Healey, we have limited time. A number of questions will need to be put on notice, so | am
asking for your patience with that. Senator Fielding, you have one more question.

Senator FIELDING—We also heard yesterday about an area overseas where poker machines were
removed and there was a 40 per cent drop in police reports of violence, robbery and those sorts of things. For
you to put forward that the lower soci oeconomic groups—

Mr Healey—Where was that?

Senator XENOPHON—South Carolina.

Senator FIEL DING—There was a 40 per cent drop in robbery and violence, from police reports.

Mr Healey—So, is there a suggestion that poker machines are causing high levels of violence and crime?
CHAIR—That was the basis of the evidence.

Senator FIEL DING—That wasthe basis, and for you to put forward—

Mr Healey—I am interested in what evidence we have that poker machines in Australia are causing high
levels of violence.

CHAIR—Yesterday, Mr Healey, one of the people giving evidence quoted the South Carolina experience
and indicated those figures.

Mr Healey—Yes, in South Carolina. What | am asking is. what evidence have we that, since gaming
machines were introduced, violence and crime have increased.

Senator XENOPHON—I point you to the Australian Institute of Criminology: ‘Gambling is the second-
largest cause of embezzlement in the country.” Look at their research papers.

Mr Healey—Embezzlement? No, we are talking about violence. | have not seen too many violent deaths
because of—

Senator XENOPHON—NOo, we are talking about crime.

Mr Healey—We can throw these things up—your point about where we put machines et cetera we can
refute in the 45-minute argument that you will hear from people today. That is why you need an independent
body to go back to the basics, to look at the realities and to challenge these things. Redlly, it is very difficult
for us to challenge a comment made, which | have just proved. We will not accept that it goes on the record
that 45 per cent of our revenue comes from problem gamblers. We do not believe that figure but we cannot put
our hands on our hearts here today and say what the figure is, as you would like us to do. What we are saying
isthat thisis a significant industry and that poker machines are a key element of it. If you are going to change
the dynamics of the economics of our industry it must be done in a far more considered way, based on
evidence and facts, and let us find solutions to real problems. | would like John to mention a couple of the
harm minimisation strategies that we would like to explore because, if we have a dialogue before these bills
are passed—and | would like to think that this is the beginning of our dialogue—we could perhaps work out
where the problems are. There are a couple of initiatives that | would like John to mention that may be of
interest to you.

CHAIR—Mr Whelan, | promise we will get to you. It is just that Senator Xenophon has a couple of
questions. If we could put those into the discussion and then, before your time ends, we will certainly give
timeto Mr Whelan.

Senator XENOPHON—MTr Healey, aren’t you fundamentally misl eading the committee when you say that
problem gambling rates have gone down significantly? You are using a different index—that is, the Canadian
index rather than the South Oaks index—and earlier this year the New South Wales gaming minister issued a
statement to the effect that there was no significant difference in problem gambling rates, and corrected
himself in relation to that.

Mr Whelan—May | pick you up on that. | heard you mention that at the gaming conference a week or two
ago.
Senator XENOPHON—Yes.
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