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GAMING AND WAGERING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2018 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 10 October. 
MR A. KRSTICEVIC (Carine) [11.31 am]: I look forward to continuing my contribution from yesterday on the 
Gaming and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I again restate the wonderful job that the 503 lottery 
outlets out there have done in growing the lottery pie and assisting in making Lotterywest a successful 
organisation. Likewise, the Totalisator Agency Board agents, through their contributions over many years, have 
made gaming and wagering successful in this state by helping wagering and gaming grow throughout 
Western Australia and contributing to the success of that industry. I note that in response to a grievance today, the 
minister indicated that as a result of these changes there was an opportunity to buy them out, if they wanted to get 
out, with the government offering up to $100 000. 
Mr P. Papalia: If they were compelled to close within three years. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: If they were compelled to close, as opposed to their business being eroded down to being 
worth nothing. They get nothing if their business is eroded or becomes worthless. 
Mr P. Papalia: In 2016, the measure they had for a buyback in the past ended, so they get nothing at the moment, 
unless we reinstitute this. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Considering that there is a point-of-consumption tax of 30 per cent—a 30 per cent share 
is going to the industry—we need to ensure that the agents do not get left behind and are treated with the same 
level of respect as others in the industry. They need to be given due consideration for making this industry what it 
is today. They should not be left behind, because the blood, sweat and tears of the mum-and-dad businesses has 
supported this industry. 
The second reading speech talked about implementing — 

… the McGowan Labor government’s policy of supporting a strong and sustainable racing industry and 
responsible gambling practices in Western Australia. 

Further down it states — 
This provision futureproofs our state against undesirable products or wagering activities so that these can 
be managed more easily in the future, without the need to amend legislation. 

I was listening to Gareth Parker on the radio this morning and he started talking about something called Trackside, 
which one could describe as a poker machine. Those who do not want to call it a poker machine would say it is an 
electronic gaming machine. At the end of the day, we hear that the McGowan government is now looking to 
expand poker machines out to our betting agencies and our clubs and pubs by introducing Trackside into the TAB 
equation, if we believe what we hear. I also listened on the radio to the assistant secretary of the Community and 
Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA, Rikki Hendon, who talked about a slippery slope to pokies 
being undertaken by the McGowan government. 
Mr M. McGowan: If you accept that argument, you accept that church raffles are as bad as poker machines. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: We have had a strong bipartisan belief in this state — 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: Do you think Trackside is like a church raffle? 
Mr M. McGowan: It is his argument. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am not sure how a church raffle comes into the equation of a pokie. We have long had 
a bipartisan approach in this state of not having pokies outside the casino. Now all of a sudden the Premier is happy 
to have pokies in clubs and pubs around Western Australia. 
Mr M. McGowan: What? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Just to give an example, there is a TAB outlet — 

Point of Order 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The member for Carine cannot just make those claims in this place. He cannot make incorrect 
claims. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: What is the standing order? 
Ms R. SAFFIOTI: It is the standing order of actually telling the truth in this place. Members cannot just stand up 
and say whatever they want, without being checked. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: I would like the minister to clarify the standing order on which she is making the point 
of order. 
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THE ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): We do need a standing order to have a point of order, I think. In the 
absence of a standing order, I am afraid I cannot allow that point of order. You may carry on, member for Carine. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker. 
[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: When I was listening to the radio this morning I heard Gareth Parker and Rikki Hendon, 
the assistant secretary of the CPSU–CSA, who was outraged by what this government is doing. She talked about 
what she referred to as animated horse and greyhound racing, which later on was obviously referred to as poker 
machines. What we are talking about now is the incremental movement to poker machines in our clubs and pubs. 
The reason I say “clubs and pubs” is that I can look at North Beach Bowling Club in my electorate as an example. 
North Beach Bowling Club is an agent for the TAB. According to the information I was given this morning, that 
club would be able to introduce poker machines if it wanted to. 
Mr P. Papalia: What information? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is according to what I was listening to on the radio; I was listening to Gareth Parker 
and the assistant secretary of the CPSU–CSA on the radio. They talked about Trackside electronic gaming. The 
reason I mention that is not because the Labor Party is looking to introduce poker machines throughout 
Western Australia by stealth and with an incremental approach; I mention it because this is another attack on 
Lotterywest. The government is introducing more gambling opportunities. There is only so much money in the 
gambling pie. The government now wants to take some of that pie and put it into these automated machines. 
A member of the public told a story on the radio about when they lived in New South Wales. They were having 
a bucks’ night at one of these pubs and Trackside was available there. He said that one of the horses, horse 
number 11, was called Bucks’ Night. They were on a bucks’ night, so they all decided to put money on this horse 
called Bucks’ Night. They were there for a bucks’ night, so why not? He told the story on the radio. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! I am actually following with interest the comments of the member for Carine. 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, the Acting Speaker is on his feet! I would appreciate it if I could hear the 
member for Carine without interruption.  
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: This gentleman said that they were putting money on 11. The odds were worst on 1, best 
on 12, and good on 11. 
Mr D.A. Templeman: What was 11 called? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: It was something like “Bucks’ Night”. 
The bottom line is that they tried to put bets on 11, and guess what? They were told, “We’re not taking any more 
bets on 11. You have to bet on some other horse. You can’t bet on 11; we’ve reached a limit.” But this is a machine 
that knew that 11 was going to win the next race. The people running this electronic machine knew that 11 was 
going to win. Everybody who came up to bet on this Trackside machine was told that they could not bet on 11. 
They were told, “You can only bet on the other losing horses. You’re not allowed to bet on the winning horse. 
We’re not taking any more bets on the winning horse.” 
Mr P. Papalia: Where was this? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: In New South Wales, as I said. This is Trackside electronic gaming. 
Mr S.J. Price: Who won though? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: Number 11 won! That is why it would not take any more bets on it. 
They were not allowed to put any more bets on 11. Of course 11 won, which is why they were not allowed to take 
any bets on it. Trackside is encouraging people to gamble on a losing horse. The winning horse is not available to 
bet on, only the losing horse. That is another attack on Lotterywest, because it is another gaming opportunity. We 
have had a bipartisan approach on pokies and all of a sudden, by stealth, the Labor Party is now pushing for pokies 
in clubs and pubs. Again, the Community and Public Sector Union–Civil Service Association of WA—I assume 
government members know those people and are their supporters—is not very happy with what the government is 
doing. It is not happy about the government selling the TAB either. It is not happy about the Labor Party 
backflipping on the sale of the TAB. 
Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I support it. 
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Mr J.E. McGrath: Vote against it. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: No, I support selling the TAB. That is irrelevant. It should have been sold during the last 
government. At the end of the day, if the government wants to introduce pokies — 
Several members interjected. 

Point of Order 
Dr D.J. HONEY: A speaker has a right to be heard in silence. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): I am sorry. Ministers, I will have to call you to order if you do not 
stop interrupting the member for Carine. 

Debate Resumed 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I think that this legislation is fake. The second reading speech is fake, because it says that 
the bill is about responsible gambling practices and futureproofing bodies such as Lotterywest, when in fact it is 
attacking Lotterywest by wanting to introduce poker machines. The government is also attacking the community 
at heart, because gambling is a problem and the Western Australian Council for Social Service has come out 
saying, “You know what? You’re going to sell the TAB and that is great. You’re going to do all these things—
fantastic. How much are you going to put back into problem gambling?” I will tell members how much it is going 
to put back into it—it is going to introduce Trackside. The government is going to give more opportunities to bet 
in between races so that when people are not betting in one place, they can bet somewhere else. I hope that this is 
not true. I hope that we are not at the stage at which poker machines are going to be introduced across the length 
and breadth of Western Australia and that this has not started us, according to the CPSU–CSA, down that slippery 
slope of poker machines. Like I said, if members think what Rikki Hendon said was wrong, then by all means 
attack Rikki. I can only rely on the advice and information I hear. If members opposite think Gareth Parker is 
wrong in having brought this story to the attention of the Parliament, we need to know that. 
Obviously, TAB agencies are being left behind in all of this. Everybody else seems to be a winner except the small 
business operators, the TAB agents. They need to be given a fair cut as well and to be looked after; it is very 
important. Likewise, as I mentioned earlier, as this government stealthily moves towards online sales, it is taking 
away from lottery and newsagency businesses. Let us not forget that Lotterywest and TAB agencies are the reason 
these areas have been successful for so many years; it is because these outlets have been providing a service, 
building and growing the industry, and contributing back to the community. Now, because there is a different, 
easier way to make money, the government is looking at cutting them out and not giving them their fair share. 
Like the racing industry, lottery agents also need to get a share of online sales. They also need to get something 
back; I am sure that is easy to do. If not, the agents need to be lobbying hard now and saying, “You’re going online. 
We raised online sales from $66 million in 2016–17 to $81 million 2017–18.” The government will be taking 
business away from those small business operators. The more this government invests in this area, the more people 
will go online. It wants everybody to go online if they can. I am sure that is exactly what it wants. The government 
would prefer every single Western Australian to go online for Lotterywest gambling. If they do that, all of these 
agents will lose out. Will they be looked after? No. The government will say, “Bad luck, the world has changed 
and circumstances are moving on. I know we built the industry on the back of your hard work.” Just like the TAB 
agencies, they need to be looked after and supported as well. The minister said that they will get $100 000 
maximum. It does not matter how much they paid for it and the government does not really care, but the rest of 
the industry will get a fortune. It will receive 30 per cent of a 15 per cent share, which will grow, and that is 
fantastic; I have no issue with that. They have this pie that can become massive if they innovate and grow their 
business and their share of the pie. They can become very successful and I have no issue with that. However, what 
about the agencies—the backbone of this whole collection system of gambling? They have been there for so long 
but they will get only $100 000 within the first three years. 
Mr P. Papalia: Do you want me to answer you? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: I am sure the minister can do that at the consideration in detail stage, if that is appropriate, 
or during his speech in reply to the second reading debate. 
Mr P. Papalia: You’re better off just not speaking to us, it’s embarrassing. 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is okay. The minister says that all the time; that is his standard line. 
Like I said, if Gareth Parker does not know what he is talking about, and the minister wants to criticise 
Gareth Parker and the assistant secretary of the CPSU–CSA then that is fine. I can only rely on the information 
I hear from them and the stories of people who call into radio programs. 
Mr P. Papalia: Is that all you can rely on? 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: For this particular event, that is what I was able to hear. I did not know what Trackside 
was before today. I found out about that this morning. There was a lot of debate on the radio this morning. 
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Obviously, the minister wants to shut down that issue as quickly as possible, and that is great. If it is not going to 
happen then get up and say, “We’re not going to have Trackside, we’re not going to have poker machines in the 
TABs and we’re not going to have poker machines in North Beach Bowling Club as part of the fundraising 
opportunities 
Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you, minister 
Mr A. KRSTICEVIC: That is okay. If Trackside is not being introduced, if the government is not introducing 
poker machines by stealth, if Gareth Parker and Rikki Hendon are wrong and if the people who phoned in are 
wrong, that is great. I would like to be corrected when I see what happens in the future, and if it does not happen 
then that is okay. I want to stand up for newsagents, TAB agents, the industry and Lotterywest, and I want to make 
sure that we have responsible gambling practices, that the industry is protected and that the community benefits 
and that as a society we are getting value out of this. That is all I want; that is all I care about. As long as that 
happens, I do not care about the minor details around it, but I want to see that happen. 
DR M.D. NAHAN (Riverton — Leader of the Opposition) [11.48 am]: I would like to say a few things on the 
Gaming and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 and relate it to other announcements made on the 
gambling sector this week. This is an illustration of one of the worst examples of gross hypocrisy by the McGowan 
government. We are dealing with a bill that is consistent with the long-held bipartisan policy of Western Australian 
governments going back to the 1980s to restrict, relative to other states, access to gambling products. We restrict 
them largely to the casino. That was a policy held by all governments until now. That is a decision that the 
community strongly supports. The TAB is an important institution that supports a very important industry that 
employs thousands of people. In government, we struggled with the future of the TAB with the aim not only of 
protecting and sustaining the products that — 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I am not sure whether the Leader of the Opposition understands which bill is being debated. 
I am referring to relevance—standing order 94. I am not sure whether the Leader of the Opposition understands 
the nature of the bill being debated. It has nothing to do with the sale of the TAB. The sale of the TAB is not part 
of what this bill covers. This bill has nothing to do with the sale of the TAB. That is the only subject that the 
Leader of the Opposition is addressing. 
Mr S.K. L’Estrange: What’s the standing order? Make the point and sit. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I have made my point. It is irrelevant. You are a fool! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): There is no point of order. The Leader of the Opposition has 
spoken for one minute. He has a lot longer than one minute to make his case. 
Mr S.K. L’ESTRANGE: Point of order! The minister made an unparliamentary mark to me as manager of 
opposition business while I was actually calling him to order on asking what standing order he was referring to so 
it could be referred on to you, Mr Acting Speaker. He used an unparliamentary term and I ask him to withdraw. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I did not hear the comment. If the minister made an unparliamentary comment, I ask 
him to withdraw it. 
Mr P. PAPALIA: I withdraw calling the leader of opposition business a fool. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I would rather not know what it was. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: The second reading speech states that the essence of this is bill is as follows — 

… Labor government’s policy of supporting a strong and sustainable racing industry and responsible 
gaming practices in Western Australia. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: He is trying to disrupt me because he does not want to address the hypocrisy that he is 
leading—gross hypocrisy! 
This is an important issue that we have been dealing with—that is, regulating gaming and gambling in this state. 
It is a very important. We have had a bipartisan policy of both restricting the access to gambling, trying to find 
a future for the TAB, and also sustaining Lotterywest, which is the essence of this bill, we understand. They are 
all related. It is a very important piece of legislation and one that the community is really concerned about. It does 
not want the expansion of gambling in this state, either explicitly or by stealth. That is the essence. This bill 
proposes to do that. The second reading speech states — 
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… the McGowan government continues to support initiatives — 
This is supposed to be one of them — 

that will minimise harm caused to people through gambling and in this regard the amendments will 
address concerns relating to undesirable betting products … 

That is what second reading speech says. The rhetoric around it is to protect Lotterywest from competition from 
outside lotteries or other gambling products. Other members have spoken about whether Lottoland is actually 
coming in. What are the other products the government is supposed to be protecting Lotterywest from? During the 
consideration in detail stage, we will ask what this bill is supposed to be doing; we will go through this. 
This week the government also addressed a potential expansion of gambling, which is something that it was 
virulently and strongly articulating against less than two years ago. In the process, Labor was against the sale of 
the TAB over and again. One person was elected to this house largely on her campaign. Belmont Community 
Group president, Cassie Rowe, who is now the member from Belmont, condemned any privatisation of the TAB. 
On and on, Labor was against privatisation in the community. 

Point of Order 
Mr P. PAPALIA: Standing order 94 requires the speaker to be relevant to the bill being debated. Nothing in this 
bill is about the sale of the TAB. This is entirely irrelevant. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr I.C. Blayney): I do not see your point of order. It is the second reading debate. 
Although it addresses the bill, it can go wider than is the case with other speeches. 
Mr P. Papalia: He’s attacking another member about a different matter. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: I do not want to discuss it. I do not see a point of order. 

Debate Resumed 
Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are dealing with amendments to the gaming and wagering legislation. I go back to the 
minister’s second reading speech; it reads — 

… the McGowan Labor government’s policy of supporting a strong and sustainable racing industry … 
The TAB is part of that. It is very clear. I know the minister does not want to talk about it because hypocrisy writ 
large is painful for him, but we are going to pursue this. Labor campaigned against privatisation of the TAB—with 
a caveat. We are not hypocrites; we will be honest. During the campaign, it said that it would consider the sale of 
the TAB if the industry supports it. Labor did its best in opposition to inhibit industry from supporting it. One of 
the requests from industry to augment the sale price and the money that would be redistributed to them and the 
government was to expand the remit of gaming products. Labor was clear on that; I will quote its leader. The ABC 
revealed in 2016 that the previous government was considering allowing a gaming machine expansion. Let us be 
honest—what is Trackside? It is an electronic game that simulates racing between dogs and horses and has no 
relation whatsoever to do with the racing industry—none! These electrons bouncing around in the screen have no 
relation to reality in the racing industry. It is a gaming machine! Everyone knows it. It is widely used in the eastern 
states, where they have a gaming machines in pubs and clubs. The hotel and gaming industries have been pushing 
and lobbying successive governments for decades to expand the remit of gaming machines in pubs and clubs. They 
then went to Keno and have now gone on to Trackside. I have been informed that the New South Wales 
government went out for tender for Trackside. Not surprisingly, TAB won the tender. It has a great deal of control 
and dominance in the industry around Australia. It will probably be one, if not the only, bidder for the 
Western Australian TAB. It paid $150 million up-front for the monopoly right to administer Trackside in 
New South Wales. When responding to the member for Carine, the minister said it was just like a church raffle. 
Paying $150 million up-front is not a church raffle! If that is calculated, it is about $150 million to $200 million 
worth of additional gambling expenditure in this state. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: Over the long term. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. Per year—to justify $150 million up-front. 

Mr J.E. McGrath: It’s a one-off fee over a long period. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes. It is an introduction of a new gambling device and a significant expansion in the remit. 
In 2016, the now Premier said about the introduction of Trackside — 

“All that will mean, is more people will pour their money into those machines, … particularly those on 
pensions, and those who can least afford it, will lose money,” Mr McGowan said … 

“It brings some of those social ills, in particular gambling addictions and the like that we’ve seen in 
New South Wales, Victoria, and Queensland now for decades to Western Australia. 
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“It is a very, very disturbing development and I oppose it absolutely.” 

That is what the now Premier said. Now he wants to bring it in. The now Premier went to the election and tried to 
undermine the efforts of the previous government in dealing with the future of the TAB. The future of the TAB is 
a very important issue. He said he would support it only if the industry supported it. When the industry put forward 
Trackside, it said that it would augment its revenue, because more money would be put into transactions. The now 
Premier made his views absolutely clear. He said he absolutely opposed the introduction of Trackside. 

When the Premier and the Treasurer spoke about the sale of the TAB, they did not mention Trackside to us in this 
house. The Treasurer said there are three aspects to this process—a capital fund, an increase in the betting tax, and 
a fixed amount that will go into the industry. Those things are all very good. However, the Treasurer did not 
mention the expansion into this state of Trackside. The industry has been wanting that for years, and I can 
understand why—it will create more activity for TAB outlets and bring in more money. The TAB is a struggling 
industry. It is facing competition. The government has brought in a bill to prohibit new entrants in the gambling 
market and to restrict competition for Lotterywest. Trackside is a gambling device. Gambling is gambling, just 
like drinking liquor is drinking liquor—it may be vodka, and, if a person cannot get vodka, they can get whisky; 
if they cannot get whisky, they can get beer; and, if they cannot get beer, they can get wine. They all interrelate. 
Trackside will compete with lotteries and with Lotterywest. 

This bill will give the government the power to prohibit new entrants, particularly from interstate and overseas, 
and new products, on the basis that they will compete with Lotterywest. At the same time, the government has 
announced that it will allow the introduction of a new product that will compete with Lotterywest. The government 
is seeking to introduce powers to place prohibitions on gambling, and at the same time it is seeking to expand 
gambling. Who will benefit from the introduction of Trackside? There is no doubt that more money will be poured 
into the industry and that whoever buys the TAB will have a new product to sell and get more revenue. That is the 
objective. Gaming machines do the same thing. We understand that Trackside is being pushed strongly by Tabcorp, 
which is the dominant player in the industry and the likely purchaser of the TAB. Trackside is operating in 
New South Wales and elsewhere. This is something that Tabcorp has pushed onto the government. We know that, 
and the government knows that. This is a sweetheart deal. In exchange for Trackside, the industry will support an 
increase in the betting tax of up to 15 per cent. If the industry is given a larger remit for gambling, it will tolerate 
a higher tax rate. In other words, the industry will be willing to share some of the revenue with the government. 
The government needs to be honest. This money will come out of the pockets of householders. It will be buckets 
of money. This deal will also increase the value of the TAB to the government, because if the TAB gets a large 
share of the additional money from Trackside, the government will get a higher price from the sale of the TAB. 
The Labor Party campaigned against privatisation and the sale of monopoly assets. The TAB is a monopoly asset. 
The Labor Party also campaigned against the expansion of gambling. However, that is exactly what the government 
is doing in this bill. That is gross hypocrisy. Down the track, when we finally come to some legislation — 

Mr P. Papalia: That’s what we’re talking about. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No. We are not going to allow the government to slip this under the carpet. This is what the 
government is trying to do. The government came up with a policy, and it is now bringing in the legislation, a year 
later. That is gross hypocrisy. The government is trying to avoid accountability. When the member for Carine said 
that this is an expansion of gaming, the minister said no; it is related to a church raffle. It is an expansion of gaming. 

Mr P. Papalia: Who said that? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister did. Trackside is a new gambling device. The minister did not mention it in 
Parliament, but outside he said he is going to consider the request from the industry to expand to a new product 
called Trackside. 

Mr P. PAPALIA: Yes, but what does that have to do with a church raffle? I don’t know what you’re talking about. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister has selective hearing, because he and his party have been gross hypocrites on 
this issue. We are holding the government to account on this issue. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister, I think the member talked about the Treasurer saying 
something, rather than yourself. Maybe if you did not interject you would be able to listen a bit more intently. 

Mr P. Papalia: I was actually responding to his question. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We are dealing with a bill in which the government is attempting to restrict the growth of 
gambling services in this state and protect Lotterywest. 

Mr P. Papalia: Yes. 
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Dr M.D. NAHAN: At the same time, the government is proposing to bring in a new source of gambling that will 
compete with Lotterywest. That is what the government is doing. Admit it. It is obvious. The question that we will 
be asking during consideration in detail is: will the minister, in the regulations, ban Trackside, on the basis that 
banning Trackside fits exactly the purpose of this bill? 

Mr P. Papalia: No, it does not. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it does. It is a new betting service that will come into this state, probably administered 
from Melbourne, which is where Tabcorp is based. The expansion of that new service throughout the pubs and 
clubs of Western Australia will compete with the services offered by Lotterywest. That is exactly what this bill is 
about. It is about giving the minister the power—not, I might add, the Parliament. 

[Member’s time extended.] 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The question is: if the government does not use this power to prohibit Trackside — 

Mr P. Papalia: We won’t. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Then what is the government going to use this for? Is it only for businesses that pay the 
government money? The government is going to create the right for a new gambling service to operate in this state, 
and it will then sell that service as part of the sale of the TAB. A lot of money is involved. In New South Wales, 
it is worth $850 million. The New South Wales government sold the monopoly right to administer Trackside in 
New South Wales to Tabcorp for $150 million. 

Mr P. Papalia: You said $850 million. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: No, I did not. I know the minister is a bit confused. The reason Tabcorp is able to pay for this 
is that gamblers are paying for it. The money does not come from a printing press. Tabcorp is willing to pay 
$150 million because in net present value terms it expects to get a $150 million clean profit from that business.  

If we calculate that into sales, that will be an additional $150 million that will come from punters in 
Western Australia—if they use the same transaction.  

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: I know the minister is trying to deny this will happen. The point is that the government has 
introduced legislation to this house to seek the right to prohibit additional gambling devices on the basis that this 
will be an aegis for Lotterywest. At the same time, the government told us and the community that it will introduce 
Trackside, which does exactly that. 

Mr P. Papalia: No! 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: Yes, it does. It is a new gambling device, probably administered from a firm in Sydney, 
New South Wales, that takes money from gamblers—it is a gambling product—and competes, obviously, with 
Lotterywest. 

Mr P. Papalia: Do you want to know what Trackside will be in WA? 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We will go through this in the consideration in detail stage. The minister has told us little about 
Trackside. He has been trying to hide under a rock on Trackside. 

Mr P. Papalia: I want to tell you, but you won’t let me tell you. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: We will go into the consideration in detail stage, minister. When the minister responds to the 
second reading debate, he can tell us that, and we can scrutinise it in detail.  

Mr P. Papalia: There’s nothing in this bill that enables you to talk about what you’re talking about, so I can’t in 
consideration in detail. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The Speaker has repeatedly resolved that issue. I know the minister does not like to talk about 
these issues — 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister, you have the opportunity to respond at the conclusion of 
this debate. Continuing to interject, as you well know, is disorderly. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The minister has to answer a couple of questions. First, why will the prohibitions under this 
bill not apply to Trackside? The minister has to tell the Western Australian public and members why the 
prohibitions will not apply. How are Trackside and other potential new competitors different from Lotterywest? 
That is what this bill is about. The bill does not mention any specific competitor, or any betting agency, device or 
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service, but the bill gives the government a gamut of powers to prohibit such entities, and there are some problems 
with that. If a new device comes in, what is the basis for prohibiting some, like Lottoland, but not Trackside?  

Mr P. Papalia: Because it’s the TAB. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: But it does not exist in the TAB now. That is the minister’s point: he is selling the TAB. 
Currently, the TAB does not have Trackside. The government will give the purchaser of the TAB a new power to 
have Trackside products. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, you have been repeatedly warned. I call you for the first time. 

Dr M.D. NAHAN: The TAB does not have the power to sell Trackside products right now. We are considering 
selling the TAB. Trackside has no relationship with the racing industry. The horses and dogs on the screen are 
fake; they are electronic creations. They do not relate to races, real animals or the real industry at all—there is no 
relationship. It is a new gambling entity. I readily accept that in the eastern states Trackside is available widely, as 
are gaming machines. I am not an anti-gambling warrior; I just want consistency here. I know that hypocrisy is 
rife here. The government is putting forward legislation that it says will prohibit Lottoland and maybe others, but 
it is introducing Trackside. I want to know why Trackside does not fall under the prohibitions in this legislation in 
front of us. How will we decide what is covered? The minister’s retort was that it is because we are selling the 
TAB. The TAB—the entity that the government is selling—does not have the power to levy or use Trackside. That 
will be a new right sold with the TAB, but it is not a part of it.  

Essentially, the government is trying to have it both ways politically. It is trying to prohibit what it wants and 
expand what it wants. The government’s issues with Lottoland are largely about money; it does not want Lottoland 
to compete with Lotterywest, because Lotterywest, essentially, is a government agency that brings money to the 
Western Australian community and, of course, to the government; it funds a lot of government health education 
and other activities. We are not against that. At the same time, the government is proposing to sell the TAB and to 
allow it to expand Trackside, which will augment the value of the TAB, and the government will pocket that 
additional money. Is the government’s policy about what is prohibited based on who pays? If an entity pays the 
government enough for a right to a new gambling device in this state, is that enough to avoid the prohibitions? Is 
it all about money or is it something else? On what principles will the government prohibit a gambling entity? The 
bill does not give any indication of that; it just gives the minister the power and the regulations will come later. 
I am sure we will look at those regulations in the upper house. We will look at the regulations to make sure that 
they are objective and can be applied to all devices, irrespective of the money paid to the government of the day. 
Until we have those regulations, the Trackside deal may get caught up whether or not the government likes it.  

Particularly because the new legislation will prohibit these new entities, we need the minister in his reply to this 
second reading debate, or in the consideration in detail stage, to explain what Trackside is, how much it will raise, 
what its remit is and who can use it. We were provided with some data in the detailed briefing note provided by 
the minister, but we will explore it in detail. I go back to the principle here: for decades we have had a bipartisan 
position to restrict the expansion of gambling in this state and to restrict a whole raft of gambling devices to the 
casino and to the racing industry. It appears to me that Trackside potentially would be the largest expansion of 
gambling in this state since the introduction of the casino in the 1980s. This goes against it. We are debating 
legislation that attempts to stop exactly that—the expansion of gambling with new competitors and devices.  

The minister needs to explain. He is trying to say that this legislation has nothing to do with Trackside because it 
is part of the TAB decision on which the government has not made any statements and which will not be dealt 
with for a year, but it does. We need to know why and how this bill will react to Trackside or any other entity or 
device. We also need to know the criteria under which the regulations were determined and what will be prohibited. 
Will gaming machines in TAB outlets be allowed if they give the government enough money? Will other online 
gambling services be allowed if they give the government enough money, like Trackside does? This is a really 
important issue and one that the community wants to hear from the government on. The community does not trust 
the government because it has been a bleeding hypocrite on this issue. Members opposite went to the election 
promising not to do this. I will go back to the quote from their grand leader, who made his views on Trackside 
abundantly clear. The introduction of Trackside was considered and mooted by us, and pushed by the industry as 
an option. I quote the Premier — 

“All that will mean, is more people will pour their money into those machines, ... particularly those on 
pensions, and those who can least afford it, will lose money,” Mr McGowan said … 

“It brings some of those social ills, in particular gambling addictions and the like that we’ve seen in 
New South Wales, Victoria, and Queensland now for decades to Western Australia. 

“It is a very, very disturbing development and I oppose it absolutely.” 
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Why are members opposite doing it? Why are they introducing Trackside when they swore they would not do it 
because of the social evils that it will impose on our community? Members opposite need to explain to the public 
of Western Australia why they are allowing, in the context of a bill put forward to explicitly stop it, the largest 
expansion of gaming and gambling in this state since the introduction of the casino back in the 1980s. 

MR Z.R.F. KIRKUP (Dawesville) [12.20 pm]: It gives me pleasure to join the opposition—the member for 
South Perth, the member for Carine and the Leader of the Opposition—in speaking to the Gaming and Wagering 
Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. I will make my contribution brief because I have some lunch guests from the 
WA Mums Cottage in Mandurah who have been waiting downstairs since noon. I apologise if I am not here for 
the minister’s response to the second reading debate. 

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I think they are all solid citizens, member for South Perth. 

I have to say at the outset that I am not much of a gambler at all. I am not someone who goes to the races and 
gambles or places a bet. I bought a lottery ticket once in my life. I lost 25 bucks and I was done! I understand the 
draw of it; a lot of my mates gamble online, on their phones. I realise that this legislation reflects a concern of the 
state government, reflected by the commonwealth government, about the rise of the digital disruption that has 
come about through the online betting exchanges that exist. Lottoland is one that has been mooted in this chamber 
before. I find this legislation a bit thin. I am a bit surprised that the minister is bringing something like this to the 
house because, for the most part, I think the changes to the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act and the 
Betting Control Act are reflected in the legislation that has been introduced in the commonwealth Parliament. The 
minister is shaking his head; I look forward to hearing his response on that. 

Mr P. Papalia: I’m scared to speak, but you are wrong. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Sure; I appreciate that. I think it is important that — 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Minister, are you canvassing the ruling of the Acting Speaker? 

Mr P. Papalia: No! 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Thank you. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: The minister’s second reading speech states that the bill will — 

… complement the approach of the commonwealth and enable an immediate response to future 
undesirable betting products entering the public domain … 

Further, the second reading speech also mentions that the provisions in the bill will futureproof — 

… our state against undesirable products or wagering activities so that these can be managed more easily 
in the future, without the need to amend legislation. 

I welcome governments having a flexible approach to digital disruption. When things like this arise, there needs 
to be flexibility in government. So often, it takes a long time for state governments—here and in other territories 
and states across the country—to respond to issues that they see arising. The concern I have is that when we talk 
about this futureproofing and the “undesirable products or wagering activities”, we in this place all know that it is 
virtually impossible to govern the internet. If these online exchanges are operating in foreign countries or places 
where they are legally allowed to operate, it is very, very difficult for any government to legislate against it here 
because they simply have no power to do so. What I see occurring with the amendments to the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission Act is that we are basically making it so that the demand side is restricted and defined. If 
someone is on their phone or doing it online, a citizen of Western Australia can be fined and someone who offers 
that service here can be fined and jailed for up to a year. However, I find that very difficult to be able to respond 
to in a legislative capacity if we are trying to respond to a digital product that is being offered in the Netherlands, 
for example. It is very hard for the state government to respond to that. I think we have to be very clear-eyed and 
pragmatic about the rise of these digital products and the digital disruption that is happening now. 

The member for South Perth spoke about this in his initial contribution; the rise of these digital products is very 
pervasive. As I said, it is not something that I participate in at all, but often the conversation amongst my mates is 
that they have three or four apps on their phone and they are constantly engaged in using betting products. Often, 
they are no longer bricks-and-mortar businesses. As part of the digital transition, I suppose, away from bookies, as it 
were, to online platforms, the same is happening with lotto. The member for Carine asked question on notice 3632 — 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for Vasse, you just walked in front of the member who was speaking. 
Continue, member for Dawesville. 

Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: Regarding the transition from customers to a more digital focus, the member for Carine 
asked in question on notice 3632: In respect of Lotterywest ticket sales for the last five years, what was the total 
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revenue collected via online sales? Online sales revenue in 2013–14 was about $32.2 million. Some five years later 
in 2017–18, it is more than $81 million. That is nearly $50 million worth of growth in the industry in five years. 
That is very significant. The concern I have is that we are amending this legislation now to control undesirable 
products or wagering activities in the future. I appreciate that, but I think this was a good opportunity for this 
minister to add something of substance for the Lotterywest kiosks or outlets that operate in bricks-and-mortar 
businesses. They do not see any share of the revenue collected online. That is a real concern. 

I have four such outlets in my district: newsXpress Halls Head, Halls Head Newsagency, Erskine Lotteries and 
Newsagency, and Miami Newsagency, Falcon, which is just across the way from my electorate office. Those 
four outlets do not see any share of the revenue collected online. This was a very good opportunity for the minister 
to have a look at that part of the legislation and introduce some amendments so that these outlets that operate 
bricks-and-mortar businesses in a heavily regulated environment that the government still owns, in large part, could 
see a share of online sales. I think it is very unfortunate that what we see here is effectively some complementing 
of the commonwealth legislation, which is probably where it is more relevant—in a national jurisdiction. 

Some changes are being made for raffle tickets and, by the minister’s own admission, there are some smaller, 
minor technical amendments. The minister had an opportunity here to do something of real substance to help 
Lotterywest kiosks and outlets throughout Western Australia and he failed that mark. I find it interesting for a man 
of his calibre and a minister of his nature, who is very experienced and was very well qualified in his history before 
coming to this Parliament—he served two tours of Iraq, was with the United Nations, got a Conspicuous Service 
Cross and served 26 years in the Navy; he has a very extensive history of achievement and service to this state—
that when we translate that into a ministerial capacity, he has fallen so short. He has not tried to take on the very 
challenging issue of making sure that online revenue could be shared fairly and equally to other bricks-and-mortar 
Lotterywest kiosks, like the four that exist in my electorate. I find it very disappointing that the minister failed to 
take on that challenge. I find it very disappointing that he, again, failed to do anything of substance in this 
legislation he is bringing before us in this place. 

I look forward to the consideration in detail stage, not for all the reasons that the Leader of the Opposition went 
through, but because I am particularly interested in the amendments to the Gaming and Wagering Commission Act 
to flesh out telecommunications devices and how the government landed on them. I am very interested to hear 
how the minister expects to try to combat products being offered on the internet in foreign countries, where 
Western Australian citizens might participate in betting and online gambling here on out using so-called 
undesirable products. How that will be policed is very interesting to me as well. I am very interested to see what 
that looks like because those people who indulge in an undesirable product, whatever form that may take, will now 
be subject to $2 500 in fines with the person who offers that product receiving a $5 000 fine and imprisonment for 
one year. They are not insignificant fines and nor is it an insignificant jail term. The opposition will be very 
interested to flesh this out in detail. As I said, minister, although I appreciate the minor technical amendments and 
the changes to raffle products, the reality is that the undesirable products offered online are largely being addressed 
by the federal government. What is this piece of legislation that we are dealing with about? Why did the minister 
fail to take up the opportunity to make some substantial improvements to what is obviously going to be a revenue 
source that will grow in terms of digital and online sales? The minister, as a man of much experience, should have 
taken on the challenge to protect those lottery outlets such as the four in my electorate and the more than 500 outlets 
that operate across Western Australia. The minister failed that basic test. He has brought in here a piece of 
legislation that should have been more substantial than it is. I find it very disappointing from my perspective. The 
minister’s contribution through this piece of legislation could have been more substantial because he has a history 
of achievement outside this place. It is a shame that he has no history of achievement since he has been inside this 
place. I look forward to hopefully fleshing out some of the details in the consideration in detail stage. 

MR P.A. KATSAMBANIS (Hillarys) [12.31 pm]: I rise to speak on the Gaming and Wagering Legislation 
Amendment Bill 2018 and to follow on from all the other speakers. I note with close interest the comments made 
yesterday in the debate by the member for North West Central who described this as legislation about nothing and 
dubbed it “The Seinfeld legislation”. I have to admit that the two most publicly discussed aspects of this legislation 
being the issue around synthetic lotteries and the alleged prohibition on the promotion of live, in-play odds at 
sporting events are largely semantic at best. “Illusory” is probably the fairest way to describe them and this 
legislation really adds nothing to the existing framework for protection. There are some good things about this 
legislation. Before I focus on those — 

Mr P. Papalia: Then write to every Lotterywest family and tell them that you believe that.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The minister can send them my speech at the end of it. The minister doth protest far 
too much. He has given his second reading speech and he gets a chance to respond to the debate, yet he tries to 
make running commentary on all the speakers who have got up in this place, and there have been a series of them, 
Madam Acting Speaker. I am not the sort of person to seek protection but this is an abuse of parliamentary privilege 
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by a person in a position who should know better. The minister doth protest too much. I have had a minute to 
a minute and a half and here he is — 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: He has his friend the Minister for Transport shouting me down too. One day the 
minister is going to say, “Oh, I’m being bullied!” Both of them should look in the mirror. They are a disgrace. 
I am trying to develop an argument and all the minister wants to do is scream and shout. What a pathetic 
exhibition! 

Several members interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms M.M. Quirk): Members! You have all been warned.  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: What a terrible, pathetic exhibition. 

Ms R. Saffioti interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister for Transport! 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In those two more publicly discussed areas of this legislation, at best it is semantic. 

Mr P. Papalia: Have you read it?  

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, I have and I look forward to consideration in detail to see whether the minister 
has read it or whether he has only picked it up and waved it. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister! I am calling you to order for the second time. We want an orderly debate 
here rather than all this persistent interjection and you will want to still be here for question time.  

[Quorum formed.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: There are some good bits in this legislation and I want to focus on those for a moment. 
The removal of the red tape around the prohibition on raffles authorised in other states or territories from being 
offered here in Western Australia without the need to apply for a Western Australian permit is a good thing. It is 
just about abolishing red tape and it acknowledges the fact that many sporting organisations and other service 
groups are starting to run lotteries on a national basis—that is just the reality. Yesterday in an interjection, the 
Minister for Sport and Recreation somehow suggested that it was an issue with surf lifesaving organisations. 
I would like to point out that it is an issue now despite the fact that this provision exists in the Western Australian 
legislation. At the heart of it is the issue that sporting bodies in Western Australia and in other states should 
advocate strongly for a fair share of the proceeds from any national raffles. We know that these raffles are coming 
into this state and selling here now. The only thing happening is the bit of red tape that means they have to apply 
for one more permit, so they apply for a permit in their state. This provision is also a good thing for 
Western Australian raffles. Multiple Sclerosis Western Australia quite regularly auctions off almost on an annual 
basis a house that is usually situated in my electorate, and sometimes in the electorate of the member for Butler. It 
would be good for those organisations to access a bigger pool of potential buyers of their raffle tickets because it 
is a major fundraiser for organisations like MSWA and others. I think that is a good thing.  

This legislation addresses the inconsistency in calculating the racing bets levy for betting exchange operations. 
That is a good thing. It recognises the unique circumstances of a betting exchange. The minister probably knows 
better than me but I know of only one betting exchange that operates in Australia on an ongoing basis—there 
may well be others. The definition of “turnover’ is being amended to better reflect that a betting exchange is 
not actually a betting pool. The racing bets levy will now be charged on a turnover that is considered to be the 
net winnings of the bets placed by the participants in the exchange rather than the overall turnover of the bets 
that is money that never goes to the operator of the exchange. That brings us into line with many other states 
and it helps to facilitate the offering of that product here. The other aspect is the changes to the racing bets levy 
scheme in relation to the treatment of bet backs. Again, that has been an ongoing issue and something that 
operators have suggested was not working properly or serving the original intention of the legislation. It was 
treating what is essentially one bet as two and taxing them accordingly. It is really discriminating against smaller 
operators, because I am led to believe by people who indulge in these things that a back bet is a way for 
a bookmaker or a betting operation that accepts a very big bet to hedge its bets, if you like, and defray the payout 
by then placing it with another operator. This is good. Industry has been calling for these changes. They do not 
make a substantial difference either way to what is collected by the racing bets levies. They fall into the areas 
of more exotic betting. It simply makes our legislation consistent with that of other places and makes 
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Western Australia a more attractive regime for these operators. I welcome those changes; I do not have problem 
with them. 

I turn to addressing the issue of promoting sporting odds during live sporting events. The principle of the 
provision itself is a good one. However, how is this going to work in operation? That is the big question. As 
I understand it, almost every major sport in Australia other than the racing codes have already over quite 
a substantial period of time worked on stopping the promotion of live odds during play. At football matches 
today we do not see the promotion of live odds that we saw 10 or 15 years ago. I recall that. I recall that at the 
end of the quarter the first thing that went up on the scoreboard and the last thing we saw before the bounce for 
the next quarter were the odds. Responsible sporting bodies and venues have got together and stopped the 
practice in the main. Some other sporting bodies have done it at an international level because they feared for 
the integrity of their sports. Two that come to mind are tennis and cricket. They have international practices in 
order to attempt to stop some of the illegal things that have been highlighted as happening in both those codes. 
The codes and the venue operators have done it. I guess there is no harm in introducing the ability to proscribe 
some of these things, but it is not a panacea, because that issue has essentially been solved without government 
involvement. There may have perhaps been some pressure at a federal level to those sporting bodies that may 
have been recalcitrant, but my understanding is that the large sporting bodies, particularly the Australian Football 
League, got on board with it very, very quickly, and as I said, tennis and cricket, whether they wanted to get on 
board or not, had to because it was undermining the integrity of those sports. I note that the member for 
Armadale is quite an expert in sports law and we know that those integrity issues have not gone away, but at 
least sporting bodies are trying to address them. The government can bring this provision in, but who is it going 
to impact? Leaving aside the racing codes is well and good, but how is this going to impact down the line? 
I know it is not a big industry in Western Australia, but there is professional athletics. I guess the iconic 
Australian event of professional athletics is the Stawell Gift. One of the attractions of that gift is that bookmakers 
field on the rails and offer live odds on an ongoing basis as the races are being run. There are gifts here. I know 
there is the Hamersley Gift. When I was member for the North Metropolitan Region, that was in my electorate. 
There are gifts at Mullewa and various other places. This is professional running—the 120-metre handicap. I am 
sure the professional body here would like to grow its sport. 

Mr P. Papalia interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Sorry? 

Mr P. Papalia: There is nothing in this to stop sports betting. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am talking about live betting at the venue, minister. This is what the minister’s 
provision does. 

Mr P. Papalia: No, it is about the advertising of live odds on screens in front of a football crowd. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Is that only it? This is the stuff we need to clarify. 

Mr P. Papalia: That is what it is aimed at. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: The government does not need to do that, because the AFL has already prohibited 
that. Cricket and tennis have already prohibited it. 

Mr P. Papalia: Forgive me for doing what the entire wagering ministers’ conference agreed to do a year ago. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: As I said, it is nice to have, but the minister should not say this is a panacea. If the 
minister wants to interject, he should pay attention. He should interject on what I have said, not on what he thinks 
I have said. 

The issue here is that, yes, it is nice to have this provision. I hated going to the footy and seeing live odds on the 
board during play. I remember my eldest son, who is now in his mid-20s, asking me at the age of eight or nine 
what it all meant, and by the age of 10 he had worked it out. 

Dr M.D. Nahan interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: No. I have said before in this place that I am a non-gambler. I have never bought 
a lottery ticket. I do not bet. I do not have an account. I do not go into a TAB. I have never bought a scratchy ticket 
or anything like that. When someone gives one to me, I do not really know what to do with it.  

Mr J.E. McGrath interjected. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I will give it to the member for South Perth next time! I might even give it to the 
minister! 

I am not an anti-gambler; I am just a non-gambler. I choose not to gamble like thousands and thousands of people 
in our community, as thousands of others choose to partake in the legal gambling history. That is their choice. We 
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are still living in a free society. I hated all that live-odds betting. I want to commend the sporting codes for fixing 
that. Yes, it is nice to have this provision, but it is no panacea. 

We then go to the thing that the Premier, in particular, and this minister hung their hats on when they were talking 
about introducing this legislation. They said this legislation would stop Lottoland and protect Lotterywest, 
particularly Lotterywest operators in the community who run the kiosks and shops, because it would ban Lottoland 
and take away that unfair competition. The second reading speech states that that has been done by the federal 
Parliament. The Interactive Gambling Act 2001 has been amended to prohibit contingency betting, synthetic 
betting—betting on things like Lottoland. There are other products, but that is the most well known, because it has 
advertised most effectively in the Australian market. I believe there are others floating around that were thinking 
about doing it and were scared off by what happened in federal Parliament. The federal Parliament has dealt with 
that issue. That is online gambling and that is the exclusive power under the Australian Constitution of the federal 
Parliament using the wonderfully misnamed posts and telegraphs power. That jurisdiction is exclusively reserved 
to the federal government, so even if it had not introduced this legislation federally, there is no constitutional basis 
on which this minister could have introduced a prohibition on things like Lottoland as long as they remain online, 
which it has indicated is what it wants to do. It does not want to go anywhere else bar online. I go back to the 
comments made yesterday by the member for North West Central. This is where the nothingness comes in to this 
legislation—the “Seinfeldness”, if you like. It is the government identifying problems and putting up its hand 
saying it has fixed them, when in one case it has been fixed by the sporting codes and in the other by the federal 
government, whose job it is to regulate. It is interesting that the minister jumps up and down and talks about the 
protection of Lotterywest and Lotterywest operators. We all support the work of Lotterywest in our community. 
We all support the work of those small business people out there running Lotterywest kiosks, franchises and 
operations—licences—in our community. There are plenty in my electorate, as there are everywhere else.  

[Member’s time extended.] 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Does this legislation protect them? No. Has the government done anything to protect 
them? No. As other members have highlighted, figures provided to the opposition in answer to questions on notice 
have indicated that the real growth in competition for Lotterywest operators out in the community is Lotterywest’s 
promotion of its online products. Has this minister sat down with Lotterywest and the operators to come up with 
a revenue-sharing model?  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6950.] 
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