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The Assembly established the Standing Committee on Justice and Community Safety on 2 December 2020. 
The Committee is responsible for the following areas:
	· ACT Electoral Commission
· ACT Integrity Commission
· Gaming
· Minister of State (JACS reporting areas)
· Emergency management and the
Emergency Services Agency
· Policing and ACT Policing
· ACT Ombudsman
	· Corrective services
· Attorney-General
· Consumer affairs
· Human rights
· Victims of crime
· Access to justice and restorative practice
· Public Trustee and Guardian


You can read the full establishing resolution on our website.
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Ms Kathleen de Kleuver, Committee Secretary (from 14 August 2023)
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Mr Peter Materne, Assistant Secretary (from 4 September 2023 to 23 November 2023)
Ms Anna Hough, Assistant Secretary (until 4 September 2023)
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Ms Erin Dinneen, Assistant Secretary (from 30 October 2023 to 29 March 2024)
Mr Satyen Sharma, Administrative Officer
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Contact us
Mail	Standing Committee on Justice and Community Safety
Legislative Assembly for the Australian Capital Territory
GPO Box 1020
CANBERRA ACT 2601
Phone	(02) 6207 0524
Email	LACommitteeJCS@parliament.act.gov.au 
Website	parliament.act.gov.au/parliamentary-business/in-committees


[bookmark: _Toc170201514]About this inquiry
Under Standing Order 216, standing committees can self-initiate an inquiry into any subject area it is given responsibility for by the establishing resolution. The Standing Committee on Justice and Community Safety resolved to conduct an inquiry into cashless gaming in the ACT on 3 July 2023.
On 9 April 2024, the Committee made a statement about the inquiry to the Assembly under standing order 246A regarding its establishment and recent media on gambling harms.
[bookmark: _Toc170201515]Terms of reference
The Committee will inquire and report on card-based cashless gaming in the ACT with particular reference to:
What the implementation of card-based cashless gaming technology in the ACT would look like;
Experiences in other jurisdictions of cashless gaming trials, with particular consideration to issues around implementation;
The nature and extent of money laundering that may be occurring in licensed premises in ACT through electronic gaming machines; 
The extent to which card-based cashless gaming would impact organised crime in the ACT;
The potential impacts on reducing gambling harm from electronic gaming machines in the ACT;
Any legislative or regulatory considerations that would be required if card-based cashless gaming were to be implemented in the ACT; and
Any cross-jurisdictional issues that may arise from the implementation of cashless gaming.
[bookmark: _Toc170201516]Support on problem gambling
[bookmark: _Hlk159514099]Support for anyone affected by the issues raised in this inquiry is available from:
· National Gambling Helpline: 1800 858 858
· Gambling Help Online: Gambling Help Online | Gambling Help Online
· Financial counselling to support people affected by Gambling Harm:  Commonwealth Financial Counselling | Department of Social Services, Australian Government (dss.gov.au)
· Lifeline: 131114  www.lifeline.org.au
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[bookmark: _Toc170201517]Acronyms & Abbreviations
	Acronym
	Long form

	ABN
	Australian Business Number

	ACT
	Australian Capital Territory

	ACTCOSS
	Australian Capital Territory Council of Social Services

	AI
	Artificial intelligence

	ALH
	ALH Group/ ALH Hotels

	ANU
	Australian National University

	ATM
	Automatic teller machine

	CMS
	central monitoring system

	COVID
	COVID-19, Coronavirus

	EGM
	electronic gaming machine

	EFTPOS
	Electronic funds transfer at point of sale

	GTA
	Gaming Technologies Association

	ID
	identification

	IGT
	International Gaming Technology PLC 

	JACS
	Justice and Community Safety

	MLA
	Member of the Legislative Assembly

	NSW
	New South Wales

	PAGA
	Parliamentary and Governing Agreement

	Pokie/Poker machine
	electronic gaming machine

	QCOM
	QCOM Protocol – a communications protocol specification used for EGMs

	QON
	Question on notice

	QTON
	Question taken on notice

	RUC
	ACT Rugby Union Club

	The Territory
	The Australian Capital Territory

	TITO
	Ticket in – ticket out

	X Series
	A communications protocol specification used for EGMs




[bookmark: _Toc170201518]Recommendations
Recommendation 1
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government articulate a long-term vision for gambling harm reduction in the ACT.
Recommendation 2
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to reduce the number of electronic gaming machines in the ACT, irrespective of other policy positions it may take.
Recommendation 3
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government introduce legislative amendments for the implementation of a mandatory account-based gaming system which includes a raft of integrated harm-minimisation measures such as mandatory precommitment on spending or losses, forced breaks and player-exclusion capabilities.
Recommendation 4
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that the protection of personal and private information is a part of the design of any system designed to support harm-reduction in gambling.
Recommendation 5
The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop policies to facilitate diversification with respect to reducing clubs reliance on Electronic Gaming Machines.


v	Inquiry into Cashless Gaming in the ACT
Inquiry into Cashless Gaming in the ACT	i
[bookmark: _Toc170201519]Conduct of the Inquiry
On 3 July 2023, the Committee agreed to conduct a self-referred Inquiry into Cashless Gaming in the ACT and issued a media release on 5 July 2023 inviting the community to participate in the inquiry by making a submission. Invitations to make submissions to the inquiry were also emailed directly to stakeholders.
The Committee received 16 submissions. These are listed in Appendix A.
The Committee held a public hearing on Wednesday 27 March 2024. Witnesses who appeared at the hearing are listed in Appendix B.
The Committee had seven Questions Taken on Notice and one Question on Notice from the public hearing. These are listed in Appendix C.
A breakdown of witnesses at the public hearing by gender identity is given in Appendix D.


[bookmark: _Toc170201520]Existing gaming policy in the ACT
[bookmark: _Toc170201521]Strategy for gambling harm prevention
The ACT Government’s approach to preventing gambling harms is outlined in the Strategy for gambling harm prevention in the ACT: A public health approach 2019-2024.[footnoteRef:1]  It explains its public health strategy is about taking a broad approach rather than one which focuses on individual ‘problem gamblers’: [1:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Strategy for gambling harm prevention in the ACT: A public health approach 2019-2024, Strategy for gambling harm prevention in the ACT – A public health approach 2019-2024 (accessed 16 April 2024).] 

A public health approach takes a broad perspective about responsibility and areas for action. Instead of focussing only on treating ‘problem gamblers’ it also aims to prevent problems and promote wellbeing. It is commonly defined ‘as the science and art of preventing disease, prolonging life and promoting health through the organised efforts and informed choices of society, organisations, public and private, communities and individuals[footnoteRef:2] [2:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Strategy for gambling harm prevention in the ACT: A public health approach 2019-2024, p 9.] 

The strategy is described as a framework that ‘ties together current initiatives and an overarching narrative for planning, implementing and evaluating future harm prevention efforts’.[footnoteRef:3] [3:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Strategy for gambling harm prevention in the ACT: A public health approach 2019-2024, p 11.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201522]Parliamentary and Governing Agreement
The ACT Labor Party and ACT Greens committed to ‘reducing harm from gaming while supporting sustainable clubs’ in the Parliamentary and Governing Agreement (PAGA) for the 10th Legislative Assembly, including to ‘match or exceed any further harm reduction gaming reforms commenced in NSW, such as cashless gaming’. Proposed harm minimisation measures included:
Reductions in the number of Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) licences to 3500 by 1 July 2025;
Establishing a self-exclusion regime;
Matching or exceeding any harm reduction gaming reforms commenced in NSW such as cashless gaming;
Introducing $5 bet limits and $100 load-up limits; and
Assisting clubs to diversify to other income streams.[footnoteRef:4]   [4:  ACT Government, Parliamentary and Governing Agreement, https://www.cmtedd.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1654077/Parliamentary-Agreement-for-the-10th-Legislative-Assembly.pdf, p 11.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201523]Reductions in electronic gaming machine licences
As of 1 May 2024, there are 3,589 EGMs in operation in the ACT. These EGMs are predominantly located in not-for-profit licensed club venues (40 venues), with three hotels and taverns holding authorisations.[footnoteRef:5] ClubsACT told the Committee that most EGMs in the ACT are class C machines that are only available in not-for-profit Clubs with class B machines in some for-profit venues.[footnoteRef:6] [5:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Gaming Machine Reform Package – Trading Scheme Information provided as at 1 May 2024, https://www.gamblingandracing.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0019/2456101/Trading-Scheme-Information-as-at-01-May-2024.pdf (accessed 23 May 2024), pp 1-2.]  [6:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 3.] 

As part of its commitment under the PAGA, under the Gaming Machine Authorisation Surrender Incentive Scheme, the ACT Government offers financial incentives for the voluntary surrender of gaming machines authorisations. The government has offered $15,000 for every gaming machine authorisation surrendered, or $20,000 for every machine authorisation surrendered where this results in the venue becoming ‘pokie-free’.[footnoteRef:7]   [7:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘Cutting the number of pokies with new surrender incentive’, Media Release, 18 March 2022.] 

On 21 March 2024, the ACT Government introduced the Gaming Machine (Compulsory Surrender) Amendment Bill 2024, which proposes to require the surrender of EMGs by larger clubs on an involuntary basis if the target to reduce EGMs to 3,500 machines cannot be reached by 1 July 2025.  The Minister said:
The Government has already introduced a range of measures to reduce poker machine numbers, which have helped reduce the number of poker machine authorisations by 1232 since 2015 (5022 authorisations in 2015, reduced to 3790 authorisations in February 2024) [footnoteRef:8] [8:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘New law to further reduce the number of poker machines in the ACT’ Media Release, 21 March 2024.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201524]$5 bet limits and $100 load-up limits – central monitoring system
On 29 April 2022, the ACT Government commenced consultation on a central monitoring system (CMS) to introduce $5 bet limits and a new $100 load up limit for EGMs, designed to limit the amount of gambling losses by slowing play.[footnoteRef:9]   [9:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘Reducing gambling harm from poker machines’, Media Release, 29 April 2022. ] 

The government advised that introducing a CMS would be the most cost-effective way to implement bet limits as well as providing enhanced monitoring and control of EGMs, improved oversight for anti-money laundering, counter-terrorism financing, and reduced administrative burden for clubs. The government advised it would cost in the order of $11-18 million.  A CMS is an IT system that connects gaming machines to a network.[footnoteRef:10] [10:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘Reducing gambling harm from poker machines’, Media Release, 29 April 2022.] 

On 18 March 2024, the Minister advised that the Government was testing the market for a CMS:
In addition to reducing the number of poker machines, we also need to implement harm reduction measures to limit the losses people can experience on machines. It’s for this reason that we’re currently testing the market for a “central monitoring system”, which would allow for the introduction of measures such as bet limits and loss limits.[footnoteRef:11] [11:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘New law to further reduce the number of poker machines in the ACT’ Media Release, 21 March 2024.] 

In their media release, the ACT Government noted that the ACT was the only jurisdiction without a CMS, that the market sounding was for research purposes only and that the government has not committed to implementing a CMS.[footnoteRef:12]  The government also told the Committee that in initial analysis, a CMS was seen to be the most cost-effective approach to establish a basis for future reforms such as cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:13]   [12:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘Government tests market for ‘central monitoring system’ to reduce gambling harm’ Media Release, 18 March 2024.]  [13:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 3.] 

In their submission, the ACT Government told the Committee that a universal system (a CMS) is a way that EGM use can be tracked and managed in all venues.[footnoteRef:14]  This has the effect that individuals cannot bypass the system including any harm reduction controls simply by moving to another venue.[footnoteRef:15]  A CMS can also be used for tickets and rewards schemes, marketing, membership, point of sale purposes, and simplifying administration of EGM operations such as data collection for regulatory reporting.[footnoteRef:16] [14:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 3.]  [15:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 5.]  [16:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 6.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201525]Self exclusion 
The ACT Gambling Exclusion Scheme allows people who are experiencing gambling harm to be excluded from gambling venues in the ACT.  It is a voluntary process, whereby through a deed of self-exclusion a person will be self-excluded from accessing a gambling venue, will not be able to collect gambling winnings, and the venue will not be able to send the person gambling promotional material.[footnoteRef:17] [17:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Excluding from gambling, Excluding from gambling - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission ACT Gambling Exclusion Scheme Fact Sheet ACT Gambling Exclusion Scheme Fact Sheet, (accessed 16 April 2024).] 

The ACT Government advised that there were 226 deeds of exclusion enacted in 2022-23 and the average exclusion period in that time was approximately 22 months.[footnoteRef:18] [18:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, MLA, answer to QON: EGM and self-exclusion, 18 April 2024, p 3 (received 19 April 2024).] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201526]Assisting clubs to diversify to other income streams  
Under the Diversification and Sustainability Support Fund, the ACT Government provides funding to clubs to assist with activities and initiatives to assist clubs diversify their income to sources other than gaming machines and support the sustainability of clubs. [footnoteRef:19] [19:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Diversification and Sustainability Support fund, Diversification and Sustainability Support Fund - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission (accessed 17 April 2024).] 

The ACT Government announced on 23 January 2024 that it had awarded more than $1.5 million to seven applicants to the tier two funding round under the scheme. For example, $250,000 was awarded to the Canberra Services Club to renovate and update its conference facilities.[footnoteRef:20] [20:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, ‘$1.5m awarded to clubs to diversify revenue streams and promote sustainability’, Media Release, 23 January 2024.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201527]Other measures in place
In addition to implementing the initiatives in the PAGA, measures that are in place to reduce gambling harms include:
provision of gambling harm prevention tips and support, including assistance in other languages, and Gambling Harm Awareness Week;[footnoteRef:21] [21:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Gambling Help, Home - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, The experiences of gambling harm, The experience of gambling harm - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Help in other languages, Help in other languages - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Gambling Harm Awareness Week, Gambling Harm Awareness Week - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission (accessed 17 April 2024).] 

requirements for training of staff working in a gambling venue and gambling contact officers;[footnoteRef:22] and [22:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Training, Training - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, (accessed 17 April 2024).] 

the Gambling Harm Prevention and Mitigation Fund.[footnoteRef:23] [23:  ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, Gambling Harm Prevention and Mitigation Fund – Grants Program, Gambling Harm Prevention and Mitigation Fund - Grants Program - ACT Gambling and Racing Commission, (accessed 17 April 2024).] 
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[bookmark: _Toc170201529]What is cashless gaming 
Cashless gaming involves the use of an alternative to cash (or physical money) for electronic gaming machine (EGM) play.[footnoteRef:24]  [24:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 4.] 

In their submission, the ACT Government pointed out that the term ‘cashless gaming’ can refer to anything from just a system of non-cash payments for use of EGMs or a more complex system. A cashless gaming scheme could involve:
Physical or digital tokens or cards;
Be account-based, and either venue-specific or universal within a jurisdiction; and
Include (or not) harm-reduction measures.[footnoteRef:25] [25:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 4.] 

The terms of reference of the inquiry refer to ‘card-based cashless gaming’. The Committee notes that this may refer to a physical or digital card (for example, a card held in a smart phone digital wallet), potentially including a bankcard. For the purposes of this inquiry, cashless gaming will be broadly considered as using an EGM without the use of cash. 
The Labor Club Group told the Committee that they understand that most venue systems operating in the ACT have the functionality to enable a cashless gaming program that operations similar to ‘ticket in, ticket out’ (TITO).[footnoteRef:26]  [26:  Labor Club Group, Submission 15, p 1.] 

ClubsACT also told the Committee that two common methods for cashless gaming are TITO and card-based gaming.[footnoteRef:27] [27:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 4.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201530]Matters related to cashless gaming
[bookmark: _Toc170201531]Money laundering
Cashless gaming is seen as a way of minimising criminal activity through money laundering.  The Gambling Technologies Association (GTA) told the Committee that a system that tracked transactions is likely to be useful from a law enforcement perspective.[footnoteRef:28]  This was also noted by Professor Gainsbury who advised that there was sufficient evidence to support this.[footnoteRef:29] [28:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 6.]  [29:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 29, 31.] 

ClubsACT told the Committee that money laundering is not an issue in the ACT. In their submission, they noted that Michael Phelan APM, the former head of the Australian Criminal Intelligence Commission and the Deputy Commissioner of the Australian Federal Police had confirmed to ClubsACT and their members at a public forum that ‘there are no law enforcement concerns about money laundering in Club venues in the ACT and it has not been identified as an issue’.[footnoteRef:30]  [30:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 6.] 

At the hearing, ClubsACT told the Committee that the small spending limit in the ACT was part of the reason: ‘[t]o money launder, a $20 bet is a very slow way of getting rid of cash and trying to wash it, so there is a big disincentive there.’  At the hearing they also told the Committee that the money laundering issues identified by the NSW Criminal Intelligence Commission were mostly found in Casinos.[footnoteRef:31] [31:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 53.] 

The Tuggeranong Valley Rugby Union and Sports Club told the Committee that live monitoring systems are in place in their club that address money laundering concerns.[footnoteRef:32] [32:  Mr Ronald Kent, General Manager, Tuggeranong Valley Rugby Union and Sports Club Ltd, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 54.] 

In a letter to the Committee received on 18 December 2023, Deputy Commissioner Neil Gaughan advised that ACT Policing would support the introduction of cashless gaming in the ACT. Mr Gaughan noted that while ACT gaming activities were not considered by the NSW Crime Commission report Inquiry into Money Laundering via Electric Gaming Machines due to jurisdiction limits, it could not be assumed that the significant money laundering activities identified in NSW where not occurring in the ACT.[footnoteRef:33] [33:  Deputy Commissioner Neil Gaughan, APM, Chief Police Officer for the ACT, Letter dated 18 December 2023.] 

The Australian Federal Police Association told the Committee that if NSW proceeds with cashless gaming reforms it is likely that the ACT would be an alternative target to conduct money laundering activities unless it takes similar action.[footnoteRef:34]   [34:  Australian Federal Police Association, Submission 7, p 4.] 

This view was also supported by ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services):
Estimations of the amount of money laundering in New South Wales alone put it in the hundreds of millions to a billion plus per year. If we continue to stay behind other jurisdictions, we will absolutely become a focus for money laundering, because Victoria, Queensland and New South Wales are all out in front and we would be the natural place where that would be redirected to.[footnoteRef:35] [35:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 42.] 

However, ACTCOSS considered that addressing money laundering would be most effective with a Central Monitoring System (CMS):[footnoteRef:36]   [36:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 46.] 

The one additional point I would make about a central monitoring system is that the risks of money laundering are not dealt with as effectively without a central monitoring system, so it is quite important for both the harm reduction and the anti-money laundering features.[footnoteRef:37]   [37:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 46.] 

This view conflicts with the NSW Crime Commission report which found that the centralised monitoring system in NSW was not designed to capture suspicious activity and was therefore unable to identify money laundering. The report instead identified that mandatory cashless gaming would ‘minimise money laundering associated with EGMs by removing anonymity and increasing traceability of EGM related transactions.’[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  NSW Crime Commission, Project Islington Inquiry into Money Laundering via Electronic Gaming Machines in Hotels and Clubs, 26 October 2022, p vi. ] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201532]Reducing gambling harm
Many witnesses were of the view that cashless gaming is not a gambling harm minimisation tool by itself but is effective when introduced with features that targeted gambling harms.  
ClubsACT and the Labor Club Group told the Committee that cashless gaming on its own would not reduce gambling harm, noting that for some people budgeting can be easier using cash.[footnoteRef:39]  The Labor Club Group advised that other measures to minimise gambling harm would be strengthening self-exclusion processes, the use of existing programs such as gambling contact officers and facial recognition technology.  The Labor Club cited evidence from a study by Responsible Gambling Victoria which found that ‘cashless gaming using monetary substitutes such as gaming cards will likely facilitate less controlled gambling behaviour, and potentially lead to gambling harm in some consumers.’[footnoteRef:40]  [39:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, pp 6, 9; Labor Club Group, Submission 15, p 2.]  [40:  Labor Club Group, Submission 15, p 2.] 

The Salvation Army also raised concerns about cashless gaming on its own resulting in greater gambling harm due to removing the ‘friction and the inconvenience and delay’ of using cash. They highlighted the importance of considering gambling harm reduction when considering the implementation of cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:41] [41:  Ms Jennifer Kirkadly, Salvation Army, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 42.] 

Professor Gainsbury shared a similar sentiment, informing the Committee that there are substantial potential harms of cashless gaming (without harm prevention measures) as it is ‘frictionless’ making it easier for people to spend more and lose track of their spending.[footnoteRef:42] [42:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 30.] 

The ANU Centre for Gambling Research also told the Committee that cashless payment methods can lead to increased expenditure and pace of play and therefore should not be considered without including mandatory harm minimisation strategies including ‘behavioural tracking, personalised messaging and referral pathways to support services.’ It was noted that the harm minimisation benefits of cashless gaming are more due to the other harm minimisation tools that accompany cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:43]  [43:  Dr Aino Suomi, Director of the ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, p 1.] 

The ACT Government told the Committee that cashless gaming without protective measures would result in significant gambling harm risks.  They put forward a range of harm minimisation measures identified by the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission in their submission.[footnoteRef:44]  [44:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 15.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform described a carded system with mandatory pre-commitment and binding limits as potentially ‘groundbreaking’ if implemented in the ACT, saying that Canberrans lost $188 million in the last year (the ACT Government advised that the total player loss in the period 1 January 2023 to 31 December 2023 was $181,171,559.08 and $14,665,035.79 in January 2024)[footnoteRef:45].  They noted while not a harm reduction measure on its own, cashless gaming had the ability to collect data to enable an approach tailored to the individual that could reduce gambling harm.[footnoteRef:46]  This view was supported by ACTCOSS who were in favour of cashless gaming providing it was set up to introduce a range of harm minimisation measures.[footnoteRef:47] [45:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, MLA, answer to QON: EGM and self-exclusion, 18 April 2024, p 1 (received 19 April 2024)]  [46:  Ms Carol Bennet, Chief Executive Officer, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 41.]  [47:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 41.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform told the Committee that, at Melbourne’s Crown Casino, cashless gaming meant that people were required to show identification, and are then monitored, with machines disabling once the time or money limit was exceeded which helps with intervention.[footnoteRef:48] [48:  Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 48.] 

ACTCOSS spoke about the benefits of cashless gaming with harm minimisation features providing friction in the gambling, with enforced breaks in gambling activity giving the gambler time to think and consider whether to continue gambling.[footnoteRef:49]   [49:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 49.] 

In their submission, ACTCOSS supported cashless gaming with a strong emphasis of mitigating gambling harm.  They proposed that any cashless gaming system introduced in the ACT must have controls to minimise gambling harms, be linked to individuals, maintain privacy for individuals on any data collected, limit access to cash through ATMs and EFTPOS machines at the venue, and be implemented in a staged approach as an alternative to a trial of cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:50] [50:  ACTCOSS, Submission 9, pp 1-2.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201533]Central Monitoring System
The ACT Government described a CMS as being ‘backbone infrastructure’ required to implement cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:51] The Minister also stated that a CMS would be the best way to facilitate the protective measures of cashless gaming, as it would prevent people getting around the protective measures applied at one venue by going to another. He referred to the experience in Victoria as an example[footnoteRef:52] and cited evidence from the ANU Centre for Gambling Research: [51:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 7.]  [52:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 12.] 

The ANU submission makes the observation that essentially having things like bet or load-up limits does not necessarily limit people’s spending. It might slow it down a little bit, but you can still spend a lot of money and lose a lot of money. That is the observation they make. 
The GTA said that a CMS is best looked at as a revenue collection tool, with harm minimisation achieved through auxiliary technologies, such as a cashless gaming system which would be an additional cost to the cost of a CMS.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 1.] 

ClubsACT advised that the cost of implementing a CMS was $70 million, which had been taken from the estimate of $50 million to $70 million determined by the industry for their submission to the 2022 government discussion paper on a CMS.[footnoteRef:54]  They added that there is also an additional $350,000 to $525,000 per month in operating costs and raised concerns about the ability of clubs to absorb this cost.[footnoteRef:55] [54:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 54.]  [55:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 60.] 

The Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic told the Committee that a CMS has been used internationally and has many benefits as users are tracked. These include assisting with preventing underage gambling, reducing money laundering, and facilitating harm reduction measures such as allowing for feedback to clients about how much they are spending, allowing clients to set a limit on how much they wish to spend, and monitoring for risky gambling with a view to targeting individuals requiring interventions.  Professor Gainsbury noted that the risk of implementing cashless gaming on its own was that clients might spend more as it is harder to track their spending.[footnoteRef:56] [56:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 30.] 

This was supported by the ANU Centre for Gambling Research who promoted the use of a mandatory universal account-based system to avoid ‘one person going to one club and then be able to do whatever they wanted in another club’ citing jurisdictions such as Norway or Finland where it has worked.[footnoteRef:57]  They said a CMS is required to ‘implement additional harm reduction strategies alongside cashless gaming to ensure product safety.’[footnoteRef:58] [57:  Ms Suomi, Director, ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 31.]  [58:  ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, p 3.] 

ACTCOSS supported the use of a CMS, noting that without it, it can be easy for people to bypass harm minimisation measures:
I think central monitoring is really important, because we know that people who are experiencing dependence on gambling will simply switch venues. If you have any kind of limit, it is per venue. It is very simple to walk from one venue to the next, and that is absolutely what will occur. So having a system that encompasses the whole of the jurisdiction is absolutely essential if we want to minimise gambling harms.[footnoteRef:59] [59:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 45.] 

ACTCOSS did not think it was necessary to wait to fully design a cashless gaming model before implementing a CMS, saying that a system can be built with the ability to add in additional features.[footnoteRef:60] [60:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 46.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform noted the data from the CMS in Victoria in respect of cashless gaming at Melbourne’s Crown Casino had resulted in a reduction in use of EGMs at the casino:
Crown’s pokies with the cashless card are down about 20 to 25 per cent, which is what you would expect with people when they are setting their limits and not mesmerised or hypnotised in front of a machine. In setting the limits beforehand you would expect it to be down, and that is great. The central monitoring system in Victoria allows us to know that the pokies within five kilometres radius of Crown, which do not have the card, are all up. A central monitoring that gives us that visibility about displacement is a very critical part.[footnoteRef:61]  [61:  Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 45.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform noted that while the elimination of EGMs would be the ideal strategy to reduce gambling harms (rather than implementing a CMS) there were concerns about how long this might take.[footnoteRef:62]  [62:  Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 46.] 

GTA told the Committee that it was important that policy objectives were understood before designing a system, as had been the case in NSW:
… from a harm minimisation perspective, and from our submission, you need to understand what your policy objectives are before you design a system. In respect of New South Wales, the elected government had identified some proven harm minimisation tools that they would like to see implemented in our jurisdiction over a period of time, and they have left it to the panel to consider other potential harm minimisation initiatives that could be applied over the top of that.[footnoteRef:63] [63:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 3.] 

The Minister rejected claims made at the hearing that the CMS was solely a tax administration tool[footnoteRef:64] and at an estimated cost of $70 million there should be a clearer position on harm minimisation policies before implementing a CMS.[footnoteRef:65]  He also rejected concerns that if the ACT Government implemented a CMS, then this would prevent the government from reducing numbers of EGMs, saying it would depend on the way the CMS is implemented and noting that the cost of $70 million for a CMS has been estimated based on research and is over five years, i.e. $14 million per year and contrasts with $180 million per year in profits from EGMs.[footnoteRef:66] [64:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 11.]  [65:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 12.]  [66:  Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 26.] 

The ACT government has not yet made decisions on the implementation of cashless gaming in the ACT, noting ongoing consultation on the implementation of a CMS.  The Minister maintained he was of the view that a CMS with a pre-commitment measure attached should be implemented in the ACT.[footnoteRef:67]   [67:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 10.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201534]Mandatory or optional implementation
In submissions and at the hearing, many witnesses discussed whether cashless gaming should be introduced in the ACT on a mandatory or voluntary basis.
The ACT Government told the Committee that the Victorian ‘YourPlay’ system is not a mandatory requirement to use a cashless system, however, the proposed Tasmanian and Victorian systems will be mandatory. [footnoteRef:68]  [68:  ACT Government, Submission 11, pp 8, 9, 11.] 

A voluntary introduction of cashless gaming was mostly supported by clubs.  ClubsACT noted that they did not support mandatory cashless gaming as cash is still a legal form of tender.[footnoteRef:69]  They also proposed that a voluntary system so that clients could make personal decisions to suit their budgeting preferences.[footnoteRef:70] The Labor Club also supported a cashless gaming system that was voluntary with clients still able to use cash.[footnoteRef:71] [69:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 4.]  [70:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 6.]  [71:  Labor Club Group, Submission 15, p 2.] 

However, other witnesses argued that if introduced in the ACT, cashless gaming should be part of a mandatory system.
The ANU Centre of Gambling Research noted that more evidence on the benefits of cashless gaming would be beneficial as there are not many jurisdictions where cashless gaming is mandatory.  However, there was some evidence to support a mandatory system as nearly a third of players discarded their card when they reached pre-commitment limits and switched to non-card playing.[footnoteRef:72]  They said that due to this finding, cashless gaming should be mandatory, universally implemented and linked to a personal account and the account holder verified to reduce money laundering risks.[footnoteRef:73] [72:  ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, p 1.]  [73:  ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, pp 2-3.] 

The University of Sydney Gambling Treatment and Research Centre also noted that there was limited evidence to help design a cashless system but supported a mandatory account-based system.[footnoteRef:74]  At the hearing they told the Committee that there was enough evidence to say a mandatory cashless or account-based system would be beneficial to minimise gambling harms and money-laundering.[footnoteRef:75]  They went on to say that it was very difficult to do a trial of a mandatory system due to the expense and difficulty of setting up the system.[footnoteRef:76] [74:  University of Sydney, Gambling and Research Centre, Submission 3, p 1.]  [75:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 31.]  [76:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 32.] 

The Salvation Army also supported the introduction of mandatory cashless gaming to reduce gambling harm along with other mandatory harm minimisation features such as time limits, pre-commitment, and a lock out period.[footnoteRef:77] [77:  Salvation Army, Submission 4, p 6.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform also strongly supported a mandatory cashless account-based system with mandatory pre-commitment, saying that a voluntary system is ‘self-defeating’ and will not minimise gambling harms for reduce criminal activity.[footnoteRef:78]  At the hearing they noted that a mandatory cashless card was recommended by the NSW Crime Commission report of 2022 and by the Victorian Responsible Gaming Foundation.[footnoteRef:79] [78:  Alliance for Gambling Reform, Submission 1, p 1.]  [79:  Ms Carol Bennet, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 41.] 

The Australian Federal Police Association recommended in their submission that the Government should introduce mandatory cashless gaming primarily to reduce opportunities for money laundering.  They noted that this would be in step with proposed systems in Tasmania and NSW, with cashless gaming proposed for casinos in Victoria, Western Australia and Queensland.[footnoteRef:80] [80:  Australian Federal Police Association, Submission 7, pp 3-4.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201535]Cross border issues and other Australian developments 
As part of its terms of reference for the inquiry, the Committee sought to understand cross-jurisdictional issues that might arise from cashless gaming and experiences of other jurisdictions in cashless gaming trials.
ClubsACT told the Committee that their preference is for a national approach to implementing cashless gaming,[footnoteRef:81] and that the ACT should be consistent with the approach in NSW to minimise cross border issues.[footnoteRef:82]  Regulatory harmonisation was also supported by GTA.[footnoteRef:83] [81:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 6.]  [82:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 8.]  [83:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 2.] 

ClubsACT noted that eliminating all EGMs in the ACT could result in people diverting their gambling over the border in Queanbeyan instead and noted that this occurred during COVID when Queanbeyan Clubs and pubs were open when there were lockdowns in the ACT.[footnoteRef:84] [84:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 57.] 

The ACT Government noted that from 1 July 2023, the NSW Government has a $500 credit limit for new EGMs which is expected to result in credit limits in new machines supplied to the ACT to also be $500.[footnoteRef:85]  At the hearing, the Minister told the Committee that while the Parliamentary and Governing Agreement (PAGA) seeks alignment with NSW, he had concerns that NSW had the fewest restrictions on gaming measures in Australia and that this should be taken into account when seeking regulatory alignment.[footnoteRef:86] [85:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 11.]  [86:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 9.] 

The Australian Federal Police Association noted that mandatory cashless gaming systems are proposed for casinos in Victoria, Western Australia and Queensland following various recommendations from royal commissioners, with NSW and Tasmania planning cashless gaming to all EGM venues.[footnoteRef:87] [87:  Australian Federal Police Association, Submission 7, p 3.] 

NSW trials 
GTA as a representative body for suppliers of gaming machine technologies spoke of their involvement in trials of cashless gaming in NSW under an industry funded ‘regulatory sandbox’.[footnoteRef:88] [footnoteRef:89]   [88:  A regulatory sandbox is a framework set up by a regulator that allows businesses to test innovative products without incurring the normal regulatory consequences under the regulator’s oversight.]  [89:  Gaming Technologies Association, Submission 13, p 5.] 

There were three initial trials:
Aristocrats-West Newcastle – commenced in October 2022 on 140 machines using a digital wallet, and concluded in June 2023;
IGT- Club York Trial – commenced in April 2023 on all 112 of the venue’s gaming machines using a digital wallet on a smart phone, and concluded in October 2023; and 
Light & Wonder/ALH Group Trial at the Crows Nest Hotel – Light & Wonder has since withdrawn in order to participate in an expanded cashless gaming trial.[footnoteRef:90] [90:  NSW Liquor & Gaming, Regulatory Sandbox trials, Regulatory Sandbox trials - Liquor & Gaming NSW (accessed 10 April 2024)] 

An expanded cashless gaming trial has since commenced, overseen by the Independent Panel on Gaming Reform which is to report to the NSW Government in November 2024.  The trial includes five technology providers and 27 venues including 21 clubs and six hotels with more than 4,000 EGMs and is to operate under temporary changes to the gaming laws to enable the trial.  It is operating on a voluntary basis.[footnoteRef:91] [91:  NSW Liquor & Gaming, Independent panel on gaming reform/NSW cashless gaming trial, NSW cashless gaming trial - Liquor & Gaming NSW (accessed 10 April 2024)] 

The ACT Government told the Committee that NSW has been trialling cashless gaming through localised systems although a CMS has been part of recommendations to the NSW Government.[footnoteRef:92] [92:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 2.] 

Tasmanian approach
The ACT Government told the Committee that Tasmania has announced on 15 September 2022 that it intends to introduce a universal cashless gaming approach through a CMS with gambling pre-commitment.[footnoteRef:93]  [93:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 9.] 

The Minister for Gaming reiterated the importance of a pre-commitment scheme, speaking favourably of the Tasmanian proposal to have a mandatory pre-commitment limit of $5000 in a year, $500 in a month and $100 per day.[footnoteRef:94] [94:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 22, 28.] 

The Tasmanian Government announced it would work with a new monitoring operator and provide venues with card-based gaming technology as a fee-based service.[footnoteRef:95] [95:  Mr Jeremy Rockliff, Premier of Tasmania, ‘Nation-leading card-based gaming with pre-commitment a first in Tasmania’ Media Release, 15 September 2022.] 

The Tasmanian system is intended to be in place by December 2024 and will include harm minimisation measures such as:
· Maximum default losses;
· Daily limits;
· Messaging regarding progress towards limits; and
· Breaks in play.[footnoteRef:96] [96:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 10.] 

Victorian approach
The ACT Government said that in Victoria there is a statewide player account and card solution called ‘YourPlay’ that is voluntary for EGM users, but mandatory to be offered by venues, which can be used in any venue where EGMs operate.[footnoteRef:97]   [97:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 2.] 

The ACT Government also noted that an evaluation of YourPlay by the University of Adelaide published in March 2019 found that usage of YourPlay was not considered to be an effective harm minimisation measure due to extremely low usage and being able to use EGMs without a player card, even amongst players who had chosen to use a card.  On 16 July 2023, the Victorian Government announced a proposed introduction of a mandatory statewide pre-commitment system and lower load up or credit limits which would leverage off their existing CMS and EGM technology.[footnoteRef:98] [98:  ACT Government, Submission 11, pp 10-11.] 



[bookmark: _Toc170201536]ACT trial of cashless gaming
At the public hearings, the Minister for Gaming indicated that the ACT Government had been following the trials in NSW, and developments in Tasmania and Victoria, but at this stage has not received advice that it would be a useful to conduct an ACT specific trial.  The Minister advised that the government is currently undertaking market sounding on a central monitoring system (CMS), but that a final decision has not yet been made.[footnoteRef:99] [99:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 19–22.] 

There were differing views on whether there should be a trial of cashless gaming in the ACT as discussed below.
[bookmark: _Toc170201537]Support for an ACT trial of cashless gaming 
ClubsACT expressed concern that cashless gaming could deter clients if there are too many steps involved, or there is weak cyber security, leading them to move to online gambling which may have less interventions to minimise harm than in the club environment. They promoted the use of a trial to mitigate these risks.[footnoteRef:100]  Key features they would like to see in the design of a cashless gaming system in the ACT are: [100:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, pp 4-5.] 

ease of use and a seamless experience for clients;
minimising costs of implementation;
strong privacy and cyber security protections;
controls to target problem gamblers prioritised over broader controls that apply to recreational gamblers; and
complementing rather than replacing existing money laundering rules.[footnoteRef:101] [101:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 5.] 

Canberra Community Clubs also supported the development of an ACT trial, stating support of a phased approach that vets various technologies, trials operational parameters, measures customer experience and explores the potential of digital technology as well as cards.[footnoteRef:102]   [102:  Canberra Community Clubs, Submission 6, p 10. ] 

Similarly, ClubsACT, stated they could ‘embrace a trial relatively quicky’.[footnoteRef:103]  [103:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 59.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201538]Opposition to an ACT trial of cashless gaming 
During the public hearings, Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director of ANU Centre for Gambling Research, acknowledged the value of trials from a research perspective, but told the Committee a further trial is not necessary: 
We know what parts of the harm minimisation that work and do not work, even though some of those aspects have limited evidence. We need some kind of infrastructure to govern, so we can link all the EGMs together so that we can fully realise all the harm minimisation. My view is that there be no further trials other than maybe setting the infrastructure. The evidence is there.[footnoteRef:104] [104:  Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director, ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 30–31.] 

Professor Gainsbury from the Gambling Treatment and Research Centre at the University of Sydney supported methodologically rigorous trials, with evaluations to be conducted to inform the feasibility, acceptance and implementation of cashless gaming and to test the effectiveness of harm minimisation interventions.[footnoteRef:105]  However, she expressed views that a trial in the ACT might not be necessary stating that the ACT is not sufficiently different from NSW that a separate trial is needed.[footnoteRef:106]  Instead, consideration should be given to evaluating the implementation of a cashless gaming system to ensure there are no unintended consequences and broad adoption across the industry.[footnoteRef:107]  [105:  The Gambling Treatment and Research Centre, Submission 3, p 2. ]  [106:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, 
pp 35–36.]  [107:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 31. ] 

Professor Gainsbury also highlighted the challenges of conducting a trial when the cashless gaming system is not mandatory as it does not offer insights into the technology in the way it is intended to be used.  She advised that: 
The nature of the technologies requires such a fundamental overhaul of the system, and it is difficult to do that in a partial manner in a way that would appropriately mimic and resemble what a system would look like if it were to be implemented.[footnoteRef:108] [108:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 32.] 

In their submission, the ANU Centre for Gambling Research submitted that a rollout of new cashless gaming technology could facilitate a pilot trial followed by an evaluation of the de-identified data collected to develop proactive harm minimisation strategies.[footnoteRef:109]  At the public hearing Ms Suomi noted that while trials are beneficial, there have been a few trials of cashless gaming in Australia, and another expensive trial was not required.  While the evidence was limited, there was sufficient understanding of what harm protections worked and didn’t.[footnoteRef:110] [109:  ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, p 2.]  [110:  Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director, ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 30–31.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform questioned the relevance of investing in another trial when the key recommendation from the NSW Crime Commission is ‘a mandatory cashless gambling card with binding and default limits be the gold standard’.[footnoteRef:111]   [111:  Ms Carol Bennet, Chief Executive Officer, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 43.] 

Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate at Alliance for Gambling Reform, indicated opposition to any trials that aim to test whether cashless gaming works, asserting that it is already well established that it does.  Reverend Costello advised that he would be more amenable to trials that aim to iron out technical difficulties or identify the best method of implementation.[footnoteRef:112]     [112:  Rev Tim Costello, Chief Advocate, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 44. ] 

ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services) highlighted that cashless gaming technology is already well understood and prevalent, giving the example of debit and credit cards which have set limits.[footnoteRef:113]  ACTCOSS suggested that given the ACT is a small jurisdiction, a staged approach would be preferable to a trial. This would allow for data collection and analysis to fully assess its effectiveness and examine ways to reduce gambling harm.[footnoteRef:114] [113:  Mr Devin Bowels, Chief Executive Officer, ACTCOSS, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 43.]  [114:  ACTCOSS, Submission 9, p 2.] 

Committee comment
The Committee agrees that a trial of the core technologies in question would be superfluous and defeat the purpose of ensuring a comprehensive implementation across the ACT.  That said, there is scope for new and innovative harm-minimisation strategies to be trailed alongside the implementation of core reforms, be it by the ACT Government, independent researchers, or individual venues with appropriate regulatory oversight.  This would necessitate the conducting of a pre- and post-evaluation of the core reforms.


[bookmark: _Toc170201539]Long term vision for gambling harm reduction in ACT
As part of its terms of reference, the Committee looked into what the implementation of card-based cashless gaming technology in the ACT might look like.
[bookmark: _Toc170201540]ACT Government position on cashless gaming in the ACT
The ACT Government does not have a set policy to introduce cashless gaming in the ACT, informing the Committee that if cashless gaming is to be introduced in the ACT, there are several issues: 
It must correspond with harm reduction measures, on its own cashless gaming has significant harm risks.  They have not established a firm policy on the gambling harm measures that would feature with cashless gaming if introduced in the ACT. 
The feasibility of introducing cashless gaming in the ACT will depend on finding suitable technology and a transition process, noting that EGMs in the ACT and NSW are based on older technology.  
There needs to be an understanding on what cashless gaming might be, noting that it could be either a universal cashless gaming system (citing the proposed Tasmanian CMS (central monitoring system) or the ‘Your Play’ system used in Victoria as examples) or as simple as using bankcards, noting that this is unlikely to provide protection from gambling harms.
Data security and associated human rights need to be protected. [footnoteRef:115] [115:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 2.] 

While the ACT government have indicated in their submission that they do not have a firm policy on which harm reduction measures should be incorporated into cashless gaming in the ACT[footnoteRef:116], they advised that the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission has identified a range of harm reduction measures that should be incorporated into a cashless gaming framework.[footnoteRef:117] [116:  ACT Government, Submission 11, pp 2-3.]  [117:  ACT Government, Submission 11, pp 15-16.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201541]Developing a long-term vision for reducing gambling harm
The Minister noted that while under the PAGA the government seeks to align with NSW, NSW is currently undergoing significant change in terms of gambling policy.  He went on to note that NSW has some of the fewest restrictions (in terms of harm prevention) in Australia and queried if the ACT be held back by NSW under those circumstances.[footnoteRef:118] [118:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 9.] 

ClubsACT told the Committee that technology is changing quickly and there should be ‘an investment in outcomes that are effective and meaningful’.  They discussed how the RUC (ACT Rugby Union Club) in Turner is trialling AI (artificial intelligence) technology to identify risk behaviours which they said seemed to be effective, but they not been able to engage with the government on.[footnoteRef:119] [119:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 58.] 

The Committee noted that ClubsACT disputed the figure of $180 million in profits,[footnoteRef:120] and Canberra Community Clubs said it was likely to be a gross gaming machine revenue number.  They went on to say that in 2021-22 clubs did not make a profit.[footnoteRef:121]   [120:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 53.]  [121:  Mr Athol Chalmers, President, Canberra Community Clubs, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 54.] 

ClubsACT also told the Committee that in terms of the need to diversify their income away from revenue from EGMs, they need a long-term industry plan:
Another big frustration from our point of view, in terms of diversification, is the fact that we do not have a long-term industry plan for what the club industry should be looking to be in the next 15 years: how do we get there; what is a club going to be; how is a club different from a pub if you get rid of revenue from EGMs; who is going to fund the floor space for functions and those sorts of things? They are currently fundamental issues, but we are governed as an industry largely through the prism of only gambling and alcohol. There is no foresight in terms of how this industry will evolve.[footnoteRef:122] [122:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 61.] 

Committee comment
The Committee acknowledges that the environment in respect of gaming in the ACT is changing in terms of technological advances and developments in other jurisdictions but agreed that a longer-term vision of what should be in place to reduce gambling harms is necessary.
The Committee supports approaches which simultaneously allow for the ongoing reduction in the number of EGMs in the territory alongside efforts on harm-minimisation in the present context.
	[bookmark: _Toc167880935]Recommendation 
[bookmark: _Toc167880936]The Committee recommends that the ACT Government articulate a long-term vision for gambling harm reduction in the ACT.

	[bookmark: _Toc167880937]Recommendation 
[bookmark: _Toc167880938]The Committee recommends that the ACT Government continue to reduce the number of electronic gaming machines in the ACT, irrespective of other policy positions it may take.


[bookmark: _Toc170201542]Technology developments
Some witnesses told the Committee that the long-term vision for the approach on gaming would depend to some extent on technology developments including those used in other jurisdictions.  It was estimated in 2022, that 21 percent of EGMs in the ACT are older than ten years and a further 45 percent are between six and ten years old.  Older machines are not supported by EGM providers and may not be able to be connected to a CMS.[footnoteRef:123]  [123:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 2.] 

The ACT Government raised concerns that the desired cashless gaming approach might be limited by existing technologies.[footnoteRef:124]  In its submission to the inquiry, the ACT Government noted that the EGMs in operation in both the ACT and NSW (New South Wales) rely on X Series technology, whereas the remaining Australian states and territories and New Zealand utilise QCOM technology.[footnoteRef:125]   [124:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 2.]  [125:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 8.] 

EGMs use either X Series or QCOM communication protocols – how data is communicated to and from the EGM to a monitoring system.  The QCOM system is newer and offers some benefits over the X Series.  The Committee heard that NSW is likely to transition to QCOM but it may take nine to ten years.[footnoteRef:126] The Minister noted that if this was to happen, it would force ACT venues to replace machines.[footnoteRef:127]  [126:  Mr Neil Spencer, Managing Director, Gaming Consultants International, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 55.]  [127:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 19.] 

The ACT Government also told the Committee that the move from X Series in NSW may force a similar move in the ACT if EGM suppliers decide to no longer support the relatively small ACT market.[footnoteRef:128]  ClubsACT also noted that the move to QCOM technology in NSW would also mean many machines in the ACT would need to be upgraded.[footnoteRef:129] [128:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 7.]  [129:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 56.] 

ClubsACT highlighted the potential move from QCOM to X series as a reason a longer-term plan is needed:
I think this [likely move to QCOM technology] is part of the issue we have more broadly with all these debates—facial recognition, CMS, cash. At some point, these are all doubling up in expenditure issues. If they are not dealt with in an effective way, they could have substantial negative cost impacts across the ACT if they keep being put in with no clear identification of what we are trying to achieve in this jurisdiction.[footnoteRef:130] [130:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 56.] 

The ACT Government pointed out in their submission that the ACT has ‘relatively few machines’, meaning their ‘ability to drive EGM technology in a particular way is limited’.[footnoteRef:131] [131:  ACT Government, Submission 11, p 24.] 

GTA as a representative body for suppliers of gaming machine technologies spoke of the importance of involving the industry when implementing cashless gaming.[footnoteRef:132]  They also said a player-centric approach is the best way to embed responsible gambling measures.[footnoteRef:133] [132:  Gaming Technologies Association, Submission 13, p 1.]  [133:  Gaming Technologies Association, Submission 13, p 3.] 

Committee Comment
The Committee recognises that there is both a need and an opportunity to adopt reforms to gaming technology.  Implementing new regulatory requirements in the near future, at a time when venues are likely to need to update their gambling infrastructure in any case, would be the fairest and most cost-effective way of achieving harm-minimisation reforms.
The Committee agrees that any reforms implemented on gaming technology, including for cashless gaming, should have harm-minimisation and the protection of individuals as central objectives.
Suggestions that cashless gaming systems should be voluntary are at odds with compelling harm-minimisation arguments, and also anti-money laundering arguments.  They must be mandatory in order to be effective.
	[bookmark: _Toc167880939]Recommendation 
[bookmark: _Toc167880940]The Committee recommends that the ACT Government introduce legislative amendments for the implementation of a mandatory account-based gaming system which includes a raft of integrated harm-minimisation measures such as mandatory precommitment on spending or losses, forced breaks and player-exclusion capabilities.


[bookmark: _Toc170201543]Data and privacy 
Data security associated with cashless gaming was a concern considered by the Committee.  Referencing a security issue that occurred in the early NSW cashless gaming trials, GTA noted that more work is required on ensuring that there are sufficient data protections.[footnoteRef:134] [134:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 4.] 

The Minister for Gaming also told the Committee that in the context of implementing a CMS, that legislative change would be required to ensure data and privacy protections noting that venues often collected a lot of information about their clients through loyalty programs.[footnoteRef:135] [135:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 15.] 

ACT Clubs also observed that if clients had concerns with security associated with EGMs, they may opt to using online or other forms of gambling.[footnoteRef:136] [136:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 4.] 

The Canberra Southern Cross Club noted the benefits of a cashless system such as increased safety for clients, however, they were concerned that a mandatory system of registering to use an EGM would result in clients gambling over the ACT border.  They noted that in trials in other jurisdictions, setting up an account was a deterrent to engage in cashless gaming.  They supported cashless gaming that would align with the NSW approach.[footnoteRef:137] [137:  Canberra Southern Cross Club, Submission 8, pp 1-2.] 

[bookmark: _Toc170201544]Facial recognition technology
In considering what should be the longer-term vision for reduction gambling harms in the ACT, the Committee asked witnesses several questions about the use of facial recognition technology in clubs for ensuring that gambling harm measures such as self-exclusion could be enforced.
The Tuggeranong Valley Rugby Union and Sports Club Ltd spoke of the difficulties for staff at their venues to identify people who are self-excluding:
We have close to 500,000 visitors over a year across our four sites, in food, beverage and gaming. The poor young staff at the front are expected to remember a self-exclusion register and try to identify people.[footnoteRef:138] [138:  Mr Ronald Kent, General Manager, Tuggeranong Valley Rugby Union and Sports Club Ltd, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 63.] 

Facial recognition technology was identified as a tool to assist with harm reduction measures, particularly self-exclusion:
When you are talking about self-exclusion, facial recognition is an important tool in the toolkit to be able to identify people. The idea of having faces behind the reception desk just does not work. At the end of the day, there are vulnerable people in our society who will try and get into a venue or sneak into a venue and, yes, they can fly under the radar.[footnoteRef:139] [139:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 6.] 

ClubsACT also noted that some people who had self-excluded had dressed up in disguise, used other people’s membership cards, and come in through a back entrance to avoid identification.[footnoteRef:140]   [140:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 63.] 

The Committee noted that facial recognition technology was already being used in South Australia, some venues in NSW and in New Zealand.[footnoteRef:141] ClubsACT told the Committee that the industry was keen to trial it but there had not been much interest from the ACT Government.  They said in South Australia it had resulted in an 80% increase in breaches of self-exclusion and had been ‘embraced in nearly every other jurisdiction’.[footnoteRef:142] [141:  Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer, Gaming Technologies Association, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 6.]  [142:  Mr Craig Shannon, Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 62-63.] 

The Minister for Gaming expressed reservations about the use of facial recognition technology, noting that it is primarily used in respect of self-exclusion, which is a harm minimisation tool that comes ‘late in the process’ rather than intervening before gambling harm reaches that point.[footnoteRef:143]  The Minister noted that human rights and privacy issues are key considerations should facial recognition technology be considered in the ACT.[footnoteRef:144] [143:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 16-17.]  [144:  Mr Shane Rattenbury, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 24.] 

The Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic did not think facial recognition was needed, and that an account-based system is better able to identify individuals. They advised that there are privacy concerns with facial recognition technology and that it is not perfect in identifying all individuals, as well as there being ways to get around it.[footnoteRef:145] [145:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, University of Sydney, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 37-38.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform told the Committee that it was not necessary if a mandatory pre-commitment system with defaults limits was in place, noting issues with privacy of data and problems with data being misused by the gambling industry in the United States of America.[footnoteRef:146] [146:  Ms Carol Bennett, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 50.] 

Facial recognition technology was also not supported by the Alliance for Gambling Reform or ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services).  They advised the Committee that it was unnecessary and raised concerns about misuse without an adequate regulatory framework, citing international evidence that facial recognition technology can be used to increase client losses and time spent on EGMs.[footnoteRef:147] [147:  Dr Devin Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACTCOSS, answer to QTON 7: Facial Recognition, 10 April 2024, (received 10 April 2024), p 1.] 

ACTCOSS did not think that facial recognition technology offered any benefits if a carded system such as that used at the Crown Casino was used and agreed with the concerns raised by the Alliance for Gambling Reform about potential misuse of data.[footnoteRef:148] [148:  Dr Bowles, Chief Executive Officer, ACT Council of Social Service, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 50.] 

Committee comment 
Data privacy for the individual players, be it from facial recognition technology systems or any form of system that supports cashless gaming, is of central importance.  Gambling license holders should not be able to make use of data for the purpose of loyalty programs or customer promotions where it is derived from systems designed for the purpose of gambling harm-minimisation.
	[bookmark: _Toc167880941]Recommendation 
[bookmark: _Toc167880942]The Committee recommends that the ACT Government ensure that the protection of personal and private information is a part of the design of any system designed to support harm-reduction in gambling.


[bookmark: _Toc170201545]Sustainability for clubs
In their submission, ClubsACT told the Committee that as of September 2022, there were 47 licensed clubs in Canberra with aggregate memberships in their 21 clubs over 505,000 members, suggesting that each adult in Canberra is likely to be a member of at least one club.  They told the Committee that clubs play an important role in the community:
Canberra clubs play a vital part in the Canberra community and are seen to contribute substantially to the Canberra economy each year. Not only do clubs contribute financially, they are also contributors to many facets of life in Canberra. This includes but is not limited to contributions to community sport, maintenance of community infrastructure, support provided to local employment and form a key provider of entertainment and hospitality to Canberrans. [footnoteRef:149] [149:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 1.] 

However, in their submission, the Salvation Army highlighted that gambling should ‘not be a means of income generation nor economic development whether by government agencies, charitable organisations, churches or commercial interests’.  They emphasised that gambling preys on vulnerable people and can become a harmful compulsive dependency.[footnoteRef:150]  [150:  The Salvation Army, Submission 4, p 5. ] 

During the public hearings, the Committee heard from Mr Athol Chalmers, President of Canberra Community Clubs who stated that the clubs industry has largely embraced calls to diversify their income streams away from EGMS but continue to face roadblocks in their attempts to do so.  Mr Chalmers informed the Committee that land is usually a club’s biggest asset, which could be used in several ways to benefit communities, such as aged care centres or childcare centres. However, he indicated that there was a need for ‘the planning department to come on board’ as this was a barrier to diversification progressing.[footnoteRef:151]  [151:  Mr Athol Chalmers, President, Canberra Community Clubs, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 61. ] 

This was reiterated by ClubsACT who advised that there used to be a ‘planning concierge’ who would act a single point of contact to assist clubs through the planning process.  ClubsACT stated that this is no longer in place, and that despite concerns being raised with the relevant government ministers who indicate in-principal support, nothing has yet happened.[footnoteRef:152]  [152:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 61.] 

Mr Shannon summarised that there is a disconnect between a governmental desire for clubs to diversify their income streams and the tangible delivery of those outcomes for the industry:  
Certainly, Athol and I have both been at the forefront in the ministerial council meetings, raising our concern with the minister that, with the siloed nature of the way the government is operating at the moment, there seems very little buy-in from EPSDD[footnoteRef:153], for instance, to the government’s announcements with regard to planning and diversification. So there is a disconnect between what government says at the parliamentary level and what we are seeing playing out at the bureaucratic level in delivering those outcomes for the industry.[footnoteRef:154] [153:  Environment, Planning and Sustainable Development Directorate.]  [154:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 61. ] 

The Parliamentary and Governing Agreement (PAGA) between ACT Labor and the ACT Greens for the 10th Assembly included a commitment to: 
Facilitate planning and other processes to allow clubs to diversify to other revenue generating streams, particularly development of available land for social housing and land supply purposes, that are supported by the community.[footnoteRef:155]  [155:  ACT Government, Parliamentary and Governing Agreement, https://www.cmtedd.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/1654077/Parliamentary-Agreement-for-the-10th-Legislative-Assembly.pdf, p 11.] 

Committee comment 
The Committee acknowledges the desire of clubs to diversity their income streams, and the challenges they face in doing so, despite the in-principal support from the government.  
The Committee would like to see further commitment from the government to ensure that community clubs can effectively diversify their income streams and reduce their reliance on EGMs. Plans to derive income from other uses of club land, consistent with the not-for-profit status of clubs, should be encouraged and supported.
	[bookmark: _Toc167880943]Recommendation 
[bookmark: _Toc167880944]The Committee recommends that the ACT Government develop policies to facilitate diversification with respect to reducing clubs reliance on Electronic Gaming Machines.




[bookmark: _Toc170201546]
Conclusion
The Committee has made five recommendations in its Inquiry into Cashless Gaming in the ACT.
The Committee would like to thank all those who participated in this inquiry including those who made submissions and appeared at the public hearing.




Peter Cain MLA
Chair
   June 2024


[bookmark: _Toc170201547]Appendix A: Submissions
	No.
	Submission by
	Received
	Published

	1
	Alliance for Gambling Reform
	28/08/2023
	07/09/2023

	2
	Confidential
	30/08/2023
	07/09/2023

	3
	Gambling Treatment & Research Centre
	30/08/2023
	07/09/2023

	4
	The Salvation Army
	31/08/2023
	07/09/2023

	5
	Name Withheld
	31/08/2023
	07/09/2023

	6
	Canberra Community Clubs
	01/09/2023
	07/09/2023

	7
	Australian Federal Police Association
	01/09/2023
	07/09/2023

	8
	Canberra Southern Cross Club
	01/09/2023
	07/09/2023

	9
	ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services)
	01/09/2023
	07/09/2023

	10
	ANU-Centre for Gambling Research
	04/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	11
	ACT Government
	13/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	12
	ClubsACT
	14/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	13
	Gaming Technologies Association
	14/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	14
	Confidential
	14/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	15
	Labor Club Group
	14/09/2023
	12/10/2023

	16
	Confidential
	04/04/2024
	08/04/2024




[bookmark: _Toc170201548]Appendix B: Witnesses
[bookmark: _Toc170201549]Wednesday, 27 March 2024
Gaming Technologies Association
Mr Jinesh Patel, Chief Executive Officer
Minister for Gaming
Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming
Ms Jennifer McNeill, Deputy Director-General, Justice, JACS Directorate
Mr Daniel Ng, Executive Branch Manager, Legislation Policy &Programs, Justice and Community
Mr Joshua Ceramidas, Senior Director, Legislation Policy & Programs, Justice and Community
Ms Yu-Lan Chan, CEO, Gambling and Racing Commission

ANU Centre for Gambling Research
Ms Aino Suomi, Director
University of Sydney, Gambling Treatment and Research Centre
Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director
ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services)
Dr Devin Bowles, Chief Executive Officer
Corinne Dobson, Head of Policy

Alliance for Gambling Reform
Ms Carol Bennett, Chief Executive Officer
Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate

The Salvation Army
Ms Jennifer Kirkaldy, General Manager, Policy and Advocacy
Ms Kisthana Chandramogan, Policy and Advocacy Adviser
Ms Emily Seiler, Moneycare Financial Counsellor
Canberra Community Clubs
Mr Athol Chalmers, President
Mr Neil Spencer, Managing Director, Gaming Consultants International, Consultant to Canberra Community Clubs
ClubsACT
Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer
Mr Ronald Kent, General Manager, Vikings Group


[bookmark: _Toc170201550]Appendix C: Questions on Notice and Questions Taken on Notice
[bookmark: _Toc170201551]Questions on Notice
	No.
	Date
	Asked of
	Subject
	Response received

	1
	04/04/2024
	Minister for Gaming
	EGMs and self-exclusion information
	19/04/2024



[bookmark: _Toc170201552]Questions Taken on Notice
	No.
	Date
	Asked of
	Subject
	Response received

	1
	27/03/2024
	Gaming Technologies Association
	Keno and Cashless Gaming
	08/04/2024

	2
	27/03/2024
	Minister for Gaming
	Facial recognition technology and human rights
	12/04/2024

	3
	27/03/2024
	Minister for Gaming
	Statements regarding ClubsACT
	12/04/2024

	4
	27/03/2024
	Minister for Gaming
	Annual loss due to gambling harm
	15/04/2024

	5
	27/03/2024
	ANU Centre for Gambling Research
	Average monthly spend
	10/04/2024

	6 
	27/03/2024
	ANU Centre for Gambling Research
	Continuous play
	10/04/2024

	7
	27/03/2024
	ACTCOSS
	Facial recognition technology
	10/04/2024





[bookmark: _Toc133250017][bookmark: _Toc134693199][bookmark: _Toc170201553]Appendix D: Gender distribution of witnesses
Beginning in April 2023, in response to an audit by the Commonwealth Parliamentary Association, Committees are collecting information on the gender of witnesses. The aim is to determine whether committee inquiries are meeting the needs, and allowing the participation of, a range of genders in the community. Participation is voluntary and there are no set responses.
	Gender indication
	Total

	Female
	8

	Male
	9

	No data
	2





[bookmark: _Toc170201554]Appendix E: Dissenting report – Mr Peter Cain MLA
[bookmark: _Toc165030047]1. ACT trial of cashless gaming
At the public hearings, the Minister for Gaming indicated that the ACT Government had been following the trials in NSW, and developments in Tasmania and Victoria, but at this stage has not received advice that it would be a useful to conduct an ACT specific trial.  The Minister advised that the government is currently undertaking market sounding on a central monitoring system (CMS), but that a final decision has not yet been made.[footnoteRef:156] [156:  Mr Shane Rattenbury MLA, Minister for Gaming, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 19–22.] 

There were differing views on whether there should be a trial of cashless gaming in the ACT as discussed below.
[bookmark: _Toc165030048]Support for an ACT trial of cashless gaming 
ClubsACT expressed concern that cashless gaming could deter clients if there are too many steps involved, or there is weak cyber security, leading them to move to online gambling which may have less interventions to minimise harm than in the club environment. They promoted the use of a trial to mitigate these risks.[footnoteRef:157]  Key features they would like to see in the design of a cashless gaming system in the ACT are: [157:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, pp 4-5.] 

ease of use and a seamless experience for clients;
minimising costs of implementation;
strong privacy and cyber security protections;
controls to target problem gamblers prioritised over broader controls that apply to recreational gamblers; and
complementing rather than replacing existing money laundering rules.[footnoteRef:158] [158:  ClubsACT, Submission 12, p 5.] 

Canberra Community Clubs also supported the development of an ACT trial, stating support of a phased approach that vets various technologies, trials operational parameters, measures customer experience and explores the potential of digital technology as well as cards.[footnoteRef:159]   [159:  Canberra Community Clubs, Submission 6, p 10. ] 

Similarly, ClubsACT, stated they could ‘embrace a trial relatively quicky’.[footnoteRef:160]  [160:  Mr Craig Shannon, Chief Executive Officer, ClubsACT, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 59.] 

[bookmark: _Toc165030049]Opposition to an ACT trial of cashless gaming 
During the public hearings, Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director of ANU Centre for Gambling Research, acknowledged the value of trials from a research perspective, but told the Committee a further trial is not necessary: 
We know what parts of the harm minimisation that work and do not work, even though some of those aspects have limited evidence. We need some kind of infrastructure to govern, so we can link all the EGMs together so that we can fully realise all the harm minimisation. My view is that there be no further trials other than maybe setting the infrastructure. The evidence is there.[footnoteRef:161] [161:  Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director, ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 30–31.] 

Professor Gainsbury from the Gambling Treatment and Research Centre at the University of Sydney supported methodologically rigorous trials, with evaluations to be conducted to inform the feasibility, acceptance and implementation of cashless gaming and to test the effectiveness of harm minimisation interventions.[footnoteRef:162]  However, she expressed views that a trial in the ACT might not be necessary stating that the ACT is not sufficiently different from NSW that a separate trial is needed.[footnoteRef:163]  Instead, consideration should be given to evaluating the implementation of a cashless gaming system to ensure there are no unintended consequences and broad adoption across the industry.[footnoteRef:164]  [162:  The Gambling Treatment and Research Centre, Submission 3, p 2. ]  [163:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, 
pp 35–36.]  [164:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 31. ] 

Professor Gainsbury also highlighted the challenges of conducting a trial when the cashless gaming system is not mandatory as it does not offer insights into the technology in the way it is intended to be used.  She advised that: 
The nature of the technologies requires such a fundamental overhaul of the system, and it is difficult to do that in a partial manner in a way that would appropriately mimic and resemble what a system would look like if it were to be implemented.[footnoteRef:165] [165:  Professor Sally Gainsbury, Director, Gambling Treatment and Research Clinic, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 32.] 

In their submission, the ANU Centre for Gambling Research submitted that a pilot trial followed by an evaluation of the de-identified data collected could be used to develop proactive harm minimisation strategies.[footnoteRef:166]  At the public hearing Ms Suomi noted that while trials are beneficial, there have been a few trials of cashless gaming in Australia, and another expensive trial was not required.  While the evidence was limited, there was sufficient understanding of what harm protections worked and didn’t.[footnoteRef:167] [166:  ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Submission 10, p 2.]  [167:  Associate Professor Aino Suomi, Director, ANU Centre for Gambling Research, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, pp 30–31.] 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform questioned the relevance of investing in another trial when the key recommendation from the NSW Crime Commission is ‘a mandatory cashless gambling card with binding and default limits be the gold standard’.[footnoteRef:168]   [168:  Ms Carol Bennet, Chief Executive Officer, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 43.] 

Reverend Tim Costello, Chief Advocate at Alliance for Gambling Reform, indicated opposition to any trials that aim to test whether cashless gaming works, asserting that it is already well established that it does.  Reverend Costello advised that he would be more amenable to trials that aim to iron out technical difficulties or identify the best method of implementation.[footnoteRef:169]     [169:  Rev Tim Costello, Chief Advocate, Alliance for Gambling Reform, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 44. ] 

ACTCOSS (ACT Council of Social Services) highlighted that cashless gaming technology is already well understood and prevalent, giving the example of debit and credit cards which have set limits.[footnoteRef:170]  ACTCOSS suggested that given the ACT is a small jurisdiction, a staged approach would be preferable to a trial. This would allow for data collection and analysis to fully assess its effectiveness and examine ways to reduce gambling harm.[footnoteRef:171] [170:  Mr Devin Bowels, Chief Executive Officer, ACTCOSS, Committee Hansard, 27 March 2024, p 43.]  [171:  ACTCOSS, Submission 9, p 2.] 

Conclusion
While I acknowledge the views of those suggesting a trial is not required, I am of the view that there is value in conducting a trial of cashless gaming in the ACT, and that consideration should be given to the design of the trial so that it returns useful data to inform best practices. 
The trials conducted elsewhere would obviously inform the construction of a trial in the ACT, which should recognise distinctive features of the ACT gaming and regulatory environment and, of course, our distinctive socioeconomic features. Particular consideration should be given to implementation, harm reduction and avoiding unintended consequences. 
I therefore dissent from the Committee Report to the degree that it conflicts with the following recommendation:
	[bookmark: _Toc165030003]Recommendation
[bookmark: _Toc165030004]I recommend that the ACT Government undertake a trial of cashless gaming in the ACT with a view to harmonising as much as possible with NSW regulations and policies




Mr Peter Cain MLA
	June 2024
[bookmark: _Toc170201555]Appendix F: Additional Comments – Mr Andrew Braddock MLA
The House Always Wins
(and we must act accordingly)

Few issues have attracted as much political attention over the decades as the question of how to regulate gambling.  Australians, and indeed Canberrans, know that problem gambling is a serious issue.  On this, there is no doubt.  Problem gambling is a wicked issue, particularly prevalent in Australia, and which has destroyed lives and livelihoods.  On this, the committee was in effective agreement, and that is worth acknowledging.
Where things become controversial is in deciding on the best solutions to employ.  At a basic level, this inquiry has been the most recent in a very long string of activities where those advocating for the interests of pokies venues have openly clashed against the advocates of harm-minimisation, and in which various approaches to regulation have been considered and compared.  As with every inquiry that has come before it, it has been a struggle to overcome the well-planned strategies of gambling interests.  
There are places in the majority report where some things that should have been clear as day have gone unsaid, mostly because there is disagreement on the preferred solution to be embedded in a recommendation.  With political colours stapled to the mast, my colleagues have sometimes struggled to land a recommendation, even if there is consensus in the principles which underlie it.  This is unfortunate, because it denies us the opportunity to require a direct response from the government on that underlying principle, and that in turn serves the established interests.  I will attempt to illuminate some of these as we go.
My additional recommendations, which I will expand on below, are as follows:
1. That the ACT Government be extremely wary of any advice or representations received from the Gambling lobby, including ClubsACT, the Gaming Technologies Association, and their related parties.
2. That the ACT Government implement a Central Monitoring System of poker machines[footnoteRef:172], to anchor initiatives in harm-minimisation including mandatory precommitment and loss limits, the prevention of money-laundering, and other effective regulation of gambling operations. [172:  Known in the legislation as ‘electronic gaming machines’, noting that the term ‘gambling’ would be more apt.] 

3. That the ACT Government place a moratorium on the use of facial recognition technology in licensed venues, until such time as the Commonwealth and/or Territory can introduce human rights-consistent regulations governing the use of this technology.
Dealing with the Gambling Lobby
“The House always wins.”  It’s a well-known idiom – one intended to remind us that casinos, and indeed all gambling institutions, operate in a manner such that it will always turn a profit.  Gambling is a predatory industry.  It can be fun, but you will lose. The more you play, the more you will lose, and the more the House will win.  The technology is designed to be enticing, and industry practices are well-developed to keep players on machines.  Unfortunately, the Government has struggled to keep this principle front-of-mind.
Ms Carol Bennet of the Alliance for Gambling Reform offered this opening statement, which is worth reproducing in full:
The ACT is generally considered to be a progressive territory that accepts the importance of governing for public benefit. We would say that cannot be said to be the case when it comes to gambling reform.
If it could, the ACT would have already accepted the inevitability of a carded system, including mandatory precommitment with binding and reasonable default limits. A carded gambling system could be groundbreaking in reducing gambling harm and placing limits on the behaviour of a predatory gambling industry that costs Australians more than $25 billion in losses every year. That is more per capita than any other country on the planet. In the ACT, that figure is growing each year. Canberrans lost $188 million in the last year alone. That is $16 million every month. That is just to poker machines. Over $1.2 billion has been lost in the last decade. These are staggering losses for a small jurisdiction of under half a million people.
The Alliance has already supported Dr Marisa Paterson’s legislation for pokies-free new developments in the ACT. We have worked with Attorney-General Shane Rattenbury to look at other reforms to address gambling losses and harms, and they include the central monitoring system, which the ACT is playing catch-up on behind other jurisdictions, the capacity for setting loss limits and self-exclusion. The Alliance is firmly of the view that cashless gambling is not an end in itself, but collecting more sophisticated data about individual gamblers that is linked to an individualised, mandatory, cashless gambling card provides the opportunity to significantly reduce gambling harm.
There is an avalanche of evidence. I know we have heard today questions about that evidence, but we know how a mandatory precommitment cashless card can work incredibly well to reduce gambling harm and disrupt organised crime and money laundering. The New South Wales Crime Commission report of 2022, for instance, made the recommendation to the New South Wales government for this important reform. It is considered the gold standard, as the Victorian Responsible Gambling Foundation has recommended.
In New South Wales, we know the Minns government has been reluctant to adopt this card, instead opting to kick the can down the road with the strong support of an industry that does not want scrutiny and accountability that will undoubtedly impact their bottom line. That is the risk for the ACT: not adopting the reform measures that will address gambling harm and choosing instead to pander to an industry intent on maintaining lax regulation that enables it to generate enormous profit from gambling losses.[footnoteRef:173] [173:  Committee Hansard, 27th March 2024, pp40-41] 

Later during the inquiry, Rev Tim Costello also offered the following which is worth reproducing verbatim:
Politically, I have watched nothing happen now for 25 years. I am as a realist going, ‘the cashless card at last!’ It was defeated, you might remember, when the Gillard government tried to introduce it. ClubsNSW ran the “un-Australian” campaign, and it was the mother of all fear campaigns. The realist in me says it is not likely that we are going to see fast systematic reduction of pokies just yet, given that the political clout and muscle of this industry is so entrenched. That is a matter for you.[footnoteRef:174] [174:  Committee Hansard, 27th March 2024, p46] 

These sage pieces of advice have been my starting point in preparing these additional comments.
Lawmakers need to be extremely careful in taking the advice of machine operators and manufacturers.  While they may have useful technical knowledge to support government, they nonetheless have a clear vested interest in ensuring the regulation of their industry is minimised and the profits produced by their machines are maximised.  Irrespective of whether they have a for-profit or not-for-profit institutional structure, their operational models depend upon the exploitation of people and the extraction of wealth from our own communities.  They directly benefit from problem gambling remaining a problem to the maximum extent they can get away with.
The submissions made by these organisations must be taken with extreme caution.  By corollary, the decisions and actions of other organisations with affiliations to them must be equally considered with some caution.  This includes the Labor party, which continues to benefit from the wealth generated by pokies assets and venues in the ACT.
Unfortunately, the spin of the gambling lobby has worked its way into the report in a few instances.  I draw attention to:
· Point 5.6, which asserts that ACT clubs did not make a profit in 2021-22 in the context of discussing the profit-making and ‘not-for-profit’[footnoteRef:175] nature of their operations, but without the important context that this was the year of pandemic lockdowns when the economy-at-large was on life-support. [175:  Under Australian systems, being ‘not-for-profit’ is about how you reinvest your profits, such that you do not return a dividend to shareholders.  It does not preclude an organisation from making a profit and using the proceeds for building political influence.] 

· Point 5.22, which repeats unevidenced suggestions that people with data security concerns will simply move online, and fails to recognise that these are very different gambling ecosystems with differing data security issues at play.
· Point 6.1, which reprints what is obviously marketing spin on how every Canberran “is likely a member of at least one club”.  This is patently ridiculous and significantly overstates the patronage of venues and their importance to the Canberra community.
Accordingly, I made the following additional recommendation. 
Additional recommendation 1:
That the ACT Government be extremely wary of any advice or representations received from the gambling lobby, including ClubsACT, the Gaming Technologies Association, and their related parties.

Lessons from the past – the 1999 Inquiry into Gambling in the ACT
In 1998, the Fourth Assembly established a select committee on gambling, comprised of Mr Trevor Kaine (chair; Independent (previously Liberal)), Ms Kerrie Tucker (deputy chair; Greens), Mr Dave Rugendyke (Independent), and the late Mr Bill Wood (Labor).[footnoteRef:176]  The committee handed its report down on 25/3/1999 with 28 recommendations. Some of them are eerily familiar and are worth showing here. [176:  See https://www.parliament.act.gov.au/parliamentary-business/in-committees/previous-assemblies/Select-Committees-Fourth-Assembly/Select-Committee-on-Gambling   ] 

“Recommendation 25: The committee recommends that existing legislation be amended to provide the Assembly the ability to reject future technological change to machines. The committee also recommends that the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission investigate with alternative poker machine providers the feasibility of providing machines to meet the ACT’s special needs.”
“Recommendation 26:  The committee recommends that a centralised poker machine monitoring system replace the current arrangements.”
The 1999 report’s recommendation 25 had the context, on my reading, of a reflection on the incremental changes to poker machine technology that had occurred to date and without any reference to regulators or legislators, and which risked exacerbating harm through greater frictionless play.  The committee of the day was fearful that credit cards could soon be inserted into machines.  It is worth noting that this was one of five recommendations rejected by the Carnell government on the grounds of being unworkable.  Today, we would consider further advancements in cashless gaming and artificial intelligence to precipitate similar concerns.
Recommendation 26’s context was the rollout of central monitoring systems in other jurisdictions.  It was the advice of Professor Jan McMillen from the Australian Institute of Gambling Research that “the ACT moves quickly to have centralised monitoring both for improved auditing and regulatory compliance and to achieve compatibility with Queensland, Victoria, South Australia (and by 2000) NSW.”[footnoteRef:177]  The Carnell government’s response to this recommendation was “agreed in part and further consideration required”, estimating that such a system would cost $5 million and anticipating that the ACT Gambling and Racing Commission once established would thoroughly investigate the prospect.[footnoteRef:178] [177:  This is drawn from the committee report.  Unfortunately, the original exhibit of Professor McMillen’s letter to the committee has been lost to past archiving disposal practices, although I want to thank the Office of Legislative Assembly for their efforts to nonetheless try and locate the letter in a variety of locations.]  [178:  Government response to the final report of the Select Committee on Gambling, 1999, p18.
NB: Record made available by LA Minutes of Proceedings – the Braddock office is happy to share on request.] 

In 2015, the question of a central monitoring system was again revisited, with the Public Accounts Committee of the 8th Assembly in its inquiry into elements impacting on the future of the ACT clubs sector making the following comments and recommendation:
“The Committee has received evidence on a range of ways to modify, control and monitor gambling machines, in addition to existing requirements, so as to ensure that excessive or uncontrolled playing is not facilitated.
In this regard, the Committee notes that rapidly changing technology is now available, which can only improve and assist this aim in the future to ensure that far more effective monitoring and policing results.
…
Recommendation 33:
The Committee recommends that the Government investigate the feasibility of introducing a central, electronic, linked monitoring system for Electronic Gaming Machines.”[footnoteRef:179] [179:  https://www.parliament.act.gov.au/parliamentary-business/in-committees/previous-assemblies/standing-committees-eighth-assembly/Public-Accounts/inquiry-into-elements-impacting-on-the-future-of-the-act?inquiry=710257 See committee report, pp111-112] 

The 2015 report’s recommendation #33 was agreed in principle by then-Minister Joy Burch on behalf of the Barr Government, noting that the Government had “already commenced preliminary investigations into the feasibility of a CMS.”  
That we are once again talking about technological change and a central monitoring system is clearly no accident.  It appears to, in fact, be something that the relevant government directorates have been examining for a very long time, only to be quietly buried and re-excavated for reasons unknown to the Committee.  The difference is that this time, the technological change is less about credit cards and more about facial recognition technology with artificial intelligence, yet the apparent need for a central monitoring system remains unchanged.


Central Monitoring Systems
The majority report has not made any recommendations on a central monitoring system (CMS), because committee members were unable to agree if it were fundamentally a good idea.  This in turn limited our ability to make much in the way of recommendations on cashless gaming, because many potential recommendations were predicated on the presence or absence of such a system.  Recommendation 3, as published in the majority report, was our best attempt at a technology-neutral consensus, but this still leaves the question of a CMS open. 
Throughout this inquiry, the suggestion was put that implementing a CMS would bind the ACT to a future with a minimum number of machines.  Even without reference to the historic findings I identified above, this assumption was routinely dismantled by the evidence.
DR PATERSON: Ultimately, if the government did go down the path of a CMS and cashless gaming, we are potentially locking the territory into 3,500 machines indefinitely.
Mr Rattenbury: No, I do not think that is the conclusion you need to draw. There is a range of ways in which you could draw up a contract. If you were to provide a centralised monitoring system, it could be for a period of time, or it could be for a guaranteed minimum number of machines. I think there are a few different approaches that you could take.[footnoteRef:180] [180:  Committee Hansard, 27th March 2024, p26] 

The suggestion that implementing a central monitoring system in the ACT would lock us into a future with poker machines is patently ridiculous.  We have been without one for 25 years, and yet the pokies remain entrenched in our clubs.  Despite the operation of significant revenue-diversification schemes and similar efforts, machine numbers have been relatively unchanged across the larger clubs since 2019, shortly after the implementation of machine license surrender reforms[footnoteRef:181].  For example, the Labor Club’s four venues continue to operate 436 machines, the same number as in mid-2019, despite the group having become a property developer and built a block of apartments in Braddon and a hotel on their Belconnen site.  Instead, it’s the smaller clubs who have done the lion’s share of reducing poker machine numbers in the intervening years.[footnoteRef:182] [181:  As per the Gaming Legislation Amendment Act 2018.]  [182:  See monthly trading scheme statistics at https://www.gamblingandracing.act.gov.au/publications ] 

The gambling lobby clearly remains alive and well, very comfortable with the status quo.  
It’s become apparent to me that the gambling lobby has been keen to see CMS technology painted as principally a taxation tool, a regulatory compliance tool (red tape) or an anti-laundering tool because is misdirects attention away from its benefits as an anchor for harm-minimisation tools such as loss limits, and by extension curtail gambling profits more effectively than any other technology out there.  The false perception of a central monitoring system being in competition with harm reduction measures appears to suit the gambling lobby equally well.
In reality, these ideas don’t need to compete with each other.  Reducing machine numbers and minimising harm can be cooperating objectives, a point well made by Ms Carol Bennett of the Alliance for Gambling Reform:
“I am just wondering why they are mutually exclusive, because if ever there was going to be a situation where we were not going to have poker machines in the ACT—and God forbid I cannot imagine that situation, given what I have seen with governments all around our country. The reason we are the biggest losers in the world is because we have governments that strongly support gambling in this country, well beyond any other country. So if that happens, that is great. But it is unlikely to—and why would it be mutually exclusive? In the meantime, we are seeing massive increases every year, year-on-year increases in losses. We are seeing enormous harms related to that. So why would we not aim for both?”[footnoteRef:183] [183:  Committee Hansard, 27th March 2024, p47] 

Reducing machine numbers is simply not enough.  Absent additional, well-anchored and effective tools, gambling operators will simply find a way to consolidate their harmful practices into a smaller number of machines.
To further extrapolate on Ms Bennett’s point, the biggest barrier to gambling reform is government support for the gambling industry.  By corollary, if the gambling lobby is opposing you doing something, then you are probably on the right track.  
The gambling lobby is opposing a CMS.  They fear its potential to anchor meaningful reforms in harm-minimisation, including jurisdiction-wide loss-limits and mandatory pre-commitment tools.  But to me, unlocking the data-linking capabilities of a CMS represents one of the most exciting and promising things for harm-minimisation this century.
Additional recommendation 2:
That the ACT Government implement a Central Monitoring System of poker machines, to anchor initiatives in harm-minimisation including mandatory precommitment and loss limits, the prevention of money-laundering, and other effective regulation of gambling operations.

Facial Recognition Technology
It is extremely tempting to presume artificial intelligence will be the solution to all of our problems.  However, one person’s opportunity can be another person’s tragedy.
Facial recognition technology has been evolving over the last decade.  If we were talking about the technology of the early-2000s, we’d be having a different kind of conversation.  Modern applications are integrated with machine learning and artificial intelligence tools to identify individuals, track movements and patterns of behaviour, and importantly, predict future behaviour.  This is a field with highly complex human rights implications, which regulations are struggling to keep up with.
We know that the Standing Council of Attorneys-General are closely examining a national approach to regulating the use of biometrics and related technologies, including facial recognition.[footnoteRef:184]  This is important work, but it will take some time. [184:  See https://www.ag.gov.au/sites/default/files/2024-02/scag-communique-february-2024.pdf ] 

Subsequent to the hearings in this inquiry, news broke of a data breach impacting identification data held on behalf of licensed venues in NSW, including two venues in the ACT.[footnoteRef:185]  While the ACT venues in question had ceased use of the technology provider, and the implications were therefore limited for Canberrans, it was a stark reminder of how readily sensitive information can enter the black market.  In an email to individual members of the Committee from ACTCOSS, Mr Devin Bowles was keen to point out that much of the risk to Canberrans was limited because the data involved in the breach did not involve biometric data.   [185:  See for example https://the-riotact.com/canberra-club-members-believed-to-be-spared-worst-of-possible-identity-theft/766910 ] 

Government efforts to reduce gambling harm should stay well away from facial recognition technology. Should the Government rely on or endorse such a system, then when the next data breach occurs and people’s immutable biometric data is stolen, the finger of blame will no doubt include both the gambling venues themselves and the governments which promoted such a scheme.[footnoteRef:186] [186:  Email correspondence from Devin Bowles to Andrew Braddock, 6/5/2024.] 

Where the impact of an ID data breach can be somewhat ameliorated by replacing someone’s government-issued ID, biometric data such as facial recognition data or behavioural analysis cannot simply be replaced or changed.
Dr Paterson also brought to the Committee’s attention an academic paper which cast doubt on the effectiveness of the South Australian trial using facial recognition technology.  It concluded that “the gambling sector needs to pay close attention to the practical outcomes arising from initial cases such as this, and resist industry pressures for the wider replication of this technology in other jurisdictions.”[footnoteRef:187] [187:  Selwyn et al 2024, Facing up to Problem Gambling: Tracing the Emergence of Facial Recognition Technology as a means of Enforcing Voluntary Self-Exclusion. Journal of Gambling Studies, 9/5/2024.  https://link.springer.com/article/10.1007/s10899-024-10308-4  ] 

We are operating in an economy where the competitive frontier is in data-driven marketing tools.  In an answer to a question taken on notice, ACTCOSS referred the committee to international evidence that facial recognition technology can be used to increase customer losses and time spent using poker machines – the very opposite of what our regulatory system is trying to achieve:
There is an abundance of industry trade papers and promotional materials for facial recognition technology that makes clear the marketing and profit maximisation benefits such technology offers for casino and other gambling venues.  For example, in a 2020 article in the US based Global Gaming Business Magazine, facial recognition technology is extolled for its potential to facilitate marketing and player incentives and thereby maximise the volume and frequency of gambling by casino customers.[footnoteRef:188] [188:  QTON 007  https://www.parliament.act.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0003/2436258/JACS-QTON-007-ACTCOSS-Facial-recognition-Braddock.pdf ] 

We would be naïve to presume that Australia’s poker machine operators are ignorant to these so-called opportunities.  In the spirit of caution extolled in recommendation 25 of the 1999 inquiry, we should be curtailing our enthusiasm for this technology’s introduction into a harm-prone environment.
Additional recommendation 3:
That the ACT Government place a moratorium on the use of facial recognition technology in licensed venues, until such time as the Commonwealth and/or Territory can introduce human rights-consistent regulations governing the use of this technology.

It therefore follows that, because facial recognition is not a quick fix for individual venues, having carded account-based systems underpinned by a CMS become all the more pertinent.
Final remarks
I want to thank my fellow committee members.  While there have been plenty of disagreements throughout this inquiry, they have been on matters of substance and preferred approaches.  Both Mr Cain and Dr Paterson came to this inquiry with a love of our community organisations and a desire to see meaningful reform.
Where things have fallen apart is on the conclusions, and the interference of vested gambling interests in how we reach our conclusions.  This has been, in my view, the source of our division.  We have been goaded into thinking that only one tool can be picked up to the exclusion of the other.  We have been encouraged to be fearful of the cost of implementing change, without regard to the even bigger costs brought by the status quo.
We need to be mindful of who and what the obstruction of change is: the vested interests of the gambling lobby, who have their hooks throughout the institutions and old parties of government.  The concept of “community clubs” being entrenched in Canberra’s culture is one pertinent example of this.  Another is the Labor party’s historic reliance on pokies assets, which has both empowered it and made it wilfully averse to any reforms which might undermine its wealth.  But this can change.  
As has been reported by the Canberra Times, the Attorney General in September 2023 took to cabinet a fully costed proposal for a universal player card developed by the Justice and Community Safety Directorate.[footnoteRef:189]  All Labor needs to do is say ‘yes’. [189:  https://www.canberratimes.com.au/story/8660729/labor-poker-machine-policy-lacks-key-harm-reduction-tools-greens ] 

We need to keep our eye on the true end goal, and keep moving towards it.




Andrew Braddock MLA
21/6/24
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