
Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 10 October 2018] 

 p6804b-6811a 
Mr John McGrath; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr Tony Krsticevic 

 [1] 

GAMING AND WAGERING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. 
MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [3.06 pm]: When I was last on my feet, before we were interrupted by 
question time, I said that I wanted to talk about Lotterywest. The Liberal Party, both in government and in 
opposition, is very supportive of Lotterywest. We want to see Lotterywest remain sustainable into the future. Its 
contribution to the community through many and various ways of funding is quite fantastic. It is unique. It is one 
of the few lotteries in the world that is government owned. Proceeds raised are invested directly back into the 
community. I know for a fact that in my electorate, I have been able to deliver many cheques to community groups 
over the years. One of the biggest was to the Manning Men’s Shed, which has been an outstanding success. I do 
not think that would have got off the ground without the funding it received from Lotterywest. 
Lotterywest’s 2017–18 annual report tells us a couple of things. In September 2017, Lotterywest joined the 
Tatts Group and the Australian Lottery and Newsagents Association to support a strong and ultimately successful 
campaign to ensure that the synthetic lotteries we spoke about before, like Lottoland, are not able to operate in 
Australia. This campaign aimed to raise awareness of the negative financial and social impacts of lottery betting 
services. In principle, I will not argue against that statement. However, I am interested in learning more about the 
extent of the negative financial impact of synthetic lotteries on Lotterywest, whether Lotterywest revenue has been 
decreasing and whether we are maybe ignoring other potential factors by focusing on synthetic lotteries like 
Lottoland when other factors might have impacted on Lotterywest. 
Some of the background data in the Lotterywest report shows that the total Lotterywest ticket sales revenue 
received for each of the past five years is as follows: in 2013–14, it was $796 991 234; in 2014–15, it was 
$826 345 191; in 2015–16, it was $889 487 409; and in 2016–17, it dropped to $827 394 412. But then, in 2017–18, 
the sales revenue rose to $854 563 777. That is a three per cent increase compared with the previous year. I turn 
now to the total revenue collected via retail outlet sales for each of the past five years. I feel I need to put these 
figures in Hansard for other members or any of the public who might want to read them, because they are 
important. In 2013–14, it was $764 739 005; in 2014–15, $784 394 009; in 2015–16, $827 478 885; and in 2016–17, 
it dropped to $760 817 412. But then, last year, there was an increase of 1.7 per cent compared with the previous 
year, to $773 498 160. 
I turn to the total revenue collected via online sales—this is very interesting—for each of the past five years. This 
is an area that we need to look at because it has been noted and appreciated that online sales could be encroaching 
on shopfront lotto sales. A lot of my older constituents still like to go and buy their tickets when they do their 
shopping, but a lot of people are now buying them online. The online sales figures are, for 2013–14, $32 252 229; 
2014–15, $41 951 183; 2015–16, $62 008 524; 2016–17, $66 577 000; and then an increase last year, 2017–18, to 
$81 065 617. That is a 22 per cent increase compared with the previous year. What we are asking is: is Lottoland the 
big danger to Lotterywest, or is it because of the way people are buying online that retail outlet sales are diminishing? 
Data from Lotterywest’s 2018 annual report shows that, as of 30 June 2018, the number of full-service retailers 
selling Lotterywest products was 503. For the player channels, retail accounted for 90.5 per cent of sales, while 
online purchasing accounted for 9.5 per cent of sales. For those who are interested in the number of retail outlets 
around the state, there are 395 newsagencies, 40 kiosks, 37 supermarkets, 16 pharmacies, 12 convenience stores 
and six delicatessens. One would probably like to have a delicatessen that also sells lotto tickets, but there are six; 
I do not know where they are! 
That shows that 90.5 per cent of Lotterywest players are using the retail channel. We want to know whether there 
is data or information to tell us to what extent these retail players are effectively lured by online synthetic lotteries, 
to the detriment of Lotterywest, its agencies, the state government and the community. If Lotterywest’s revenue is 
negatively impacted by the presence of online synthetic lotteries, where do we see that in the above figures? These 
are the things that we might go through with the minister when we — 
Mr P. Papalia: I might ask you some questions in return, like whom are you asking for, and who wrote that speech? 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: Thank you. That is for me to know and for the minister to find out. 
Mr P. Papalia: That’s what I’ll be asking you. Are you acting on behalf of Lottoland? 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No, I am not. We support Lotterywest. We are asking questions. 

Point of Order 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Under standing order 92, the minister has clearly made an imputation against a member 
of Parliament, which is a breach of the standing orders. I ask him to withdraw. 
Mr S.J. PRICE: There is no breach of standing orders; no point of order. Member for South Perth, carry on, please. 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Wednesday, 10 October 2018] 

 p6804b-6811a 
Mr John McGrath; Mr Vincent Catania; Mr Tony Krsticevic 

 [2] 

Debate Resumed 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I repeat that the opposition supports Lotterywest. The federal government has banned 
Lottoland, and we are happy with that outcome. We are not arguing with that, but we want to flesh out other factors. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I am not taking any interjections from the minister. He will have his chance to have his say. 
Online Lotterywest ticket sales revenue, in particular, experienced a 22 per cent increase between 2016–17 and 
2017–18. I am thinking that maybe it is time we had a review of Lotterywest, how it operates and how it relates 
with stakeholders, including the agents. Lotterywest is very important to the people of Western Australia; we do 
not argue with that. 
Mr P. Papalia: Then maybe it’s time you stood up for them. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We are standing up. We are standing up — 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: No, I am not wasting anyone’s time. The minister is well paid to be here, and he can sit and 
listen. We are entitled to ask questions, and the people of Western Australia want to know about the future of 
Lotterywest — 
Mr P. Papalia: We want to know why you’re not helping! 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I probably buy more lottery tickets than the minister does. I help a lot. 
I visited a newsagent the other day — 
Mr P. Papalia: Why does the Liberal Party hate Lotterywest? 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: We do not hate Lotterywest. Why did the Labor Party hate the Liberal Party selling the 
TAB? Why did it fight against the Liberal Party wanting to sell the TAB? Maybe we will ask you a question. You 
fought it, tooth and nail. What a hypocrite! 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr D.T. Redman: Hypocrisy abounds! 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Warren–Blackwood! Minister! The member has indicated that he will 
not be taking any interjections. Please carry on, member. 
Mr J.E. McGRATH: I have delivered many cheques from Lotterywest to community groups in my electorate and 
I, like every member of this chamber, understand the importance of Lotterywest. But we are entitled to ask 
questions, and that is all we are doing today. We are asking questions. The federal government brought in 
legislation to ban Lottoland and we have not come out and said that the federal government should not have done 
that. All we are saying is: we now have legislation here in front of us, and we are not sure why it is required. 
Lottoland was not mentioned once in the second reading speech or in the actual bill. We just want to understand. 
We are only asking questions, and we have every right to do that. 
To share an anecdote, I visited one of my constituents who runs a newsagency on Mends Street, South Perth. 
I asked him about sales of his Lotterywest products and how they were going. He said, “Well, they’ve been down, 
but Mends Street is a construction site at the moment. There are a lot of new buildings being built, people can’t 
get parking and there’s not much foot traffic.” He said that that was probably the reason, but he did not mention 
anything about synthetic lotteries or competition from Lottoland. We are asking these questions; that is all. 

In May this year, during the Legislative Assembly estimates hearings, the Leader of the Opposition asked the 
Premier a question about the sustainability of the Lotteries Commission. That was a fair enough question from 
a member of Parliament but the response was, “Oh, sorry—you’re in opposition. How dare you ask a question 
about the sustainability of the Lotteries Commission—this massive organisation that delivers so much money to 
community groups. How dare you ask a question about that!” The Leader of the Opposition had the courage to ask 
that question and the Premier replied — 

The real thing that impacts revenue for the agency is totally outside anyone’s control—that is, jackpots. 

I can understand that. He continued — 

If there are not a lot of jackpots, there is a loss of interest in Lotterywest and it does not sell as many 
products. Strangely enough, jackpots—that is, fewer people winning major prizes over time—results in 
more revenue for the agency because there is a big prize of $20 million or $30 million.  
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At the same Assembly estimates committee session, the chief executive officer of Lotterywest commented — 

Over the last 10 years we have had a compound growth of about 2.7 per cent. Although it dropped to 
around $827 million in 2016–17, we are looking good this year despite some of the trends the Premier 
mentioned. We had fewer jackpots last year and there was a little more pressure in the economic 
environment so sales were down. The external environment had more competitors in the field so we had 
a lesser revenue. We are expecting around $848 million to $850 million in revenue, which is still growth 
on the previous year. People in Western Australia are very committed to Lotterywest. We are driving our 
business around that contribution back to the community and Western Australians are really coming to 
the party. We are really seeing a strong performance this year despite the constraints in the economic 
environment. 

That is fantastic; it is what Western Australians want to hear.  

At an Assembly estimates committee hearing in September last year, in response to a question about a decrease in 
gambling revenue, the Minister for Racing and Gaming said — 

I would attribute a significant component of that decline, particularly in some of the revenue streams like 
lotteries, to the really, in my view, poor decisions that were made around Lotterywest retailers over the 
last couple of years. Those decisions imposed on those retailers significant restrictions on their capacity 
to advertise and significant additional costs in their operations for no benefit to the operators.  

A lottery agent complained to me at the time about some of those conditions. The minister might not want to talk 
about it, but I think he will. We want to flesh out what those conditions were. If the Lotteries Commission was 
placing constraints on the people who were selling tickets, the public should know about that. The minister’s 
response continued — 

It has not been publicly claimed as a significant component to the downturn in lotteries take; instead, as 
the member would know, they refer frequently to Lottoland and the like, and similar types of activities 
removing or impacting upon their revenue streams. I have a personal view based on witnessing the 
significant damage that was done to the Lotterywest retail outlets across the state by a number of poor 
decisions with regard to what they could and could not do. 

That is a reasonable comment and we might talk about that when we go into the consideration in detail stage, or 
the minister might address it in his second reading reply. The minister continued —  

I can say that in recent times, costs were imposed on what are effectively small businesses in the order of 
between $20 000 and $150 000 per outlet for no return. 

I think that would be a disgrace. He continued —  

I have no doubt that some of the restrictions on their advertising had an impact on their sales, and we saw 
that as a component of this reduction.  

That would be the reduction in revenue. I want to know more about that. If Lotterywest was making it more 
difficult for the people who were selling tickets, we need to know that. I know it was making people change their 
floorplans and things like that—making them spend money. People who are part of the sector and are selling 
tickets need to be looked after.  

In summing up—it will not be a brief summing up; the summing up might go on for a bit, but I know that the 
minister likes hearing from me! 

Several members interjected. 

Mr J.E. McGRATH: It was a nice cartoon, too, minister. I thought that Alston did you proud! I thought it looked 
like someone out of a movie.  

The legislation amendment bill will amend two acts—the Betting Control Act 1954 and the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission Act 1987. In the first amendment to the Betting Control Act, the government wants to give the 
commission the power to declare something a “prohibited event”. That is fair enough, but we might ask a few 
questions about what type of event it might be. Could it be an online retailer in wagering or lottery putting 
a shopfront in a shopping mall or something like that? It also recognises that any contingency permitted under 
another statutory law can be offered at the moment in Western Australia by a wagering operator licensed in another 
jurisdiction, unless it is prescribed as a “prohibited event or contingency”. That is fair enough; I would support 
that. We need to shut the gate on things that might happen, but maybe the minister could tell us what sort of dangers 
are lurking out there for our lottery or wagering–type industries.  

An amendment to the Betting Control Act also provides a definition of “bet back”. For people who might not 
understand about betting, when a bookmaker or a wagering operator takes a bet, it might be a bit big for what they 
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can commit to and they can then bet back part of that bet with another bookmaker or operator. Under the system 
at the moment, they pay tax on both bets, which is quite unfair. This amendment will clear that up. They will now 
pay tax on only one bet. In relation to turnover with betting exchanges—there is only one betting exchange that 
we know of in Australia; it is Betfair—the turnover that it pays its tax on is now going to be net and not gross. 
That is something that the industry obviously felt was a bit unfair. It will now be able to pay tax on the net turnover.  

There is also an amendment to the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 1987. It is interesting, but not really 
contentious. It will enable raffles conducted wholly or partly outside the state not to have a prohibition on them. 
At present, apparently if a body is licensed in another state to hold a raffle, it has to apply for permission to come 
into Western Australia to expand its raffle. This will take away that condition. I think the minister mentioned in 
his second reading speech surf lifesaving organisations and things like that that sell raffle tickets nationally. If they 
want to come into Western Australia, this takes away the requirement to apply for a special licence. We totally 
agree with that. We agree with most things that this minister does!  

Mr M.P. Murray: One of the problems with the surf lifesaving fundraising was that only 18 per cent of the 
fundraising was staying in Western Australia. They do have a problem in that area, so I thought I would mention that.  

Mr J.E. McGRATH: Will this solve that problem? 

Mr M.P. Murray: When they were bringing in raffle tickets from over east, the return to the state was only 
18 per cent, that is why Surf Life Saving WA now runs its own funding.  

Mr J.E. McGRATH: The Minister for Seniors and Ageing is trying to help the minister out, but this is a little bit 
different.  

The amendments will also prohibit a gambling provider licensed in another Australian jurisdiction from 
establishing a remote gambling facility on public premises that provides a direct link to their wagering operations 
in that jurisdiction. We might ask the minister to give some examples of what that could be. Once again, could 
that be an online gambling company like Sportsbet setting up a betting shop somewhere or whatever? I would 
have thought that could not be done anyway under the current laws. 

Another initiative in the amendment to the legislation provides the Gaming and Wagering Commission with 
additional powers to formulate and impose prohibitions or conditions in relation to gambling to include the 
advertising of live odds during events. The Liberal Party supports that. We support most things the minister does, 
but he gets very aggressive towards us. We are good people, really! I think there is a feeling out there in the 
community that when people take their kids to the footy, they do not want them seeing odds at half time. This 
would apply to major sporting events at Optus Stadium, RAC Arena and places like that, but it will not relate to 
horseracing because, obviously, at a racetrack there are changes of odds and things like that happening all the time, 
so they will not be part of that.  

Just to recap, we are not opposing this legislation; we are supporting this legislation. We are not supporting 
Lottoland. I have not made any statement that Lottoland should be allowed to operate. We are supporting 
Lotterywest, because it is an institution in our state and it is very important. It is very important that it is protected. 
But I personally think it might be time, and the minister might even initiate this, to look at how Lotterywest 
operates and whether it could be run better and more efficiently, and what it costs to run. It is quite a big operation. 
We could look at whether there is an opportunity for more money to be put into the community. A lot of these not-
for-profit and community groups are doing it tough and they are finding it hard to raise funds for things they are 
trying to do for their sport or group. We want to find out a little bit more about what a prohibited product is. The 
minister could maybe give us a bit more about that, because the bill does not really specify or name what any of 
those prohibited products are. Maybe the minister cannot do that at this stage, but he could give us some idea of 
where in the ballpark we are shutting the gate on something that might be a problem for us in the future. Does the 
commonwealth legislation go far enough? Is it a significant enough protection for us or could some of these 
offshore providers of betting on lotteries still come into our state some other way through the back door? These 
are questions that we will want to flesh out. Maybe we could look at how Lotterywest has been going in its turnover 
and how it is turning towards online sales. We are interested to know how the retailers are going. Are they doing 
it tough? I liked the minister’s comment about what happened with some retailers when they had to spend 
considerable funds to upgrade their shopfronts at a time when they are under a bit of pressure from online sales. 
A lot of people are interested in this important area. Most Western Australians would buy lottery tickets at one 
stage or another. If I put 50 bucks in and I get 11 bucks back, I am doing really well. At least when we buy lottery 
tickets, we know that we are supporting Western Australia and Western Australian community organisations. 
I look forward to consideration in detail. I think this is an important matter. The minister jumped in very quickly 
and brought in this legislation. The other question is: what happens if Lottoland wins its High Court challenge? 
I am not sure it has challenged, but it is talking about it. What happens if it wins its High Court challenge? Does 
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this legislation become redundant? We do not know. We are dealing with an area of some uncertainty and I look 
forward to future debate in consideration in detail. 

MR V.A. CATANIA (North West Central) [3.35 pm]: I am sure a lot of members would know Seinfeld. 
One episode of Seinfeld was called “The Pitch”, which was about a pitch for a show about nothing. It was literally 
a show about nothing. I think the legislation about nothing is here today. The Gaming and Wagering Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2018 being debated in Parliament today is redundant. The federal government has already 
introduced the protection of Lotterywest, with Lottoland prevented from being allowed to operate. There has been 
all this rhetoric from the government, led by the Premier, saying it is going to ban Lottoland, but the federal 
government has already done it. Here we have a piece of legislation that is really about nothing. In fact, there are 
a few concerning parts to the legislation. We support the legislation, because it does not mean much at all. I think 
it is a time-wasting piece of legislation. As I said, it is like an episode of Seinfeld. It is a piece of legislation about 
nothing. That is what it is. The federal government recently made changes to interactive gambling laws to prohibit 
lotteries like Lottoland, so why do we need legislation that is similar to existing federal legislation? If this bill is 
about an unknown future scenario, could the minister please explain why there are provisions in it to deal with 
such a scenario? What could be an unknown future scenario? That is the question. This is the unknown in the 
nothing legislation. That is what this is all about. What does the minister mean by “futureproof”? It would be good 
if he could provide some examples in his reply to the second reading debate. It would be good to know what the 
minister means by “futureproof”. 

The minister’s second reading speech states — 

The Gaming and Wagering Commission of Western Australia has the legislative ability to prohibit  
Racing and Wagering Western Australia from establishing or operating a TAB agency where the 
commission considers it detrimental to the public interest. However, no equivalent legislative provisions 
exist for the commission to prevent licensed operators in other jurisdictions from establishing facilities in 
Western Australia that are directly linked to operations in respective licensed jurisdictions. This bill seeks 
to overcome this anomaly by amending the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 1987 to prohibit 
remote gambling facilities that are specifically built and made available in public places that connect 
directly to licensed operators in another jurisdiction.  

I am not too sure what that paragraph actually means in practice. What is the problem? We need an explanation 
from the minister about what that means, because I cannot understand it, I am sure members on this side cannot 
understand it and I am sure the public will not be able to understand it. Could the minister explain what that 
paragraph means?  

I will refer to another paragraph in the second reading speech. I will read it — 

The promotion of sporting odds during live sporting events has the propensity to influence vulnerable 
and young people in normalising gambling behaviour. In an effort to curb consumer exposure to an 
already saturated gambling advertising market, the bill will amend the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission Act 1987 to enable regulations to be prescribed prohibiting live betting odds being broadcast 
during sporting events at prescribed sporting arenas and stadiums. However, the prohibition will not apply 
to the advertising of live betting odds by bookmakers and wagering operators at licensed racecourses 
during a race meeting in relation to horse and dog racing, or advertising that provides sponsorship support 
to local community sporting grounds. 

Can the minister explain what venues could be prescribed? Is the approach on live betting aligned with the national 
approach? If so, what has been implemented in other states? These are the questions that arise from the second 
reading speech. If it is already federal law, why do we need these provisions? That is a question for the minister 
to answer. Does this apply to just the Western Australian Totalisator Agency Board or will it apply to, say, 
Ladbrokes? That is one operator—a bookmaker—that operates out of the Northern Territory. If so, how can these 
provisions apply? What if Ladbrokes sponsored the Eagles or Fremantle Dockers? Could it advertise on the big 
screen, for example, at Optus oval, or Perth arena as we like to call it? Could it get an exemption to do live betting? 
Is that possible? Would it be able to have it on the big screen, as we see with the advertising — 

Mr P. Papalia: I can’t believe you just read the paragraph and you are asking these questions. 

Mr V.A. CATANIA: I want the minister to answer those questions, because this is what the second reading is all 
about. I want some clarity on that paragraph. What about people downloading it on their phone through the app? 
Is that going to be illegal? An individual could be fined $2 500. People betting could be fined up to $5 000. It is 
quite a hefty fine. What are the fines in the legislation of other jurisdictions, which is very similar to what the 
government is proposing here? How will these provisions be enforced or policed? It is very hard to enforce or 
police someone with their phone. What if I live in Kununurra and go across to the Northern Territory and have 
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a bet and come back? Am I subject to being fined $2 500? There are some questions around what the government 
is proposing in terms of the fines. 

Like I said, this is really a piece of legislation about nothing. All the hoo-ha we saw from the Premier and the 
minister about Lottoland has already been dealt with by the federal government. I do not disagree with the fact 
that Lotterywest plays an absolutely vital and important role in Western Australia in delivering the proceeds of 
betting back to the community. I think that is a valuable resource. Nearly every member in this place has had the 
ability to be part of Lotterywest by handing over funds to sporting organisations and other community groups 
around Western Australia. It has played a pivotal role. It invested $3 million in the Ningaloo Centre, which has 
been criticised by the Premier but which delivered a fantastic outcome. That is why the National Party supports 
the legislation. I ask the minister to go back and have a look at some of the questions I have raised. No doubt my 
colleague in the upper house, the former Minister for Racing and Gaming, Hon Colin Holt, will be closely 
scrutinising this piece of legislation. This is like a nothing pitch. It is a nothing piece of legislation. There is a show 
about nothing; this is legislation about nothing—literally, it is a piece of legislation about nothing. That is what it 
is. After all the huff and puff about getting rid of Lottoland, it has already gone. We will do whatever we can to 
protect Lotterywest, which is a vital and pivotal organisation for the community and, more importantly, the 
grassroots community. The National Party will not oppose the bill, but we will be scrutinising some of the details. 
Hopefully, the minister can answer some of the questions I have raised in my contribution to the second reading 
debate. 

MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [3.45 pm]: I want to make a very short contribution to the Gaming and Wagering 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I listened to the speech of the member for North West Central and I think he 
was a little harsh, because the bill probably does tinker around the edges a little. It is not a nothing bill. It does 
a little bit, but not a lot relative to the fanfare it was given with its introduction. 

I want to make a couple of observations. The member for South Perth quoted a whole lot of statistics, which came 
from questions on notice that I have asked. I will quickly refer to them. The second reading speech says — 

The Gaming and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 will amend the Betting Control Act 1954 
and the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 1988 to implement the McGowan Labor government’s 
policy of supporting a strong and sustainable racing industry — 

It is obviously very important to maintain that industry — 

and responsible gambling practices in Western Australia. 

I suppose I tried to focus on responsible gambling practices. How much is the bill really doing on that? Further 
down, the speech refers to the advertising of odds during games. Funnily enough, I was listening to the radio the 
other day and a mother talking about her son who is a sporting fanatic. He loves cricket. He was drawing the 
cricket pitch, the players and everything else, and then he was drawing the fence on the outline. On the fence he 
had written “Bet365”. This was a five-year-old. I understand that there is a bit of focus on odds, but here is a child 
who loves the game of cricket and who is drawing what he sees on TV, so I am wondering whether responsible 
gaming practices will extend to situations like that; that is, children seeing symbols and corporate logos that are 
obviously telling them all about betting at the age of five. They are absorbing that. We know that children absorb 
a lot at an early age. They are absorbing that, and that is a little concerning. Of course, we know how young people 
are with technology. They are on iPads at the age of five, they are googling and they are doing all sorts of things. 
They are much more capable with some of these things than some of the older generation obviously are, and at 
a very early age. I wonder whether the minister will extend the idea of responsible gaming practices to stop the 
blatant advertising of companies that promote gambling, as opposed to just the odds that pop up on the screen on 
the TV. As we know, everybody now has a screen in their pocket—their mobile phone. They do not really need to 
see the odds on TV necessarily. They can go straight onto their mobile phone and call up the odds. They are 
probably gambling directly from their mobile phone anyway. All they really need to see on the screen is “Bet365” 
or someone else in that industry to think, “That’s right; I better check those odds and see what is going on.” By 
default, we are not really having a major impact on that. As much as the bill provides for futureproofing the state, 
there is something that is currently happening that is obvious and, as far as I can see, nothing is being done about 
that particular situation. It is very misleading to expect a bill to futureproof itself because so many bills that go 
through this Parliament are frequently revisited. They have to be updated, improved, modernised and brought up 
to current standards. I am sure that there are very few, if any, bills that are futureproofed. I think every bill at some 
point in time needs to be reviewed and updated based on the latest trends, technologies, fads or the way people do 
things. Industry, the private sector and individuals are very innovative and will come up with things that we have 
not even thought of yet. It is a bit cheeky to say that this bill will futureproof it so that there are no more 
irresponsible gambling practices, nobody else can come into the sector in any way, shape or form to take gambling 
revenues and that the racing industry will be sustainable. That is a long bow. It is a great motherhood statement 
that does not carry much substance with it. But so be it, if that is the case.  
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I am a huge supporter of Lotterywest because it does a fantastic job providing a lot of funding to communities. It 
gets a lot of applications and I am sure that it tries to make the best decisions in the interests of the community, 
hopefully in all cases. That is very important. People talk about Lottoland, which is not specifically mentioned in 
the bill, but obviously we are talking about synthetic betting products and this is another one of those that the 
government classify as a synthetic betting product. I think the minister, for the futureproofing of his statement, 
decided to leave it open rather than focus on Lottoland. But the 503 outlets, the small business operators who sell 
and promote lotto and who are the backbone of the industry that allows us to collect this money and then to use it 
for the benefit of the community, had a concern about Lottoland. I understand and share their concern; however, 
they also need to be concerned about the direction that the state government is taking us in this space because, as 
has been noted, in 2016–17, $66 577 000 was made in online sales. In 2017–18 it grew to $81 065 617. It is pretty 
obvious, we have heard it and seen it, that the state government is promoting online sales like never before. It is 
growing that sector and it is trying to divert people away from kiosks to buying tickets online. Unlike the racing 
industry, which is getting a percentage, a tax, how much are these 503 outlets getting for online sales? What is 
coming back to them? Nothing. Not one cent. While they are out there working long hours and promoting the lotto 
product, trying to generate all this wealth for Lotterywest, the state government is promoting business away from 
them into the online space, because it does not want them to collect the money. The state government does not 
want them to have a percentage of the sales revenue. That is entirely wrong and these small business operators 
who have invested heavily in these businesses are out there promoting lotto, trying to make sure that sales are 
increasing. Of course, as we have heard, outlet revenue is slowly increasing and the total revenue received by 
Lotterywest has increased. If we look at 2016–17 it received $827-odd million, and in 2017–18 it received 
$854 million. Lottery sales are growing and the revenue is growing. I am not sure how much of an impact 
Lottoland is having, but obviously lottery sales themselves are growing. As was stated by the member for 
South Perth, the sales are predominantly impacted on by jackpots, and that is true. We all like to see a big jackpot. 
When I see a $30 million or $50 million jackpot I straightaway buy a lotto ticket, irrespective of the fact that I am 
happy to only win $1 million of that $50 million and I would be happy to share it with 49 other people.  
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: You would be happier if you won all $50 million.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Well, I would be happier obviously because I would then be able to share it around. It is 
not that people are greedy, but it attracts their attention, I suppose. The member for South Perth also asked about 
issues with lottery kiosks around Lotterywest and the impositions it was putting on them. The lottery kiosk in my 
electorate had these electronic screens that Lotterywest wanted to put up. They have all got these electronic screens 
and a condition was placed on them that they all had to have one electronic screen, maybe two if they were lucky, 
and they had to be rotating.  
Mr P. Papalia: It was your government, mate.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I know, I am just saying what the issue was. I am not apportioning blame, I am just saying 
what I found out in hindsight when discussing this with people. There was an issue with that. I had a problem with 
that myself because when I walk past the kiosk, the newsagents, I now know that it is important to see a static sign 
that says “$50 million”. Because as I walk past in my busy day, it does distract me. It draws me in and says, 
“Tony, you need to buy one of these”, for a number of reasons. Firstly, it is obviously great to have access to 
$50 million, secondly, it is great to contribute to Lotterywest because it uses the money well in my electorate, and 
thirdly, it is also great to support local business. There are a lot of reasons why I buy lotto. I buy it all the time and 
to be honest, the last reason I buy it is to win, because I know the odds of winning are minuscule, and the chances 
that I am going to win are virtually nothing. History has proven my view to be correct—that is generally what ends 
up happening. I know that that will be the case before I even buy the ticket; however, there are many other reasons 
that I buy that ticket.  
Mr D.A. Templeman: You should move to Mandurah; Mandurah is very lucky.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I noticed Mandurah had a few jackpots. Like I said, I am happy to contribute my small 
share to the benefit of the community at a greater level.  
The one thing that was of concern to me was that between 2016–17 and 2017–18, even though the revenue 
increased, the amount of money given back to the community reduced by $5 million. I am interested to know why 
less is going out to the community when more is coming in. Now, $5 million might not sound like a lot, but that 
is a lot. 
Mr P. Papalia: Ask the minister responsible in question time.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Hopefully, the member for Warnbro will be able to answer that question. 
Mr P. Papalia: I’m not the minister responsible.  
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Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I know, but you are talking about this legislation. It is important to know why the 
community has $5 million less when revenue has gone up. I see that my good friend the Minister for Culture and 
the Arts is here. I asked question on notice 847—I do ask the odd question on notice—that states — 

I refer to the decline in Lotterywest funding and the announcement by the Department of Culture and the 
Arts … that funding programs — 

It was about reducing the revenue for the Department of Culture and the Arts from Lotterywest from $16 million 
to $15 million from 2015–16 to 2016–17 and then further down from there. It was also about fellowships. From 
what I can see, the Department of Culture and the Arts is getting less money from Lotterywest. That is a concern 
for me. I want to know why. I know the minister is probably going to say he is not the responsible minister, but if 
there is more money coming in, more available in the kitty, why are we not making that available to these 
organisations? Why are we cutting their funding? Why are we not helping them as much as we can? That is 
probably something I am concerned about as well, because as the member for North West Central said, this bill 
does not cover much, but what it covers is relevant and we need to ask the questions.  

The member for South Perth has a lot of questions for the consideration in detail stage. I assume the member for 
North West Central does not have many questions because he thinks it is a bill for nothing so he may well take 
that step very easily. I will have some questions, and questions about responsible gambling practices are important. 
The minister made a statement that the bill is all encompassing and that he now has the panacea, the answer, to 
make sure that problem gamblers will no longer exist because he has come up with responsible gambling practices 
and has a way of dealing with people who have difficulty with gambling.  

Mr P. Papalia: Did you bump your head on the way into Parliament? 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Not at all. I am just reading the minister’s second reading speech. It says that this bill 
introduces responsible gambling practices into Western Australia. If the minister is talking about responsible 
gambling practices as being only one thing—that is, the odds cannot be advertised on television during a game—
that is a very narrow perspective and that is all I can see in the bill. The bill has nothing to do with responsible 
gambling practices. It offers a slight variation in the odds being able to be advertised during a game and supposedly 
trying to—it says here—normalise gambling behaviour. The government is trying to normalise gambling 
behaviour, but I am not sure how gambling behaviour is normal or how it can be normalised. As a general rule, 
gambling is not a good thing. I tell my kids not to gamble, and if they do gamble — 

Mr D.A. Templeman: You were just telling us how you gambled prolifically! 

Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Lotto is about giving to the community. What I tell my kids about gambling is that they 
have to be responsible and know that they will lose. 

Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
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