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GAMING AND WAGERING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2018 

Second Reading 

Resumed from 19 September. 

MR J.E. McGRATH (South Perth) [1.51 pm]: It gives me great pleasure to rise to speak on the Gaming and 
Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2018. The Gaming and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill contains 
a series of proposed measures aimed at supporting responsible gambling and amendments to the racing bets levy 
scheme. I note that it is supported by the racing industry. I do not wish to focus on those particular measures and 
amendments as they are not contentious and are fairly reasonable. They are things that the racing industry has been 
calling for. 

I would like to focus on what the Premier has focused on. In announcing last month his government’s intent to 
introduce this bill, the Premier said — 

“The new laws will protect Lotterywest and enable it to continue to provide its outstanding contribution 
to the community through its grants program. 

The laws are all about protecting Lotterywest and reducing harm to at-risk and problem gamblers in our 
community. The Premier also said in his media statement — 

“Each year, hundreds of grassroots community organisations throughout WA benefit from Lotterywest 
grants and our new laws will ensure this important work is not put at risk by organisations like Lottoland. 

That is a very powerful statement and one that the opposition agrees with, so I was intrigued, after the bill was 
introduced and I read the Minister for Racing and Gaming’s second reading speech and explanatory memorandum, 
to find that there was no mention of Lotterywest or Lottoland. That is something I will ask the minister about 
during consideration in detail or maybe when he replies to the second reading debate. 

The minister’s office provided the opposition with a good briefing on this bill, but there was no mention of 
Lotterywest or Lottoland until we started asking questions. There has been quite a debate around lottery betting 
through the arrival of Lottoland and synthetic lotteries at a national level, particularly on the east coast. That is 
essentially about how lottery betting services are contributing to the loss of lottery revenues and therefore 
government revenues in states and territories, with flow-on impacts on the sellers or agents who sell lotto tickets. 

As we know, the commonwealth government responded to this concern by introducing the Interactive Gambling 
Amendment (Lottery Betting) Bill 2018, which amends the Interactive Gambling Act 2001 to prohibit wagering 
operations like lottery betting—effectively banning operators like Lottoland from operating in Australia. The 
amending legislation is scheduled to take effect in January 2019. Lottoland has stated that it is considering a legal 
challenge, and I guess we will have to wait and see what happens with that. 

During the briefing on this bill, the minister’s advisers acknowledged that this concern about online lottery betting in 
Australia has been dealt with. We asked the minister’s advisers: does this protect Western Australia from the presence 
of Lottoland? The advisers said that they believed so. Therefore, we asked the question: what is this bill about? 
The bill’s proposed amendments essentially provide for, amongst other things, the ability for the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission of Western Australia to prohibit, by regulation, wagering products or services that it deems 
undesirable. We will ask the minister to explain this to us when he gets to his feet or during consideration in detail. 
The bill cannot prescribe what is likely to be prohibited because the state government obviously cannot foresee 
what it would like to prohibit. I am not saying that the opposition would be able to see what is on the horizon 
either, but it is a question on which we would like some more clarification. 

The government seems to be jumping at shadows in an attempt to cover all bases and various wagering business 
models going into the future. Obviously, we have to protect our local products from what could arise, but given 
what has happened in the world of the internet over the last few years and how quickly things have changed, 
no-one knows what new products could be on the horizon. We will talk to the minister to try to flesh out some 
of those things. However, addressing these issues via regulations means that there is no ability for the Parliament 
to debate the pros and cons of the wagering events or contingencies that the commission may deem to be 
undesirable and choose to prohibit. That is another question that we will be talking about during consideration 
in detail. 

In the debate on the commonwealth legislation, who was one of the loudest voices in calling for a ban on synthetic 
lottery operators like Lottoland? It was Tabcorp, of course—the official licensed wagering operator in all states 
except Western Australia. Before Tabcorp took over Tatts, lotto was operated by Tatts; Tabcorp has now taken 
over Tatts. It was interesting to note in my research that the Newsagents Association of NSW and ACT Limited 
did not support the commonwealth government’s efforts to ban operators like Lottoland, claiming that the 
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measures would cement Tabcorp’s monopoly of lotteries in Australia. Moreover, the passing of the commonwealth 
bill was hailed as a major political victory for Tabcorp. This is just a bit of history of what has happened. 

Following the passing of the bill, The Sydney Morning Herald reported — 

Investment banks are predicting the ban on so-called “synthetic” lottery websites will provide 
a significant boost for Tabcorp. Gaming analysts from UBS called the new legislation an 
“incremental positive”, given the danger of Tatts lottery sales facing “pressure from competing offshore 
lottery products”, while Morgan Stanley said the bill paved the way for “higher growth potential”. 

It is understandable that Tabcorp, with a substantial digital operation, would feel threatened by Lottoland, which 
competes against it online. It is undeniable that, although this outcome was regarded as positive for the community, 
it also was a favourable outcome for Tabcorp as a business. That, of course, is outside the jurisdiction of this 
Parliament. At least the goal was clear. The commonwealth bill was aimed at banning synthetic lottery operators—
Lottoland—from operating. The Gaming and Wagering Legislation Amendment Bill 2018 is not as clear in what 
it wants to achieve. I look forward to the opportunity to seek further clarification during the consideration in detail 
stage. Unless Lottoland wins its appeal to the High Court, which it is talking about making, it has effectively been 
put out of business by the amendment to the commonwealth legislation. We need to ask the government what this 
bill will protect. Is there any risk that a company like Lottoland could encroach into Western Australia with 
a shopfront operation? As it has already been put out of operation online by federal legislation, could it have 
another opportunity? We need to flesh this out with the minister when we go through the bill to see exactly what 
this legislation is attempting to achieve. When we resume after question time, I want to talk a bit about Lotterywest, 
which is important to all Western Australians. It is a good organisation and it creates a lot of funding for 
community groups, including in my electorate. A lot of community groups in my electorate have been supported 
by Lotterywest, as they would have been in your electorate, Mr Speaker.  

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6804.] 
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