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CASINO LEGISLATION AMENDMENT (BURSWOOD CASINO) BILL 2022 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 11 August. 
HON DR STEVE THOMAS (South West — Leader of the Opposition) [5.40 pm]: The opposition will support 
the Casino Legislation Amendment (Burswood Casino) Bill 2022. We want a reasonable examination of the bill 
and I think there are some issues that need to be addressed as part of that process. 
This is not a particularly extensive bill. I make the point at the start that, given all the recommendations of the 
Perth Casino Royal Commission, one assumes that there will be a significant raft of legislation on this matter, of 
which this bill will perhaps be the first component. Most of the recommendations of the royal commission are not 
covered under this bill, so we have to assume that this is a first step. It might be a useful process if we could have 
some sort of outline of the future steps the government is considering. 

The bill does a few key things in relation to the recommendations of the royal commission. It changes the chair of 
the Gaming and Wagering Commission to an independent chair, rather than simply being the director general of 
the department. That appointment will be made by the Minister for Racing and Gaming. The deputy chair will be 
elected from amongst the members of the Gaming and Wagering Commission. The bill enhances the power of the 
minister to give directions to the commission in respect of fulfilling its tasks, particularly in relation to mitigating 
risks associated with the operation of the casino. It will empower the commission to give directions specifically to 
the licensee of the casino. The bill will also allow the minister to appoint an independent monitor of the remediation 
process that the government expects the casino operator to undertake. We would like a bit of detail on that. The 
last thing of substance that the bill does is to increase the maximum available penalties for noncompliance with 
a direction, from $100 000 to $100 million. Penalties will also increase from $2 000 to $100 000 for an individual 
and $5 000 to $250 000 for a body corporate. That is a very brief outline of the bill that we will debate in more 
detail as we progress. 

The question is: how did we get here? A very weighty tome was presented to the house that defined the issues and 
outlined why we needed to get to this point. The Perth casino royal commission — final report was submitted on 
4 March and encompasses two volumes, so there is a fair bit in it. I will say at the outset that one of the difficulties 
in overseeing the operations of a casino is that a casino is a place that is largely designed to transfer money from 
one pocket to another. Yes, it provides entertainment while that happens, and it provides food and beverages for 
a price, but in effect, its primary role is simply the transfer of money. That being the case, it is very hard to keep 
out undesirable influences that might take advantage of the fact that a casino’s primary role is simply the transfer 
of money.  

I suspect that most of the money that is transferred ends up in the pocket of the casino, certainly not in the pocket 
of the run-of-the-mill casino attendee, who is pulling the handles of a poker machine, though not in this state, 
where they are generally pushing a button. It has always amused me that those machines generally have a set return 
rate—just enough to attract people to hang around. The end result is always designed that the house wins. Ultimately, 
it is designed to give people enough back to get them a little bit enthusiastic. At the lower end, just occasionally, 
someone comes out in front rather than behind. Those stories are generally enough to keep people turning up. 
Obviously, if someone is completely in control of their expenditure, they are not too concerned about the amount 
of money that they walked in with and they are happy to lose that entire amount, they are considered a safe gambler, 
and that is a good thing. Obviously, casinos do not make their money from safe gamblers; they make their money 
from unsafe gamblers, particularly from what we used to call high rollers. They are occasionally called whales, 
which might be an insult to cetaceans off the foreshore. They are people with a high wealth who are happy to come 
in and spend an enormous amount of money gambling. That is where the risk of money laundering comes in, 
particularly when significant amounts of cash are changing hands. 

Why are we looking at this piece of legislation? Ultimately, the genesis of this legislation is a number of media 
reports that highlighted how casinos around Australia were being used for money laundering in particular. A number 
of those reports came out a few years ago. They gathered enough momentum such that it was not just this state 
that looked at those processes. A royal commission in Victoria was held a little earlier than ours, which delivered 
a report on 15 October 2021. New South Wales held an inquiry under its Casino Control Act, the report of which 
was tabled on 1 February 2021. That was probably the first. Queensland has also reviewed its legislation, having 
conducted a review into a particular licensee. South Australia also conducted an independent review into a particular 
licensee. Both of those occurred in recent times. Queensland has only just begun its review, and I suspect it has 
not reported yet. 

The Western Australian report of the Perth Casino Royal Commission was very broad and addressed many issues. 
The terms of reference were relatively brief. They focused on the suitability of the licensee, at that point Burswood 
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Nominees Ltd, and whether it was a suitable person to be concerned in or associated with the gaming operations 
of a licensed casino, to which it answered that it was not. Crown Resorts Ltd was asked whether it was a suitable 
person to be concerned in or associated with the organisation and conduct of the gaming operations of a casino. 
The answer was that it was presently not. The third term of reference was whether Burswood Resort (Management) 
Ltd was a suitable person. The answer given in the royal commission was that it was not. Term of reference 4 was 
whether Burswood Resort (Management) Ltd was a suitable person to be concerned in the operations of a casino. 
The answer was that Burswood Ltd was presently not. Most of the report seemed to address term of reference 5, 
which states — 

In the event that the answer to [Paragraphs 1(i), (ii), 2, 3 or 4] is no, what … changes would be required 
to render that entity suitable. 

An entire chapter is based on the answer further on in the report. It is probably worth noting some of the key findings 
of the report, which I will be quoting in my opening remarks, before we address some of the initial steps proposed 
by the government in the bill before the house tonight. I quote from part of the foreword of the report on page 9, 
which states — 

We have then reported on the regulatory framework and made a number of observations about enhancements 
to that framework. We have concluded that the legislation by which Perth Casino is regulated is not fit 
for purpose and requires replacement with a modern regulatory framework. 

I do not think we are suggesting for an instant that what is proposed tonight is anything but the small beginnings 
of that process. The foreword continues with some of the issues the royal commission found. It states. — 

We have further found that there have been numerous deficiencies in the manner in which the Gaming 
and Wagering Commission has exercised its power and responsibilities in relation to casinos and casino 
gaming. The Department has contributed to these failures by not adequately supporting the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission. 

The department has changed its name a few times. It is currently, I think, the department of local government and 
about six other things. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Sport and cultural industries. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry; it is the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries. I had 
to find the current version. I think the royal commission in its report suggested it was not the easiest thing in the 
world to keep a handle on, because its definition, found on page 25 of the first volume of the report, states — 

The Department is a term defined in the PCRC’s Commission. The PCRC has used the expression to 
mean the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries … or its predecessors in context 
and includes any current or former officers, employees, persons … 

It has moved around a bit. That is not to suggest the department moving around is responsible for the lack of 
performance that we have seen. Page 9 of the report continues — 

The Gaming and Wagering Commission has not been assisted by over time being given more duties and 
functions without a corresponding or sufficient increase in expertise, numbers and funding. 

A range of departments have made those claims in recent years. It is absolutely the case that the expectations of 
the Gaming and Wagering Commission did not meet its capacity. Whether the government might argue that capacity 
was lacking rather than support and resourcing is a debate we may get to in a bit. The report continues — 

Neither has it been helped by the legislative framework failing to establish with clarity the relationship 
between it and the Department. This has resulted in neither organisation having an adequate or accurate 
understanding of its role in casino regulation. 

That in itself is quite concerning, and it probably highlights the issue that the Perth Casino Royal Commission 
largely focused on; that is, if I had to sum up the 1 000 pages in the two volumes of this report, the simplest version 
that I could come up with is simply that no-one knew what was going on. No-one knew what their roles were or 
what expectations were held for their positions. It would appear that in many cases, as we read through the report, 
people made up their job description and made personal decisions about how their roles were meant to be fulfilled. 
Again, there is probably a degree of personal responsibility as part of that process, but the royal commission 
obviously established that the rules and guidelines on how things were meant to operate were not well defined. 
The report continues — 

As a consequence of the way in which the Gaming and Wagering Commission is constituted and the often 
inadequate support it receives from the Department, the Gaming and Wagering Commission has failed to 
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identify its strategic objectives, organise itself to be a vigilant and modern casino regulator and garner 
resources to ensure that it meets its strategic objectives.  

It goes on to say that these matters are identified in chapter 14, which we will come to in a bit. It continues — 
The deficiencies which we identified in the regulatory framework and the inadequate regulatory actions 
of the Gaming and Wagering Commission and the support it received from the Department, have resulted 
in deficient regulation of the risks from the organisation and conduct of gaming operations at Perth Casino. 
This regulatory failure has, in turn, contributed to the past and current failure of the Perth Casino licensee 
and its associates to adequately mitigate those same risks. 

If there is a sentence that encapsulates the Perth Casino Royal Commission, I suspect it is that. It is very hard to 
read that sentence in the royal commission report and not understand that effectively nobody really knew what 
was going on; it was not coordinated, and people did not understand their roles, or perhaps those people who did 
understand their roles were not resourced to fulfil them. That is a fairly damning indictment of what has gone on. 
As much as I would love to blame the current government for all the woes in the system, this is not a new issue. 
In fact, as we read through the report, we understand that many of these concerns were being raised not long after 
the casino had been established. Certainly throughout the 1990s and 2000s, concerns were raised about the obvious 
deficiencies in the management and oversight of Perth casino. People should have realised that then, and a process 
should have been put in place. 
At the end of July this year, I went to a conference that was very interesting—apart from the fact that I caught 
COVID-19 at that conference, which was not the best part of it, although my COVID experience was pretty mild 
compared with most, so I do not seek sympathy for it. The basis of that conference was risk of corruption. We 
spent a couple of days looking at and listening to how we can manage the risk of corruption, and we looked at some 
very interesting case studies, one of which was the City of Wollongong. I think the next conference will probably 
use the Western Australian Department of Communities as a case study. We would say that the risk of corruption 
in a system where nobody really understands their role and what their job is supposed to be is pretty high. The risk 
of corruption in a system where the regulators, firstly, do not understand or have a full appreciation of their role; and, 
secondly, are not resourced necessarily to do their role even if they do understand it, surely has to be a minefield 
that would concern everybody in this house. That is effectively what the royal commission found. 
It should not surprise anybody that under those circumstances of inadequate supervision, Perth casino, which was 
managed by Crown Resorts Ltd, had significant failings. That was particularly in relation to managing money and 
money laundering. The report found that this was an important part. Starting at the bottom of page 9, it states — 

The failures of Crown Resorts Limited and its subsidiaries have been identified in both the New South 
Wales and Victorian inquiries. At Perth Casino — 

This is Perth specific— 
they include: 
a. facilitating money laundering through the Riverbank accounts; 
b. failing to have an effective anti-money laundering program to ensure that financial transactions 

which were suspicious of money laundering were detected, reversed and reported to relevant 
authorities; 

c. permitting junkets with links to criminals to operate at Perth Casino; 
d. failing to minimise casino gambling-related harm in many ways including by seeking changes 

to the speed of play of electronic gaming machines without adequate investigation of its effect on 
harm; and 

e. failing to be open and accountable in communications with the Gaming and Wagering Commission 
about various matters, including allegations made in the media about the arrest in 2016 of 
China-based staff. 

I could probably do an hour alone on the issues around those arrests in China, but we have limited time and there 
are plenty of other things that we need to get to before we get bogged down in that. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.00 pm 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Before the dinner break, we were going through the reason we are debating the bill 
before the house tonight—that is, the recommendations made by the Perth Casino Royal Commission. We will 
examine some of the detail that gets us to where we are now. The bill before the house deals with a couple of 
specific recommendations. Recommendation 20 is dealt with in the bill. It states — 
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There be a review of the penalties for regulatory offences, and that in most cases, those penalties should 
be increased. In respect of the penalties for offences relating to the conduct of casino gaming and casino 
operations by the casino licensee, those penalties should be increased very substantially. 

I think the government’s proposal has dealt with that reasonably well. The penalties for the licensee directly 
have gone up from $100 000 to $100 million, so a thousandfold increase in those penalties. I think that should be 
a reasonable deterrent. A penalty of $100 000 for a casino operator, when an individual high roller might come in 
and drop millions in one hit, is probably not a great disincentive for flying fast and loose with the rules, but I suspect 
a $100 million penalty would make operators sit up and take notice. 
This legislation is very much about trying to push the licensee to mitigate the risks of corruption within the 
organisation and within the industry. That is the whole basis for this legislation and where it has to start. It has 
to drive a culture of positive engagement and obedience to the laws, and significant penalties are a part of that. 
The legislation does address that component. 
The bill also deals with recommendations on revised legislation, particularly around the departments. 
Recommendation 35 says — 

Pending the enactment of the new act — 
Which we are yet to see, but we hope to have an update from the minister in his reply to the second reading debate — 

and revised legislation: 
a. the Director General of the Department be replaced as ex officio chair of the Gaming and Wagering 

Commission by a person who is independent of the Department; 
I think we all agree that having that hands-off approach is a positive step — 

b. a new deputy chair be elected from among the Gaming and Wagering Commission’s members 
to replace the existing deputy chair; 

c. the funds of the Gaming and Wagering Commission be administered separately to those of the 
Department; 

Obviously, this legislation deals with recommendations 35a and 35b. I suspect we will deal with lots of other parts 
in the fullness of time. 
The recommendations also look at the activities of an independent body to be responsible for the establishment 
and maintenance of a repository containing data collected by Crown Perth. We have an independent monitor in 
the legislation, but that is a somewhat different process. One of the questions the minister might answer for me in 
his response to this debate, or perhaps when we get to the committee stage, which hopefully we will not go into for 
an extended period, is precisely how the recommendations of the royal commission eventually became what is known 
in the legislation as the independent monitor. 
Admittedly, the independent monitor will oversee the licensee—the operator of the casino—to ensure that the recovery 
plan that the operator of the casino is required to put into place is effectively delivered and to provide oversight of that. 
I will have some questions around how that will operate, but perhaps in the minister’s reply, in the first instance, he 
might look at how that will interact with the various bodies. I suggest that that is probably a clause 1 investigation. 
Recommendation 35a, pending the enactment of a new act, will be implemented, but it is hard to find a specific 
recommendation in relation to the oversight body that will be called the independent monitor. That would be useful 
to work out. 
I will cover a couple of sections of the Perth Casino Royal Commission: Final report. I do not want to spend all 
my time basically reading from the report and going through some of the details, so I will narrow my focus and 
limit my contribution tonight to two sections: chapters 6 and 14. Chapter 6 identifies the issue of what the commission 
calls “junkets”. I am not sure that I would use that word, but that is the term that the commission uses. Chapter 14 
is titled “Evaluation of Regulation of Perth Casino” and I think that is highly pertinent. If I get time, I will deal 
a little bit with chapter 10, which is about the tax paid out of the system, but I suspect that we will get to that in 
the Committee of the Whole House stage. 
I move to chapter 6 of the royal commission’s report. Members will be pleased to know we have now entered 
volume 2, which is, unfortunately, the bigger volume of the two; it is a meaty document. The royal commission’s 
report effectively defines “junkets” as organised visits by high-rolling gamblers. In this chapter we get to see the 
various names that are applied to them. This chapter deals with groups that come in who put a lot of money on the 
table. At paragraph 10 on page 331 of the report, the royal commission says — 

Junkets are a well-recognised part of the international casino landscape. International junkets commenced 
gaming at Perth Casino in about 1987. Initially they were predominantly from Thailand, Indonesia and 
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Malaysia. As explained later in this chapter, from about 2012, Perth sic focussed its junket operations 
increasingly on junkets from mainland China. 

Obviously, as the degree of wealth grew in that country, a bigger marketplace developed. 
Although many people think that high rollers arrange their own trips, come in and find a casino—that the casinos 
are out there looking for independent high rollers—in fact the royal commission demonstrated that it is a highly 
organised, orchestrated affair. Casinos, generally around the world, are looking for this group of high rollers—I will 
use the word “junkets” because that is the terminology in the report—and junkets are organised by people, who are 
not themselves the high rollers, but whose role is specifically to organise these groups of big-spending, big-gambling 
people to come in. Surely, if ever an alarm was to go off on the potential for corruption, you would have thought 
that a big red one was flashing around this process of bringing in international high rollers. It is absolutely the case 
that there was an incredibly competitive international market among casinos for attracting junkets. It is obviously 
a high-revenue and highly profitable process. It is quite famous that the good operators and good casinos had key 
contacts and key lists. People would be put in positions to specifically encourage this particular trade. I would 
have thought that the risk factors—the risk of corruption and money laundering—around this process would have 
to be extreme, but like so many processes from tax avoidance to almost every other legal one, the regulators are 
generally so far behind the administrators and the perpetrators, if you will, that it takes them a very long time to 
catch up. As the royal commission itself said, this process started significantly in the 1980s. I know that I am getting 
on a bit now, but that is nearly 40 years ago. We have had a fair bit of time to recognise this as a threat, but we 
have struggled to do so. 
Junkets were first regulated in this state in 1992. The regulations came in under a set of directions rather than 
specific legislation as a part of the Casino Control Act 1984. That was the first attempt to recognise and regulate 
junkets. Under that set of directions, junkets were supposed to be monitored. Those organising a junket were expected 
to identify the people who were coming, present some credentials and have them approved appropriately. In the 
original days, they were actually vetted by the police, up to the point of having their fingerprints and data taken, 
so there was some attempt at control.  
However, the evidence of the chair of the Gaming and Wagering Commission from 1992—I will save him the 
service of naming him—gave evidence to the royal commission — 

… that junket operators at Perth Casino prior to 1999 were, in effect, unregulated. 
From the 1992 directions to 1999, according to the head of the Gaming and Wagering Commission, despite the fact 
that the directions were in place, the junket operators were completely unregulated. Despite the attempt at regulation 
and despite the activity that was happening, in the view of the person who was responsible for managing it, in 
effect, the junket operators were completely unregulated. He indicated that people could get an interim approval 
without going through the entire process. There was corruption in the processes from the start whereby they could 
get interim approval. They would put in an application knowing that if they went through the full application, they 
would be vetted to the point of having to provide ID, be fingerprinted and leave a significant record, but that an 
interim application would get them in without doing any of those processes. 
I do not intend to go through the details of the examples, but there was also a degree of confusion even at that point 
about who did what. The Chief Casino Officer, who gave evidence to the royal commission, was the CCO from 
2007 to 2012. According to the report, the CCO gave evidence — 

… that the probity assessment of individual operators until 2010 was undertaken by the Department, 
through WAPOL, on behalf of the GWC.  

I think part of the problem was the whole range of authorities. That was immensely confusing, and it was too easy 
for people, at that point, not to get full value for the work that they were doing. In fact, in many cases they were 
unable to deliver the outcomes that they were looking for. 
The same person, who was CCO from 2007 to 2012, said in evidence to the royal commission — 

… after the repeal of Part 3 of the CC Regs in 2010, outside of any obligations in the CM(Ops), the GWC 
did not impose any other requirements on Perth Casino with respect to junket operators. 

There were regulations in place. The regulations required some activity. Some of the regulations were repealed 
in 2010, and the Gaming and Wagering Commission did not impose any other requirements on junket operators. 
Commenting on the effectiveness of the Gaming and Wagering Commission in regulating junkets since the repeal 
of part 3 of the Casino Control Regulations, at point 107 on page 349 the report says — 

Current and former GWC members, in evidence, generally had no awareness of any GWC policies or 
procedures about risks associated with junket operations, money laundering or cash and electronic 
transactions at Perth Casino. There was also a shared belief among those current and former GWC members 
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that Commonwealth authorities and AUSTRAC were responsible for vetting international casino patrons 
and investigating money laundering. 

With the repeal of part 3 of the Casino Control Regulations in 2010, current and former members of the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission said in evidence that they were not aware they had any responsibility. That raises a couple 
of significant issues. The first is how they got to be commissioners when they were not informed or educated about 
their responsibility to ensure that money laundering was not occurring. There was an astounding shortfall in the 
education of commission members, which is something that the royal commission talks about a lot in its report. 
I am going to run out of time to talk about all the issues that I want to deal with, so I will jump to chapter 14. I will 
largely overlook the chapters on responsible management and the dangers of gambling, which I suspect other 
members will want to address in their contributions. I think chapter 14 is the most interesting and telling part of 
the royal commission’s report. The report is a very long read. I am sure it took the minister a long time to go through 
it. Part 6 of the overview of chapter 14, on page 766, says — 

… the PCRC — 
That is, the Perth Casino Royal commission — 

has identified numerous instances of regulatory failure since the Perth Casino commenced operation. In 
many cases, the PCRC has been able to identify the cause of those failures. Some of the failures were due 
to the approach or conduct of individuals and were not significantly influenced by the regulatory framework. 
Other failures were due to or contributed to by weaknesses in the existing regulatory framework for casino 
and casino gaming. The PCRC has also identified many instances where regulatory failure has been 
caused by or contributed to deficiencies in the capability and effectiveness of the GWC and the Department 
in supporting it. 

Again, I think that basically speaks volumes about what the royal commission saw here, which was a failure across 
many parts of the system. I know it is easy to blame Crown Perth, and Crown Perth is obviously culpable in many 
ways, but the royal commission identified without any doubt that there were shortfalls and failings in the legislation 
that supported gambling at Crown casino; in the Gaming and Wagering Commission, which oversaw that; and in 
the Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural Industries, or however that department was named at the 
time, which provided support to the commission. The royal commission identified in no uncertain terms that this 
was a multi-headed failure. 
In relation to some of those specifics, part two of chapter 14 is titled “Particular deficiencies in the regulatory 
framework” and includes the subtitle “Outdated legislative model”. I think we could use an update on how the 
legislative model, apart from this piece of legislation, will change. Some of this is partially in place and partially not. 
On page 770, under the heading “Legislative framework fails to regulate suitability issues”, paragraph 34 states — 

One of the most significant matters that is not adequately addressed by the current legislation is 
a requirement for the GWC to monitor the ongoing suitability of the casino licensee and its associates. 

We will get to this in the committee stage, but I am interested to see what the role of the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission will be going forward compared with the role of the independent monitor. I am also interested in the life 
span of the independent monitor. I know there is talk about this being focused on the remediation period. I struggle 
to find a sunset clause in the bill to suggest that the requirement for an independent monitor expires at any point or 
that there will be a removal of that requirement. Maybe the minister can explain—probably by the time we get to the 
committee stage, we will have a better handle on it—the legislative mechanism to me. Will the independent monitor 
continue on until a government minister decides that they are no longer required? At that point, will the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission take over that oversight role? That seems to be supported by the royal commission. 
The report continues — 

Under the legislative regime the Perth Casino licensee was given a licence for an unlimited period of time 
without any requirement to submit itself to periodic reviews of its suitability. 

I presume that it is obvious when the independent monitor is in place, but who will have that role going forward? 
At that point, will there be some confusion over exactly who does what between the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission and the independent monitor? I think an explanation of that would be particularly useful, and I am 
hoping that we can get to that. 
The royal commission also recommended an increase in the board size. It particularly needs additional resources. 
At page 771, under the heading “Perceived lack of financial capacity”, the report states — 

There are problems with the legislative provisions regarding the financial arrangements of the GWC, — 
That is, the Gaming and Wagering Commission — 
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including the calculation and application of the casino gaming licence fee, the requirement under s 7(2) 
of the GWC Act … 

According to the royal commission, there is a lack of structural independence from the department. That is dealt 
with in the first place in this bill by having an independent chair. 
There is also more do in resourcing. The royal commission states that the training and induction of Gaming and 
Wagering Commission members needs to be enhanced. At page 774, the report states — 

… the Department’s induction process has been inadequate and inconsistent. It does not meet the best 
practice guidance regarding induction that has been issued by the Public Sector Commission. 

That is probably borne out by the statements of commission board members who, when asked about their 
responsibilities, all said that they assumed they did not have any role in mitigating the risk around, for example, 
money laundering, despite the fact that it is clearly written in the casino legislation. They were obviously not well 
briefed and educated about their role. 
Page 777 of the report deals with the support from the department. Paragraph 81 states — 

This part evaluates the Department’s support of the GWC in casino regulation. Although the PCRC finds 
after assessing all of the evidence that the Department’s support has been inadequate, there are some 
aspects of the GWC’s processes and manner of operating that have been appropriate. 

Effectively, the royal commission is saying that the Gaming and Wagering Commission has not been all bad, but it has 
absolutely been under-resourced by the department. That is a whole-of-government decision, so as part of the process 
of repairing this situation and its reputation, one would think that the government would provide a budgetary statement 
around where this is going and, potentially, the costs relating to that. The royal commission report also suggested — 

The Department has provided inadequate support to the GWC by its failure to identify and manage personal 
relationships between departmental employees and Perth Casino employees since as early as 2001. 

For 20 years there has been a blurring of the lines of authority between the department, the casino and the casino 
operator. That was brought home to roost in the royal commission report’s detailing of particular overseas trips that 
were organised and paid for and a lack of separation between the overseer and the service delivery operator. 
We could spend a lot more time delving through the royal commission report, but in summarising it as best I can, 
it simply says that there has been inadequate oversight for far too long and, for much of that time—crossing 
multiple governments and several decades—nobody has really known what was supposed to happen and what has 
been going on. As I said at the start of my presentation, when an organisation or a business is effectively involved 
in simply transferring money from one pocket to another, the risks of misuse are significant. That should always 
have been the prime focus of whatever activity government has done to regulate that particular business. It is 
not just obviously in Western Australia and it is not just the result of this particular government. It should have 
been the case that there were significant oversights to manage these risks. We cannot pass off those risks to the 
Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre, for example. AUSTRAC is the federal government body that 
has oversight of financial transactions et cetera. It looks for these misdemeanours in financial activities such as 
unexplained wealth, money laundering and the funding of terrorism. 
It is interesting that we are debating this bill tonight—this is a little aside—because in a press release that it put 
out today, AUSTRAC said that it has ordered the appointment of an external auditor to the Gold Corporation under 
section 162(2) of the Anti–Money Laundering and Counter-Terrorism Financing Act 2006.  
The Gold Corporation, as I am sure the Deputy President is aware, trades as Perth Mint. There is a concern amongst 
people in the Australian Transaction Reports and Analysis Centre that there is a risk of the misuse of funds going 
through Perth Mint and the WA Gold Corporation. AUSTRAC has found, at the very least, a risk of misuse or 
potentially an indication of misuse that it will need to investigate. It is looking at a six-month investigation. That 
is the sort of thing that we need in place. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: I would be careful with speculating on this, about what it might do. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: No, I have not speculated on it. I have not even said that there is necessarily any 
wrongdoing. It might simply be that it is looking at risks. It is a bit like the royal commission saying that in many 
cases it is not the fact that we have identified corruption, for example, but it is sometimes the risk of that. It is the lack 
of certainty that corruption is not there that these organisations go and look at, as much as it is, “We’ve got a smoking 
gun and we’re about to walk in and slap the handcuffs on somebody.” In many cases, it is simply a matter of getting 
the procedures and practices right so that the position that there is no misuse of those funds can be justified. 
Hopefully in six months’ time, AUSTRAC will come back and say that there is no issue, or perhaps there was an 
issue of process that is easily corrected and that correction is in place. I just thought the fact that we are dealing 
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with the issues around the Perth casino was a good example to demonstrate exactly what AUSTRAC does. That 
is precisely its role. But we cannot leave to AUSTRAC the control and management of the threat of misuse of 
funds, particularly when it comes to casinos. Casinos are a high-risk environment. Casinos are where large amounts 
of cash change hands and poker chips are effectively used as currency; they are places where people can shift lots 
of money very easily. 
I will finish fairly directly and give other members a go. I just want to run briefly through the bill that we are debating 
in the house tonight. It is a fairly small bill in that not a lot will change. Probably the first clause of great substance 
is clause 5, which will see a significant increase in penalties—that is from $100 000 to $100 million—and which 
is obviously supported. 
The substance of the bill is in clause 6, for the most part. When we get to the committee stage, we might not spend 
much time on clause 1, I suspect, but we will spend a bit of time on clause 6 exploring exactly how that is going 
to operate. Clause 6 is effectively about the introduction of the independent monitor that will monitor and oversee 
the licence holders’ remediation plan that they put in place. The independent monitor will be a fairly powerful unit. 
It will effectively have powers—by my reading of it—to look at almost any information that the casino has. I want 
to explore those powers a little bit just to see whether, for example, it will be looking at the taxation obligations of 
the casino and a few other bits and pieces. I think clause 6 is the clause on which we will spend the majority of 
our time. After that, the remaining clauses 7 to 11 are fairly consequential, but not particularly difficult. 
Where will we come to? Obviously, change is required. This bill before the house tonight is a small step in that 
process. I would like a bit of feedback on the future steps that we will be looking at. In particular, I would like 
some feedback on the resourcing that is going to be required by the department.  
We will get into a debate about how all these groups will interact going forward. 
In summary, the intent of the government, which we support, is obviously to mitigate the risk of illegal activity, 
particularly money laundering and the funding of terrorism, and to put in place processes that will prevent those 
things from happening in the future. The debate is really about whether this is the best way to achieve that. Obviously, 
we are going to support the government to try this its way and see how it goes, but I would like a little more 
information on how it sees this operating going forward. With that, I finish by simply saying that the opposition 
will support the bill. 
HON SOPHIA MOERMOND (South West) [7.35 pm]: I rise today to make a contribution to the Casino Legislation 
Amendment (Burswood Casino) Bill 2022. I would like to indicate that the Legalise Cannabis WA Party will 
support the bill and the changes it will make, although it could have been brought in many years earlier by either 
of the major parties that have been in power. Although the government should be applauded for taking into account 
the recommendations made by the Perth Casino Royal Commission that have led to the introduction of the bill, it 
is plain to everyone that there have been problems with the running of casinos in Australia for some time, in particular 
at Crown. One would have thought that the government of the day, of either persuasion, would have been pushed 
into action many years ago when we knew elements of organised crime were using casinos in this country to launder 
money and commit other criminal offences, including those relating to the funding of terrorism. Maybe there is 
a clue about why it has taken so long to tackle these issues when one looks at the corporate structure at Crown and 
its associated entities and how many individuals who have either previously held political office or served as a senior 
adviser to government have ended up in board or senior management positions. It is just a thought. It is therefore 
good news to see that this bill will allow the Minister for Racing and Gaming to appoint an independent chair of 
the Gaming and Wagering Commission, as well as enhance the power of the minister to direct the commission on 
mitigating risks associated with the management and operation of Burswood Casino, as outlined in the final report 
of the royal commission. 
Legalise Cannabis is particularly happy to see the increases in the maximum penalty available under the 
Casino Control Act from $100 000 to $100 million and in the maximum penalty for noncompliance with a direction 
issued under the act from $2 000 for an individual and $5 000 for a body corporate to $100 000 and $250 000 
respectively. I am sure that up until now, casino operators have made a judgement call about the risk of criminal 
activity, such as the associated dark and dodgy business of junket operators, and the profits it will bring them 
versus the potential fines that might be incurred. One hundred grand is nothing to a casino and could in fact be just 
a hand or two in the high rollers’ room, but not $100 million. I am sure that Blackstone, the new owner, will be 
a scrupulous operator, knowing the potential for financial punishment on its investment. 
Although I note that there are problems with the casino, I urge the government to at least maintain its policy of not 
expanding gambling in our state. In Victoria and New South Wales, the deadly scourge that is the pokies is 
everywhere. I am glad that we live in a state that holds the line against letting gambling take over every street corner. 
In the meantime, the government should be holding the casino operator to account at every turn, and the royal 
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commission recommendations implemented in this bill will make an excellent start. The Legalise Cannabis WA Party 
will support the bill.  
HON WILSON TUCKER (Mining and Pastoral) [7.39 pm]: I have just one point I would like to get some clarity 
on. It came up during the briefing. It is probably best hashed out in committee, but I thought I would just set the 
framework now so we can go into the details. It is important to ensure the independence of the independent monitor. 
As has been pointed out, the independent monitor will have a very important role in ensuring that the licensee—
in this case Crown Perth—continues to operate. They will be effectively a mouthpiece to the minister; they will 
provide advice on whether that operator has complied with the management plan and is able to continue to operate. 
The minister obviously makes that determination and makes a final ruling but we must ensure that the independent 
monitor is independent, especially as they will be overseeing the gaming industry, which, as was pointed out by 
Hon Sophia Moermond, measures its profits not in thousands, but millions. We know that profit and money breeds 
influence and, potentially, corruption as well. I believe it is very important to ensure that the independent monitor 
can operate independently and come to a determination without undue influence from the gaming industry. 
During the briefing that I received, I raised some other examples of people in powerful positions who we know 
make independent determinations and decisions. Ministers come to mind; they are obligated to disclose when they 
meet with lobbyists. That is one way of ensuring that there is accountability and some checks and balances in 
place. I think that could be an appropriate mechanism for the independent monitor to use and I will certainly raise 
it in committee. 
I support the intention of this bill. We are obviously in this position now because the checks and balances in the 
regulations in place are not efficient to oversee this industry, and the act itself is quite outdated. I support the bill 
and I look forward to scrutinising the independent monitor during the committee stage. 
HON STEPHEN DAWSON (Mining and Pastoral — Minister for Emergency Services) [7.41 pm] — in reply: 
I thank the honourable members who made a contribution tonight and have indicated their support of the legislation, 
including Hon Dr Steve Thomas, Leader of the Opposition, on behalf of the alliance, and also Hon Sophia Moermond 
and Hon Wilson Tucker. 
Noting that we are going into committee, I will give members some quick answers now, but, of course, they can 
tease out the issues as they see fit when we go into committee. Hon Dr Steve Thomas spoke about this bill being 
a small step in responding to the royal commission report, but I say it is a very important step. It is a very important 
first step. This bill addresses the issue of an independent monitor, penalties, the Gaming and Wagering Commission 
chair and deputy chair, the minister’s power to direct the GWC and the GWC’s power to direct Crown Perth. The 
government is taking a staged approach in its response to the recommendations and we are progressing several 
priority reforms that require legislative amendments. The honourable member pointed out in his contribution that 
there are 59 recommendations in the royal commission report; many of those require extensive pieces of work. 
That is happening, but this is the first stage. 
We are essentially considering the recommendations and we will provide further advice about what comes next in 
our full response. The appointment of the independent monitor role will be for two years. At the end of the two years, 
the term will expire. The final function of the independent monitor will be to hand the final report to the Gaming and 
Wagering Commission and the minister. The term of the independent monitor can be extended by the minister. 
The Gaming and Wagering Commission is the regulator and will continue its regulatory role while the independent 
monitor is in place. The independent monitor will provide three-monthly interim reports to the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission. Ultimately, the Gaming and Wagering Commission will consider the independent monitor’s final 
report and make a recommendation to the minister on the suitability of the licensee. 
With regard to the question on how the recommendation from the royal commission evolved into the independent 
monitor piece of the legislation, the royal commission recommended an independent monitor given the significant 
findings on matters such as money laundering, junkets with links to criminals and gambling-related harm et cetera. 
The independent monitor will be required to oversee the remediation of the casino, and that is dealt with in chapter 
17 of the royal commission’s final report. 
I note Hon Sophia Moermond’s comments on penalties and her party’s support of them. I thank her. I can say that 
the government has no plans to introduce pokies in Western Australia. We are very proud of what we have in 
Western Australia and we certainly do not intend to introduce pokies here. Hon Wilson Tucker asked about ensuring 
the independence of the independent monitor; he can ask questions about that when we go into Committee of the 
Whole House a bit later. I think, if honourable members are okay with it, we will deal with everything else when 
we go into committee. With that, I commend the bill to the house. 
Question put and passed. 
Bill read a second time. 



Extract from Hansard 
[COUNCIL — Tuesday, 30 August 2022] 

 p3885b-3903a 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas; Hon Sophia Moermond; Hon Wilson Tucker; Hon Stephen Dawson; Hon James 

Hayward 

 [10] 

Committee 
The Chair of Committees (Hon Martin Aldridge) in the chair; Hon Stephen Dawson (Minister for Emergency Services) 
in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Most of what I want to discuss will probably come under clause 6. With regard to 
the independent monitor, based on what the minister said in his reply to the second reading debate—this might be 
just a matter of nomenclature in the royal commission’s recommendations—is there a specific recommendation to 
suggest the independent monitor? If there is a specific recommendation, has the royal commission just used 
different nomenclature? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It was not a recommendation but a suggestion, in chapter 17 of the report. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister; that makes sense. There are other components within the 
recommendations. One is the regulator, which I presume will still be part of the Gaming and Wagering Commission. 
There were other recommendations that got a bit confusing; I refer particularly to recommendation 55, which relates 
to the activities of the independent advisory body. Is the minister in a position to tell us a bit about the independent 
advisory body? He may not have the report with him, but I refer to recommendation 55 on page 22 of volume 1. It 
talks about an independent advisory body. Can the minister tell us what that body is, and how it relates to the others? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: This recommendation relates to the establishment of a problem gambling committee 
or advisory body that is independent of and separate from the Gaming and Wagering Commission. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Before we get to clause 6, can the minister outline the role that the Western Australia 
Police Force will play? It is obviously not the primary agent working within the casino. I am old enough to remember 
the days when WAPOL had a much more interactive role in wagering and gaming. What is its role currently and 
what will it be going forward? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is nothing in the bill before us that will change the role of the WA police. 
Whether something might be considered in a future bill, who knows, but essentially its role will not change as a result 
of the passing of the bill before us. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The advisers currently in the chamber are obviously not police officers, so the minister 
is not in a position to give us an outline of how police are currently interacting, what role they might play and 
whether they have been consulted as part of this process. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The police would have been consulted as part of the cabinet process. At the moment 
they can do things like issue barring notices to people whom it is deemed probably should not be on such a licensed 
premises. The police obviously have their investigative powers, as they have under other acts, but nothing will change 
after the bill before us is passed. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: My question relates to what I alluded to during the second reading debate—that is, 
the independence of the independent monitor. What assurances can the minister give to Parliament and the 
Western Australian people that the independent monitor will act independently when making a recommendation 
to the minister around whether a licensee can retain its licence? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I might hold the member’s questions until clause 6, when I understand that 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas will have questions on the same issue relating to the independent monitor. The independent 
monitor will not hold the casino to account; they will simply report. They will report the remediation steps to the 
Gaming and Wagering Commission. The Gaming and Wagering Commission or the minister will make the decision, 
depending on what it is at the end of the day. Let us tease it out a bit more when we get to clause 6. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clauses 2 to 5 put and passed. 
Clause 6: Part IVA inserted — 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The independent monitor will have the powers to direct the casino to prepare 
a remediation plan; assess and approve the remediation plan; monitor remediation—that is, request or direct information 
and records be provided or produced; enter and inspect casino premises; generally make any investigation or inquiry; 
and attend board meetings as a non-voting non-member. The report will cover things like the preparation and 
approval of the remediation plan, the implementation of the remediation plan, the efficacy of the remediation plan 
and any other matters that the minister or independent monitor considers relevant. 

Following the final report, the Gaming and Wagering Commission will provide advice to the minister on the 
suitability of the casino licensee and its associates. The Gaming and Wagering Commission advice will not be limited 
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to the independent monitor’s final report and recommendations. That is what the independent monitor will do and 
how they will fit in. 

Hon WILSON TUCKER: I thank the minister for the breakdown. Just to clarify for my benefit, will the independent 
monitor, effectively, give advice to the Gaming and Wagering Commission on the remediation plan? Will they 
say whether it will be a tick or a cross about whether the licensee has complied with that remediation plan? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, they will give reports to the Gaming and Wagering Commission and the 
minister every three months, and then the final report at the end of the two years. 

Hon WILSON TUCKER: Just to tease out that scenario a little more, will the independent monitor report directly 
to the minister or just to the Gaming and Wagering Commission, which will then report to the minister? Will there 
be a direct reporting mechanism from the independent monitor to the minister at any stage? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not sure I understood that second part, but certainly the independent monitor 
will provide reports to the minister and to the Gaming and Wagering Commission as the process proceeds. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Is it correct that in making that final determination the minister will effectively be 
looking at the advice from the independent monitor and the Gaming and Wagering Commission? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The Gaming and Wagering Commission will make the final recommendation to the 
minister on whether the licensee is suitable. It will then be open to the minister to make a final decision that may 
or may not line up with that decision from the GWC. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: Is it correct to say that the independent monitor’s advice to the commission will be 
fairly important in the overall advice that will then be provided to the minister in making that final determination? 
Will they have quite a lot of input into the advice given to the minister, who will make that final determination? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is not advice as such. Essentially, they will give status reports every three months 
and at the end of the two-year process. They will monitor the process to make sure that the remediation is happening 
according to the decisions made, and according to the decisions in this bill before us and whatever other decisions 
end up coming in future bills. They will provide ongoing updates about the status. 

Hon WILSON TUCKER: Will the final status in this remediation plan be the independent monitor giving a tick 
or a cross, saying that the licensee has or has not complied with the remediation plan? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They will say whether the remediation plan has been complied with. 

Hon WILSON TUCKER: The picture I am trying to paint is that the independent monitor will be important to 
this process and the minister will take that advice into account when making the final determination. Given the 
scenario that we worked through, and I go back to my previous question, what assurances can the minister give to 
the Western Australian people and Parliament that the independent monitor will act independently when providing 
status updates to the minister as part of the remediation plan? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am not discounting the importance of the independent monitor, as it is important 
role, but they will not be the regulator. The Gaming and Wagering Commission is and will remain the regulator. 
The independent monitor will be an extra pair of eyes, making sure that the remediation plan that has been agreed 
to is complied with. They will not be the regulator, they will not be making the final decisions, but they will be 
checking whether the plan is being implemented as appropriate. 
I can reassure the member that we are in the process of looking to engage an independent monitor at the moment. 
The qualities that likely will be considered include extensive senior experience and qualifications in a relevant 
field; the highest calibre judgement, including on matters of high complexity, risk and public interest; experience in 
leading a significant reform in a complex environment; a sophisticated understanding of complex legal frameworks, 
regulatory oversight, compliance and/or risk management; experience managing stakeholders at a very senior level 
and leading critical negotiations; and high levels of integrity, honesty and transparency. That is what we are looking 
for in candidates to be the independent monitor, but we are not there yet. Certainly, it is our intention to have 
somebody esteemed in the role who can do it. Notwithstanding that, at the end of the day, the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission will be the regulator. 
Hon WILSON TUCKER: I appreciate that the candidate who is appointed the independent monitor will have 
applicable experience and will be in a position to do the job effectively; however, we all can potentially lose our 
way along the journey of life, so my question remains: will there be any checks and balances in place to ensure 
the independence and bipartisan nature of the independent monitor? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: We certainly hope the independent monitor is not partisan at all—not bipartisan, but 
not partisan. I also make the point that proposed section 21R provides for the reports of the independent monitor 
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to be published. The proposed section was included to ensure that there will be no doubt that that is the case. The 
information will be public and likely published on the DLGSCI—yes? 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: How’s it pronounced? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It will be on the DLGSC—Department of Local Government, Sport and Cultural 
Industries—website. It will be available publicly. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I want to pick up on some of the points that Hon Wilson Tucker raised. This 
independent inspector — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Monitor. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Monitor rather—is he an agent of the commission? Will he be employed by the 
commission as such or is he more independent? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: She or indeed he, depending on who it might be, will be appointed by the minister 
and will not be an agent of the commission. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Just on that, they will be more independent. Even though, ultimately, the commission 
is responsible for the overall framework in which the casino operates, this person will be truly independent of it. 
As the minister outlined, they will provide advice to both the minister and the commission. Is that a bit of an odd 
arrangement by not having a direct line of sight to either? Who ultimately will be responsible? Is it the minister or 
this person? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: At the end of the day, the buck stops with the minister, essentially. The arrangement 
that we seek to put in place under this legislation is in place in Victoria and New South Wales as a result of either 
their royal commission or special inquiry. We have, as a state, kept in touch with them, noting that they are ahead 
of us in the process. We have kept in touch with them as they roll out their equivalent to remediation plans to make 
sure that we learn what is best and has or has not worked in those jurisdictions. Certainly, at the end of the day, the 
buck stops with the minister. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: The royal commission seemed to indicate that perhaps the commission did not 
have the level of expertise required to do the job adequately. I think that is a reasonable thing to say, given the 
59 recommendations. Does the minister see that the appointment of this independent person will significantly 
assist the commission with its understanding of what is going on within the casino in terms of its responsibilities? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No; they will simply monitor the process and the compliance with the remediation 
plan. We have new members of the Gaming and Wagering Commission, too, and there is extra resourcing. Obviously, 
as we know from what is before us, new levels of independence will be put into the process. I am not sure whether 
the honourable member was here, but I mentioned in my earlier comments about, for example, the appointment of 
the chair and the selection of the deputy chair by the new Gaming and Wagering Commission members so there 
will be new levels of not only accountability, but also openness in what is before us. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Minister, this is the fun clause, and we will not spend a long time on it, but there are 
a few things that I would like to work through. 
The insertion of new part IVA will begin with proposed section 21G(1), which states — 

The primary purpose of this Part is to provide a legislative framework for the remediation of the management 
and operation of the Burswood Casino outlined in the final report … 

The remediation comes through as a remediation plan, which is under the definitions in proposed section 21H, 
“Terms used”. It states — 

remediation plan means the plan for the remediation of the management and operation of the Burswood Casino 
approved by the Independent Monitor … 

Can the minister give us an indication of what the remediation plan will actually look like? Obviously, there are issues 
around management and mitigating the risk of corruption, fraud, money laundering et cetera. But what precisely 
will the remediation plan look like so that we can judge, for example, how effective it is likely to be? I might just 
start with that before I progress. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: In broad terms, it will deal with steps to address the issues that are raised in chapter 17 
of the report. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Will the remediation plan likely be a public document or a document that other people 
can look at, or will it likely be a document that simply sits before, presumably, the independent monitor and the 
Gaming and Wagering Commission? 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that it will be in the status reports of the independent monitor. The remediation 
plan itself may have commercial-in-confidence material of the operator of the casino. The independent monitor will 
be able to, as I outlined earlier, attend board meetings et cetera, oversee and direct and request — 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Yes, we’ll come to the powers in a bit. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes. The remediation plan itself, as a whole document, is not likely to be released. 
But, as I said, the independent monitor’s status reports—three-monthly and at the end—will deal with how the 
remediation plan is being implemented or complied with. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Can the minister give us some assurance that the remediation plan will specifically 
deal with issues around the risk of money laundering, the risk of funding terrorism and the risk of fraud and corruption 
of not only the licence operator, but also the people coming through? Will the remediation plan deal specifically 
with the junket issue? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: First of all, I am told that junkets are banned in Western Australia, honourable 
member, so there you go! But certainly, yes, I can give the member reassurance that those issues will be addressed 
in the remediation plan. I am told that the independent monitor will not sign off on the remediation plan if those 
things are not addressed in it. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I presume then that there will be some sort of instruction to the independent monitor 
to cover certain things. Will it basically be all the things that are listed in chapter 17, because there is a fair bit in 
there? Some of those things, which we will come to in a minute, are very difficult to manage. I note that in relation 
to junkets the report states at chapter 17 on page 833 — 

Prior to 2020, CRL and the Burswood entities’ management of junket operations fell short of what was 
reasonable to manage the risk of criminal infiltration. 

Have junkets become illegal since 2020? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, the Gaming and Wagering Commission issued a direction before the beginning 
of the work of the royal commission. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Towards late 2020, perhaps? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My understanding is that it was in 2020. I do not have the details on when it might 
have been. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It does not matter; that is fine. I thank the minister. 
I will take it as read that the independent monitor will oversight, in particular, those things about which we are highly 
concerned, such as criminal infiltration, money laundering, criminal activity and junkets. Chapter 17 also refers to 
those sections that were dealt with in chapter 12, which is on harm minimisation. I skipped over chapters 12 and 13 
because I think that is a massive debate on its own. It is the old argument about how to save people from themselves. 
If I had a magic answer to that, I would be rich and I would not have to be standing here! I presume, therefore, that 
part of the functions of the independent monitor is likely to be some form of overview of harm minimisation. Will 
that be best left to this other group that is mentioned in the recommendations further down the track—the independent 
advisory body? That is why I raised it earlier. Are those two groups likely to be separate, and is the independent 
monitor likely to have a role in that area? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: First of all, chapter 17 refers to the harm caused by gambling. As part of the remediation 
plan, the licensee will be required to look at these issues and must — 

… develop and implement a reasonable and appropriate harm minimisation system, strategy, structure 
and culture at the Perth Casino. 
… effectively implement the recommendations in the Responsible Gaming Advisory Panel’s … report 
titled ’Review of Crown Resort’s Responsible Gaming Programs and Services’… 
… also develop and effectively implement a programme for change, improvement and enhancement of 
gambling-related harm minimisation at Perth Casino … 

It goes on. Those things will need to be addressed by the licensee and as part of the remediation plan the independent 
monitor can make sure that is or is not happening. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The government oversight will have two bites of the cherry, potentially. The 
remediation plan will have to contain actions in relation to protections for problem gamblers and, by the same 
token, potentially another independent body will be dealing specifically with that issue. I presume there will be 
some sort of coordination of those roles. 
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Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The advisory body that I mentioned earlier will advise the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission on those matters. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I get that, but the independent monitor will also have strong interactions and advisory 
roles in relation to its role — 
Hon Stephen Dawson: They are not advisory roles. The independent monitor has that monitoring role and will 
report on whether what is in the remediation plan is being — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It will specifically monitor the program that has been put in place and the other 
advisory body will, effectively, advise everybody on the problem gambling proponent. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: They certainly will be advising the Gaming and Wagering Commission. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: And potentially the minister? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: And potentially the minister, yes. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you for that.  
I think the rest of those definitions are fine. Proposed section 21I covers the remediation-period part of clause 6. 
The remediation period will be two years commencing on the day on which clause 6 comes into operation, or the 
minister may extend the period. Will the minister extend the period through some form of ministerial directive? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It would just be a written document saying that the appointed period is being 
extended. It would probably only happen if the remediation plan had not moved in the two-year period. If that 
were the case, it would be open to the minister to extend it, and notice would be given to Crown to say that the 
appointment has been extended. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: What will happen if no extension occurs, in whatever form of written documentation 
it takes? The remediation period is defined in 21I(1)(a) as a two-year period. Will that remove the need for a sunset 
clause on the existence of the independent monitor? Will it automatically disappear unless there is a written extension 
from the minister? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is correct. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you; that clears that up. The appointment of the independent monitor is 
covered in proposed section 21J(5) — 

The Independent Monitor holds office for the term specified in the instrument of appointment and is 
eligible for reappointment. 

The instrument of appointment would presumably be signed off by the Governor or the minister. I cannot imagine 
that it would specify a period of time different from the two years in the contract. I presume, therefore, that the 
intent would be for a contract of two years and that an extension would require some additional form of employment, 
effectively. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes, that is correct. It would be the minister, not the Governor or anybody else. The 
minister might decide to extend it for three months; they can do that. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We are working through this pretty well. The functions of the independent monitor 
are covered in 21K. Proposed section 21K(1)(a) says the functions will be “to consult on and advise in relation 
to the content and preparation of a plan for remediation”. We are not yet entirely sure what that plan might look 
like. When they are consulting, will they be limited in their capacity? Presumably they will consult with the 
licensee, Racing and Wagering Western Australia and some other form of government. Are they likely to consult 
anywhere else? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: They will mainly be dealing with the licensee and with the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission—not racing and gaming. It does not preclude them from talking to the Australian Transaction Reports 
and Analysis Centre, for example, or, indeed, talking to counterparts in the eastern states about learnings or 
whatever, but certainly the main two are the commission and the licensee. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I thank the minister. It does not help that the minister and the commission have 
different names; it all gets very confusing. It drives me mad. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: Me and you both! 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Yes, there are too many acronyms. Do not start me on DBCA! I am still hoping that 
someone will change the name eventually. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: You can live in hope, member! 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I live in hope. It is probably no worse than local government, culture and whatever 
else it was—Kumbaya! 
Proposed section 21K(1)(b) states — 

to assess and approve a proposed remediation plan… 
Can I just check: the independent monitor will be the approval body that approves the remediation plan. They will 
not necessarily require ministerial approval for that. If the minister is ultimately responsible, the buck stops with 
the minister, which I always think is appropriate. Ministerial accountability means that the minister gets the credit 
but they also get the kicking. However, in this case, the independent monitor appears to have the power to approve 
the plan in their own right. Can the minister outline that? I presume there will be a consultation with the minister, 
but the legislation does not necessarily appear to require that. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: As I said, the independent monitor will have the power, firstly, to direct the casino to 
prepare a remediation plan, and then to assess and approve the remediation plan. Again, it is their role. A remediation 
plan can be amended if there is a need to amend it. One can imagine that things might pop up and they might say, 
“Okay, we’ve got to change course.” It is likely that there will be some sort of consultation. The member referred 
to proposed section 21K(1)(a), which refers to “consult on and advise”. As part of that process, one would imagine 
that there would be some sort of consultation with the minister at that stage. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I would imagine so. In proposed section 21K(1)—this is one of the parts that interested 
me—the independent monitor’s function will be to assess and approve the plan. Then, in proposed paragraphs (c), 
(d), (e) and (f), the independent monitor’s function will be to monitor and report on the progress of the plan. The 
minister said that the independent monitor can amend the plan and move the plan. As it is written in proposed 
section 21K, the independent monitor’s function is to monitor and report. Presumably—it does not say specifically—
they will report to the racing and wagering commission and the minister? 
Hon Stephen Dawson: The Gaming and Wagering Commission. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Sorry, I have done it again! They will report to the Gaming and Wagering Commission 
and the minister. Which clause of the bill will give the independent monitor the capacity to amend the plan as such? 
Basically, it is just a bit hard to read. It looks like the independent monitor will be able to assess and approve. 
There might be a section that says it will be able to amend, but it does not appear to be obvious in the construction 
of the bill. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Proposed section 21O(2)(a) can require the licensee to submit to the independent 
monitor a proposed remediation plan or an amendment to the remediation plan, and then proposed section 21P is the 
bit that states how often the independent monitor is to report. As I indicated earlier on, they will be required to report 
at least every three months, at the two-year period, but also as requested by the minister. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Proposed section 21L, “Powers”, basically states that the independent monitor will 
have all the powers necessary to perform its functions. I note that it is stated in the explanatory memorandum—it was 
also raised in the briefing—that in its capacity, this body will have significant powers. Some of those powers will 
come up in a little bit, but it will have the power to obtain information and records et cetera. Will the independent 
monitor form a view about the payments and taxations that the casino is required to pay? Will that be part of the 
remediation plan or will it be entirely separate and kept in a different system? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I am told that the taxation rates are outlined in the state agreement, so they are outside 
of the remediation plan. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: So, it is not expected that the independent monitor will be looking at that as a part of the 
process of overview of the administration. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: My advisers tell me no. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The matter of delegation in proposed section 21M is fine. Proposed section 21N deals 
with the approval of the remediation plan. I note that it can be prepared and approved in stages. I would have thought 
that, overall, the remediation plan would be fairly large and it is likely to be a staged event. Is that the expectation 
of government? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is not necessarily the expectation of government, but it may be likely. It will be up 
to the independent monitor at the end of the day and what it thinks is appropriate. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will jump ahead to proposed section 21P on page 11. Having gone through the process, 
the interim reports will go to the minister and the commission at least every three months or as requested by the 
minister and will cover the various parts that they are interested in. Proposed subsection (3) states — 
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At the end of the remediation period the Independent Monitor must give a final report to the Minister and 
the Commission. 

Presumably, the final report can really be only one of two things. It can say, “In the view of the independent 
monitor, the licensee has addressed all the issues ostensibly in chapter 17 of the royal commission report and therefore 
we recommend that it is operating well.” I will be interested to see what that recommendation is. Presumably at that 
point, the minister will accept the recommendation. I am interested to hear what will happen if the minister does 
not agree with the final recommendation of the independent monitor. The reverse might equally apply. What will 
happen if the independent monitor says, “We’ve been going for two years and we’re not satisfied that the licensee 
has taken adequate steps in its plan to remediate their activities” but the minister disagrees? What are the potential 
outcomes if we get to that stage of the final report and it is not the case that they agree that the new licensee is 
operating as per the expectations of government? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The work that the independent monitor will do is, essentially, factually based. They 
might—in my words, not those of the adviser before me—have a sheet and tick it off, “Yes, they have met this” 
or “No, they have not.” They will give the recommendation to the Gaming and Wagering Commission, and it will 
be the Gaming and Wagering Commission that will make a recommendation to the minister. It will be open to the 
Gaming and Wagering Commission to take into consideration other things outside of the remediation plan. 
Taking a step back, though, when the independent monitor is getting to, say, a month to go before the end of the 
two-year period, they may say to the Gaming and Wagering Commission or the minister, “Look, I’m not going to 
be able to make a decision in a month’s time. There are these two outstanding things that need to be dealt with.” 
It will then be open to the independent monitor being given an extension to make sure that the full remediation plan 
has been dealt with before they make a recommendation to the Gaming and Wagering Commission. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: Which would be a ministerial decision then, at that point. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes. In terms of the extension, it is the minister—absolutely. In terms of the remediation 
plan and the work that the independent monitor does, they will make a recommendation to the Gaming and Wagering 
Commission, and the Gaming and Wagering Commission will make a recommendation to the minister. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I note that proposed section 21Q(2) states — 

In making a report and recommendations to the minister … the Commission is not limited to the matters 
covered by the Independent Monitor’s report … 

That probably ties in with what might be some other things that the commission might look at. I guess it will have 
a wider scope. If the independent monitor really will be restricted to the remediation plan, I imagine that we would 
want that to be a far broader and more forensic examination, I presume. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It could be that the Gaming and Wagering Commission will become aware of some 
sort of investigation outside of the remediation plan. The remediation plan will deal with the recommendations from 
the royal commission and those issues that we dealt with and spoke about that were in chapter 17, but separately 
later on. When the independent monitor reports to the Gaming and Wagering Commission, it might say yes, but if 
the Gaming and Wagering Commission knows something else, it will take that extra information into consideration 
and it might say yea or nay based on that. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I note that proposed section 21R(1) states — 

The Minister may direct that a report of the Independent Monitor under section 21P be published on the 
Department’s website. 

We were discussing before what would be made public. In some circumstances, I have tried before to amend 
legislation to remove “may” and insert “must”, but the government was highly resistant to that. Perhaps if I were 
in government and not in opposition, I might be more resistant to it, too. In this circumstance, the minister may 
direct that a report of the independent monitor—it is under proposed section 21P, so I presume that it will be all 
the reports—be published on the department’s website. The minister indicated earlier that that might not be likely. 
Is this a power that might not be used much or is there some sort of indication that there might be circumstances 
in which those reports would be published? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The intention is to publish. I am further told—I have some notes elsewhere—that 
this proposed subsection was included to ensure that there will be no doubt that this is the case. The language used 
in the proposed subsection is typical for sections of this type, and that is what the member has probably been told 
before. The intention is to make it public. As I kind of alluded to earlier on, there could be elements of the report 
that may be redacted, and that is to protect confidential or privileged information such as commercial-in-confidence 
information. 
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: That is included in proposed section 21R(2), which states — 
A report that includes information in respect of which there is a claim, in good faith, of confidence … 
must not be published … 

I am pleased to see that there is an intent to publish when possible, because I think that things go undiscovered 
when we keep secrets, and the more open and accountable we can be, the better. I thank the minister for that. 
The monitoring powers in proposed division 4 are pretty powerful. I would have said that the capacity to get relevant 
information from the licence holder is strong. In fact, under proposed section 21T, the independent monitor can 
give a notice requiring information to be provided. They will also have powers of entry. Under the powers of 
entry in proposed section 21U, the office of the independent monitor may at any time enter a place that is part of 
Burswood Casino. Is that the entire complex? I am not talking about people’s rooms in the hotel, but there will 
probably be some limitation on where they can go. 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Certainly, we are not talking about people’s bedrooms. I remind honourable members 
that the royal commission identified very significant failings at Burswood Casino, including money laundering, 
junkets with links to criminals, gambling-related harm and failing to be open and accountable in communications 
with the Gaming and Wagering Commission. They are quite extraordinary findings. What we have in the bill before 
us are extraordinary powers to ensure that we can investigate and stop these things from happening again. I also 
make the point that the powers in this part of the bill are based on the powers in the Victorian legislation. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: They are very strong powers, and an example of that is in proposed section 21U(3)(c), 
which provides that the independent monitor may require a person at the place to give information or answer 
a question that is, in the opinion of the independent monitor, likely to be relevant to the performance of their functions. 
Presumably, that would apply only to an employee of the licensee, for example. Basically, that seems to be removing 
the right of silence, which in itself is a pretty powerful tool. These are strong investigative powers. Would it be 
fair to say that the independent monitor will effectively have a power that removes the right of silence of a potential 
interviewee or witness? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Yes; people must comply. I am told that the GWC already has these powers, so, 
essentially, the powers that we are giving to the independent monitor mimic those powers. The person will most 
likely be an employee, but could potentially be a gambler. At the end of the day, it will be up to a court to make 
a decision on whether the request was reasonable. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: We probably do not need to go through in great detail proposed sections 21U, 21V, 
21W or 21X, because they largely go through the powers that the independent monitor will have. I note that they 
will potentially attend board meetings of the governing body, and that is an interesting power in itself. However, 
we are supporting all those things. The independent monitor will have the power to examine any record or thing, 
including a record containing confidential information, that is, in the opinion of the independent monitor, likely to 
be relevant to the performance of their functions. They will, effectively, have the power to examine pretty much 
anything about this. I do not actually object to the power; I am just noting that it is a fairly strong power. 
We are getting there. Proposed division 5, at page 19, deals with the miscellaneous components of “Protection of 
information”. The disclosure of information that is not permitted will incur a fine of $50 000 unless they are 
performing a function under the act. I note that proposed section 21Z(1) states — 

The Commission and its officers may record, use and disclose information that the Independent Monitor 
discloses to the Commission under section 21Y(2) for the purpose of performing a function under this 
Act or any other written law relating to gaming. 

Am I to read that both the commission and the independent monitor would share information for the purpose of 
another act or written law—the Casino Control Act, for example, but also other acts—and probably criminal law in 
itself? If it came under a separate criminal act, would that open the door for the sharing of information more widely, 
or is there a limitation on the acts captured under this? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: The proposed subsection establishes arrangements for information sharing between 
the independent monitor and the Gaming and Wagering Commission for the purposes of the Casino Control Act 1984 
and any other gaming legislation or law. 
Under the existing powers, the Gaming and Wagering Commission is now open to report and disclose things to 
the police. That deals with the criminal law stuff. There are examples of this. When the independent monitor, for 
example, is dealing with the remediation plan they might come across something that they think might not be 
relevant to the remediation plan. If they come across something in their work that is of concern they can share that 
with the Gaming and Wagering Commission. The Gaming and Wagering Commission might also come across 
something that it knows is different from the remediation plan that the independent monitor is overseeing. This 
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provision allows it to bring that to the attention of the independent monitor. It adds an extra level of accountability 
and scrutiny, and ensures that if these two players see something going wrong they can tell each other and/or the 
commission can tell the police. 
Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I just have a couple of quick ones. I refer to proposed section 21K. I think this was 
asked earlier. The minister said that the role of the independent monitor was to simply monitor, and I think I asked 
about giving advice or how this particular role might firm-up the commission’s understanding of what was going on. 
The minister said something to the effect that it will really just monitor the progress. Proposed section 21A states 
that there is a consulting role. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Are you referring to proposed section 21A or 21K? 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Sorry, I am on proposed section 21K. 

Hon Stephen Dawson: Do you mean 21K(1)(a)? 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Yes. It talks about the consulting role that I think the minister referred to earlier. I just 
seek some clarification around whether that consulting happens once, at the beginning of the plan, or if it is an 
ongoing role. 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It certainly happens at the beginning, but it is an ongoing role. I mentioned earlier 
that remediation plans can be changed, so that power remains enlivened, essentially. 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: Proposed section 21K(1)(h) refers to any other function that may be in the independent 
monitor’s instrument of appointment. Are there examples of some other functions? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: There is nothing that comes to mind, but it could potentially be something that comes 
up that the minister thinks is important enough to include in the instrument of appointment. I do not have an example 
of that; it is kind of futureproofing it. 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I turn to proposed section 21U, which makes provision for powers. The minister has 
already spoken a fair bit about these powers; they are quite extensive in terms of the ability of the independent 
monitor to enter premises with or without the consent of the licensee or manager, and to be able to ask questions as 
part of their investigation. Could such an investigation be potentially wider than just questions around the monitoring 
of this agreement? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It is about compliance with the remediation plan. The earlier provision I referred to 
was about information sharing. If, as part of their work analysing or working out compliance with the remediation 
plan, they come across a piece of information that they think is of concern, they will have powers at that stage to 
be able to share the information. 

Hon JAMES HAYWARD: I want to touch on the provisions for investigative powers and powers to effectively 
direct someone to answer a question or to demand an answer to questions. The minister talked earlier about the 
fact that it would most likely be an employee, but it could also be a gambler or someone else. Reference was made 
in a subsequent provision to powers to be able to look at anything. We presume that could be CCTV, a document or 
potentially anything involved in the running of the casino. Would that extend to a patron’s personal property? For 
example, could the inspector ask to look into a violin case in that role? Does the power extend that far? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: Potentially it could, if they thought the violin case held tickets to show that they were 
on a junket, for example. However, I remind honourable members that this power essentially mimics the power 
that the Gaming and Wagering Commission already has under the current act. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I refer to proposed section 21ZC on page 22, which states, in part — 

The CEO may recover an amount outstanding under section 21ZA … 

Proposed section 21ZA makes provision for cost recovery, and we might start with that. It states — 

The CEO may, by notice, require the Burswood Casino licensee to pay to the CEO an amount determined 
by the CEO, being an amount that, together with all other amounts paid or payable under this section, 
does not exceed the reasonable costs and expenses relating to — 

(a) the appointment of the Independent Monitor; 

and 

(b) the performance of the Independent Monitor’s functions under this Part.  
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Effectively, the licensee will fund the independent monitor. Can the minister indicate what sort of cost that is likely 
to be? This is a significant office with a reasonable number of staff. The cost is in the hundreds of thousands of 
dollars a year, but does the minister have any idea of the cost? 

Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: I do not, but the recovered costs might include the remuneration of the independent 
monitor and staff, and an office that is housing the independent monitor; consultancy and advice; and the costs 
associated with the appointment of the independent monitor. I am told that both New South Wales and Victoria, 
which are ahead of us on the journey, can also recover monitoring costs from Crown. It is recouped stuff. The state 
pays for these things and the costs are recovered at the end, so it is after the fact. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I am not objecting to it; I do not have an issue. In the end, it is a reasonable cost shift 
because ultimately the government will fund the initial activity. It will put a cost recovery process in place and the 
licensee will simply take that off its tax and profits at the end of the year. Ultimately, the federal government will 
probably pay for 50 per cent of it. 
Hon Stephen Dawson: We need to remind ourselves why we are in this situation in the first place and the fact 
that the royal commission made findings against the licensee. We are now trying to remediate those. It is appropriate 
that the licensee pays for those costs. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I do not object to user-pays. I was interested to see if we had an indication of the 
costs. Obviously, the definition of “reasonable” might come up for debate at some point but it is not something that 
we need to decide now. 
Under proposed section 21ZB, interest can be charged, which is fine. The recovery of unpaid amounts comes under 
proposed section 21ZC. Was any thought given to a bond in relation to this? The current casinos might have a bit 
more backing behind them but not every casino operator has an extensive bank balance. Theoretically, there might 
be circumstances in which the government would be chasing unpaid amounts in a rather difficult matter. Was any 
other option looked at, such as environmental bonds or a bond up-front? 
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: It was not looked at but we would hope that due diligence was done at the outset in 
relation to any new licensee. At the end of the day, the minister holds the power to cancel the licence. For example, 
if a new licensee fell afoul of world trade markets and suddenly it looked like it was going belly up, at that stage 
the minister could cancel the licence. That is the ultimate power. Rather than a bond up-front, there will be a power 
at the end. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: The minister will be pleased to know that this is my last question, and it is a pretty 
easy one. I refer to proposed section 21ZF, “Prohibition on Independent Monitor, staff and agents gaming at 
Burwood Casino” on page 24 of the bill. Basically, this is a good section. I would have thought that prohibition 
would be obvious. From memory, the Gaming and Wagering Commission has the same rules. I think it is a good 
thing. The last thing we would want is somebody in the casino gambling who is also an overseer. Are the penalties 
approximately the same or is that an equivalent penalty? If so, I think it is a pretty reasonable level.  
Hon STEPHEN DAWSON: No, I am told this penalty is stronger. The penalty for the independent monitor is 
stronger than the current penalty for the Gaming and Wagering Commission and the Chief Casino Officer; however, 
I am further told that penalties will be looked at, generally, in a further tranche of legislation. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 7 to 11 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 

Report 
Bill reported, without amendment, and the report adopted. 
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