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BETTING LEGISLATION AMENDMENT BILL 2001 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 17 April. 

Clause 4:  Section 4 amended - 
Debate was adjourned after the clause had been partly considered. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Proposed section 4(3) deals with a person who occupies a position of authority in a body 
corporate.  Under proposed subsection (3)(d), that person would, in the case of a proprietary company, be a 
shareholder in the company.  I am not sure whether the Treasurer was able to provide a response to the point I 
raised yesterday.  The point I was making was that it is possible for an individual to own a minor number of 
shares in a proprietary limited company.  For example, a husband and wife team who own a proprietary limited 
company might be blessed with a particularly good employee who has served them well over a long time.  As a 
result of that long period of service, they may bequeath a very small amount of the company to that particular 
individual; it happens frequently.  In that situation we are faced with the possibility of an individual who owns as 
little as two or even three per cent of a particular company becoming, for the purposes of this Bill, a person 
holding a position of authority.  If a person is deemed to be a person of authority in a body corporate for the 
purposes of this Bill, he has conferred upon him certain responsibilities and obligations that he must comply 
with.  How does the Treasurer feel about an individual who may own as little as two or three per cent of a 
proprietary limited company becoming, by virtue of this Bill, a person who holds a position of authority, with all 
of those responsibilities and obligations conferred upon him? 

Mr RIPPER:  First, I care about probity being established with some degree of certainty for bookmaking 
operations.  Secondly, arrangements in these companies are often complex and there will be different classes of 
shares.  From a lay person’s point of view, there will be unexpected rights that may be exercised by the holders 
of relatively small amounts of shares in some cases.  If we were trying to make this a finely honed piece of 
legislation, we would have page after page of clauses trying to deal with all the different circumstances that 
might arise in a proprietary limited company. 

Mr Birney:  I am not suggesting that this is a finely honed piece of legislation.  

Mr RIPPER:  Perhaps I put that the wrong way around.  I am not attacking the legislation, but legislation that 
tries to covers every conceivable circumstance that may arise in a proprietary limited company would have pages 
and pages of clauses and would still miss the odd circumstance that had not been thought of.  Therefore, it is 
important that all shareholders in a proprietary limited company are approved.  When considering applications, 
the board does not have to apply the same level of probity assessment to every person.  The board can determine 
the extent of the probity assessment that applicants must satisfy.  A person who is in a dominant position in an 
organisation will be subject to a more stringent probity test than someone in the circumstance that the member is 
talking about.  The main obligation of a person in a position of authority is to satisfy the probity test.  The only 
other obligation, and I have sought advice on the legislation, is found under clause 7, proposed section 11I(3) 
that states - 

. . . a body corporate is treated as having committed an offence, each person who occupies a position of 
authority in the body corporate is to be treated as having committed the offence and is liable to the 
penalty prescribed for the offence committed . . . unless the person proves that - 

(a) the offence was committed without the person’s consent or connivance; and 

(b) the person exercised all such due diligence to prevent the commission of the offence 
as ought to have been exercised having regard to the nature of person’s functions and 
to all the circumstances. 

There is a qualified liability for an offence committed by a body corporate that applies to a person in authority.  
In a proprietary limited company that provision would include all voting shareholders.  There must be a balance.  
One might ask why a three per cent shareholder in a propriety limited company should be guilty of an offence 
under this legislation if the company, or the body corporate, has committed that offence.  On the other hand, it 
might be said that betting bookmaking operations are a particular industry and probity requirements must be 
established.  People should be aware when they enter this industry that particular requirements will be applied 
that do not apply to other industries.  Although that offence provision applies to those people, if they can show 
that they did not consent to or connive in the offence and that they exercised due diligence in dealing with the 
matter according to their functions and all the circumstances, the fact that they were a small shareholder is a 
further extenuating circumstance.  A reasonable balance is established by all of these provisions.  
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Mr BIRNEY:  I thank the Treasurer for his answer and note that he referred to the fact that a minority 
shareholder, although deemed guilty of an offence committed by the other directors of the company, has some 
protection if it cannot be proved that he connived in or consented to the offence.  That would appear to be a 
fairly strong safeguard for minority shareholders.  I am happy with that and will move on, particularly given that 
the Treasurer has indicated that they are the only two responsibilities, or obligations, that are conferred upon a 
person who holds a position of authority. 

Mr RIPPER:  During yesterday’s debate the member for Kalgoorlie asked me whether the definition of 
“controlling interest” applied simply to probity or character checks and that sort of thing or applied more broadly 
to other parts of the Bill.  He said that if the definition of “controlling interest” applied only to the probity test 
that I had talked about, he did not have a problem with it, because, as I had rightly put it, a person would have to 
meet other tests in order to be deemed a fit and proper person to hold a bookmakers licence.  He said that if I 
could assure him that the words “controlling interest” were contained elsewhere in the Act in areas that had no 
direct relationship to the probity test, he would be happy to move on.  I took advice and my response was no.  
Since debating this legislation yesterday, the opportunity has been taken to scrutinise the Bill.  A further 
reference to controlling interest was identified in clause 7, proposed section 11B(1)(e)(ii).  I am advised that this 
was identified by an electronic search for the term.  Therefore, the member’s query has been followed up 
thoroughly and I commend the officers.  Prior to granting a bookmakers licence to a partnership, the provision 
states that the board must be satisfied that - 

none of the members of the partnership is a shareholder with a controlling interest in or a director of a 
body corporate that hold a bookmaker’s licence; 

This is a probity issue and hence my statement to the House was not incorrect.  This provision is needed to give 
effect to the important policy view that persons or organisations should have an interest in only one bookmakers 
licence at any one time.  However, the equivalent section in the provisions that deals with the body corporate - 
proposed section 11C(1)(b) - states that the board shall be satisfied that - 

. . . none of the persons holding a position of authority in the body corporate . . .  

(iii) is a person who holds a position of authority in another body corporate that holds a 
bookmaker’s licence; 

In regard to a body corporate, the relevant clause refers to a person in a position of authority.  In regard to a 
partnership, the relevant clause refers to a person with a controlling interest.  Therefore, we have two clauses 
which will not annul each other but which are inconsistent.  The officers sought advice from parliamentary 
counsel, and the advice is that the inconsistency between the two provisions is a drafting oversight and has the 
effect of narrowing the circumstances under which a partnership should not be eligible to hold a bookmakers 
licence.  The inconsistency serves no purpose, and it is preferable that the opportunity be taken now to correct it.  
Therefore, it is my proposal, with the support of the Minister for Racing and Gaming, to move an amendment to 
clause 7 of the Bill, when we reach it, to correct the inconsistency. 
It is an interesting situation.  My answer to the House was apparently correct, but the question from the member 
for Kalgoorlie caused further investigation, which has identified an inconsistency between two clauses of the 
legislation.  The parliamentary process will result in an improvement to the legislation. 
Mr BIRNEY:  I thank the Treasurer for taking on board my comments.  From time to time in this place, one can 
quite rightly become frustrated and hold the view that nobody is listening.  However, on this occasion it appears 
that somebody was listening, and I am pleased that the Treasurer will move that amendment to clause 7 when we 
deal with it.  It is a good amendment, because, effectively, if it were not moved, we would be faced with a 
situation in which an individual could hold a share in a partnership that holds a bookmakers licence, and also 
hold 49 per cent of the shares in a body corporate that holds a bookmakers licence.  Effectively, under the 
definition of “controlling interest”, a person must hold not less than 50 per cent of the issued shares in a body 
corporate.  As I said, a person could hold 49 per cent of the shares in a body corporate that holds a bookmakers 
licence, and hold any amount of shares in a partnership that holds a bookmakers licence.  Clearly, that is 
inconsistent with the general philosophy of this legislation, which is that one individual can be involved with 
only one bookmakers licence.   
Yesterday I asked the Treasurer whether he could guarantee that the definition of “controlling interest” was not 
used anywhere else in this Bill or, indeed, in the Act, apart from in the probity provisions.  When the Treasurer 
took advice the first time I asked that question, he took the correct advice, as I understand it.  I must have framed 
my words incorrectly.  I referred to probity in the initial question. 
Mr Ripper:  That is right. 
Mr BIRNEY:  Of course, that was not the intention of my line of questioning.  I intended to ask whether those 
provisions were contained anywhere else in the Act, with the exception of the probity provisions.  I did not ask 
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that the first time, and I acknowledge that.  However, the second time that I attempted to clarify my remarks, I 
am satisfied that I did ask the question I intended to ask.  The Treasurer answered at the time.  It is probably not 
the Treasurer’s fault, because he does not have an opportunity to look through the Bill.  I believe he did not take 
advice the second time.  He said the second time that that definition did not apply anywhere else in the Act or in 
the Bill.  Of course, it has come to light today that that is not the case.  Nonetheless, I am pleased that the 
Treasurer has taken my comments on board, and that when we reach clause 7 that amendment will be moved. 
Mr RIPPER:  We could go over the history of this.  However, the second question followed on from the first 
question and was interpreted by me as being, in essence, a restatement of the first question.  The second 
reference to “controlling interest” also relates to a probity matter.   

Mr Birney:  No, it does not. 

Mr RIPPER:  Yes, it does, because it relates to who can have an interest in a betting operation.  I regard that as a 
probity matter.  In any case, we seem to have an agreement on where we are going, so there is no need to further 
debate the history. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 5:  Section 4A amended - 
Mr BIRNEY:  This clause refers to the application of the Act to certain sporting events other than races.  It is 
only a simple change, and I have a simple question.  Section 4A(2) of the Act states - 

A person who desires to conduct a designated sporting event at a registered place shall - 

(a) apply to the Board in the prescribed form for the grant of a permit; 

I note that this legislation changes slightly that section, so that that individual will be able to apply to the board 
in a form approved by the board.  In the past, who prescribed the form?  I am interested to know the need for the 
change of the wording from “in the prescribed form” to “in a form approved by the Board”.  I thought that in the 
past “in the prescribed form” would have meant prescribed by the board itself. 

Mr RIPPER:  As I understand this issue, “prescribed form” means prescribed according to regulations, whereas 
“a form approved by the Board” means a form approved as a result of a board decision.  It is a question of 
whether a regulation must be drafted and subject to disallowance and so on, or whether the board has the 
flexibility to make its own decision.   

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6:  Section 7 amended - 
Mr BIRNEY:  This is an interesting clause, and one that I want to explore in a little detail, because it goes to the 
issue of probity.  I draw the Treasurer’s attention to the Act.  Section 7(4), which relates directly to the 
amendment with which we are dealing, states - 

On the request of the Board the Commissioner of Police may cause inquiry or investigations to be 
made, and report, as to - 

. . .  

(b) the character, reputation, and antecedents of any such person, - 

That relates to somebody who applies for a bookmakers licence - 

and of any associate or suspected associate of that person, including as to whether or 
not, and the extent to which, that person acts or is reputed to be accustomed to act in 
accordance with the directions or interests of any other person; 

That provision is currently in the Act.  The piece being inserted goes on to say that the commissioner can also 
make a report about - 

the character, reputation, and antecedents of any person who occupies or seeks to occupy a position of 
authority -  

There are those words “position of authority” again - 

in a body corporate or is or wishes to become a member of a partnership that is the holder of, or an 
applicant for, a bookmaker’s licence, and of any associate or suspected associate of that person . . .  

This is a fairly interesting clause.  I suspect that it dates back many years to a time when it could somehow be 
inferred from a person’s associates, or the people with whom an individual was reputed to associate, that that 
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person was of similar character to the people with whom he or she associated.  There are similar references in the 
Police Act, and I have similar concerns about them. 

In the practical sense of what we are dealing with here, an individual could apply to the board to receive a 
bookmakers licence.  The board could then ask the Commissioner of Police to give a report on the character and 
the reputation of that person.  What guidelines does the commissioner have for reporting on the reputation of an 
individual?  In Australia, do we not assume that an individual is innocent until proved guilty?  Does this mean 
that because of mere reputation, an individual would be unfit to hold a bookmakers licence?  I do not need to tell 
members about the racing industry, which is full of very colourful individuals.  The racetrack is a place where 
many rumours and innuendos abound and many personalities frequent.  From time to time those personalities 
clash.  Over a period, various personalities who have clashed on a number of occasions could build up animosity 
towards each other, which might impinge on the reputations of one or both of those people.  Sadly, people make 
baseless accusations about individuals.  It is also a fact that those accusations can sometimes stick and sully an 
individual’s reputation.  I have a real problem with the ability for the Commissioner of Police to report on 
someone’s character and reputation, particularly in the racing industry, in which there are so many characters 
and personalities who are prone to clash. 

Mr Johnson:  A bit like the Labor Party.  

Mr BIRNEY:  Yes; it is funny that the member for Hillarys should say that.  It has many similarities with the 
Labor Party.  I am interested to hear from the Treasurer how the rights of innocent people have been tarred by a 
not-so-innocent individual with a vested interest. 

Mr RIPPER:  There are people in the world who the community generally judges to be connected with criminal 
activity, yet who have managed somehow to avoid having a conviction recorded against them. 

Mr Johnson:  Any examples you wish to name - not people with certain haircuts? 

Mr RIPPER:  As a matter of prudence I might avoid naming people.  It has come to my attention that some 
colourful Northbridge identities do not have convictions recorded against them, but whose behaviour, in the 
judgment of many people, is a bit dodgy, to put it mildly. 

That is the issue with which we must deal.  We must go beyond convictions and look to people’s character and 
reputations.  We are trying to protect gambling operations from improper influences.  A lot of money changes 
hands in gambling.  It is a very tempting target for people with the wrong motives.  We should not be naive 
about this.  We must be careful about protecting the highest standards of probity in the gambling industry.   

I am advised that if information received by the board is being used to deny a person a licence, as a matter of 
natural justice, that information must be put to the person, who must be given an opportunity to respond to it.  
Otherwise the board may find itself before a court answering questions and assertions about the application of 
natural justice in its procedures.   

I also note the member’s point about suspected associates.  One of the reasons for inquiring about the reputation 
and antecedents of a suspected associate would be to determine whether the person is an associate of a person 
seeking a licence.  I imagine the Commissioner of Police may say that a person suspected someone was an 
associate, but on police advice he is not an associate.  The word “suspected” must be in the Bill to allow for 
circumstances in which the board is not sure whether someone is an associate, but there is a possibility that he is 
an associate and is a person of bad character.  We do not want money laundering or punters being ripped off.  
We do not want Fine Cotton affairs being organised here.  We must protect against those things.  

Mr BIRNEY:  I too am concerned that people with questionable motives be kept from the racing industry.  If I 
were a member of the Betting Control Board and the Commissioner of Police reported to one of the board 
meetings in connection with section 7(4) about an individual applying for a bookmakers licence and said, “We 
think he is a crook and a thief and we think he was involved in a betting scam last year and we think he is of bad 
character”, as a community-minded individual, I would be inclined not to give that individual a bookmakers 
licence.  However, what would be the basis for my making that decision?  The basis would be that the 
commissioner thought the bloke was a crook.  However, he could not prove it.  None of the charges that had 
been brought against the individual had stuck.  At some stage we must say that even though our legal system 
may not be perfect it is as good as it gets and we must hide behind it. 

Mr Ripper:  The words “rely on” might be better than “hide behind”. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I was looking for a better description, and I thank the Treasurer for that.  If an individual has 
never been convicted of an offence it would be a bit rich for the Betting Control Board, on the advice of 
someone who says he thinks he is a crook, to say that he cannot have a bookmakers licence.  That would make a 
mockery of our legal system.  
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Having said that, I accept that we must keep from the racing industry those people in particular who may have 
questionable motives and who are involved in organised and other facets of crime.  However, I am not sure that 
the wording is quite right.  When we ask for an opinion of someone’s character there may be three or four 
different opinions.  Just because the Commissioner of Police says that someone’s character is questionable - 

Mr Hyde:  You just contradicted yourself.  What you said in the second case is what the clause is saying. 

Mr BIRNEY:  What is that? 

Mr Hyde:  Even though someone does not have an offence against their name, you want to keep people with 
questionable motives out of the industry. 

Mr BIRNEY:  That is correct.  However, I do not want to disadvantage people who are innocent and who may 
have been victims of a smear campaign.  I am more than happy to keep people from the industry who have 
questionable motives and who are involved in organised crime.  However, innocent people who have not been 
involved in organised crime or any facet of crime may be caught by this clause.  

When we refer to an individual we may get four or five opinions.  I am sure if we spoke about the character of 
people in this place there would be myriad opinions.  Whose opinion would be right?  The Betting Control Board 
will be required to take on board this advice from the police commissioner that is based on hearsay.  I would like 
the Treasurer to answer my question.  What is his definition of “reputation”?  If one person makes an allegation 
against an individual, will that mean he has a reputation?  If two people make an allegation against an individual 
will that mean he has a reputation?  

Mr RIPPER:  I always look suspiciously at a person who is a member of the Liberal Party!  I am referring to my 
own purposes, not for deciding whether the person should be a bookmaker.  To be serious, this is a matter for the 
board.  It is an important board and it must make judgments according to proper processes.  There has been a 
court case in which it has been made clear that the board has to follow natural justice principles in dealing with 
these matters.  If the board has information that is negative about an applicant, the board cannot keep that 
information from the applicant and just reject the application.  The board has to give the information to the 
applicant and give the applicant the chance to answer the matters in the application that are apparently negative.  
The board is chaired by Mr Sergeant, who is present to advise me.  He occupies an ex-officio position.  It is 
difficult to have a definite, clear-cut set of rules. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The Treasurer has given me some comfort by advising me that Mr Sergeant is the chairman of the 
board.  I have had occasion to deal with Mr Sergeant and I have always found him to be a particularly efficient 
individual and someone who is not easily influenced.  Nonetheless, that does not mean that other members of the 
board may not be easily influenced by someone who says that someone has a bad character or a bad reputation. 

Mr Hyde:  In the real world the police commissioner does not say that such and such a person is nearly a crook. 

Mr BIRNEY:  The member will find that the police commissioner has never encountered any of the individuals 
he will be required to report on.  He will rely on information that has come up through the ranks.  Such 
information may be fifth or sixth-hand by the time it gets to the police commissioner.  It is not a reflection on the 
police commissioner; it is more a reflection on the process. 

I want to explore this particular line of questioning further. 

Mr Hyde:  The member has made some good points; let us move it along. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Do not make me insult you again.  The member knows I like insulting him.  He should not ask for 
it. 

Mr Johnson:  Leave my member alone! 

Mr BIRNEY:  I am trying very hard!  I have got some beauties saved up for him but I will save them until more 
members are present! 

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr Andrews):  We are addressing clause 6. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Thank you, Mr Acting Speaker, for protecting me from the member for Perth. 

Paragraph (ba) deals not only with the character and reputation of an applicant, but also with the character and 
reputation of an associate of an applicant, even a reputed or suspected associate.  It is casting a very wide net.  If 
I applied for a bookmakers licence and my brother-in-law had been convicted of an offence in the racing 
industry, by virtue of my relationship to my sister and my brother-in-law it could only be assumed that I was 
associated with that individual.  I may have completely different ideals and values from those of that individual, 
but by virtue of my family relationship I could be deemed to have an association with him.  What would happen 
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if I fronted up to the Betting Control Board and asked for a bookmakers licence and the board was advised by the 
police commissioner that my brother-in-law had been convicted of injecting a substance into a horse to make it 
run quicker and that, as a subsequence, he was banned from racetracks for a year?  I would become associated 
with that individual even though I may not have the same ideals and values as he has.  Human nature will 
guarantee that it will work against me.  What constitutes the definition of an “associate”?  Would two individuals 
who have a mutual friend be considered to be an associate of each other?  Would someone who had a chance 
meeting with an applicant at a social gathering be construed as an associate?  The point I am trying to make is 
that it is a very broad term.  One should not disadvantage an individual on the basis of his associates.  More 
importantly, one should not disadvantage an individual on the basis of his “suspected associate”.  Who suspects 
someone of association?  It is too broad.  The Betting Control Board could be unduly influenced by this 
association clause.  In this day and age, clauses such as this are entirely inappropriate.  It needs to be removed. 

Ms Quirk:  There may be a loophole if associates are not included because it may mean that someone inclined to 
engage in criminal activity may use an associate. 

Mr RIPPER:  The board is there to make these judgments.  I have been advised that there have been about 10 
applications for a bookmakers licence in the past 10 years.  No application has been rejected.  One application 
did not proceed after the board requested further information.  That does not indicate to me that it is a board out 
of control.  If we stuck just to criminal convictions and the outcome of court decisions, we would face the 
possibility of the wrong people getting involved in an area in which a lot of money changes hands and where 
there is a potential for corruption and money laundering, and for punters to be defrauded. 

Mr Birney:  Will the Treasurer accept that the board may be influenced by someone applying for a bookmakers 
licence who is related to someone convicted of a racing offence? 

Mr RIPPER:  The Betting Control Board, in those circumstances, would have to look at the gravity of the 
offence committed and the degree of association.  Some brothers are very close.  They may be as thick as 
thieves!  If they were as thick as thieves and one of them was convicted of theft, there may be some doubt about 
whether the other one should be involved in a betting operation.  It is all about dealing with circumstances when 
someone has an unofficial interest.  The person who had an unofficial interest would keep his interest unofficial, 
because if he did not and he tried to make it official, he would not get approval because of something in his 
background. It may seem a bit tough, but we want to keep gambling in this State totally free of any improper 
influences. 

Clause put and passed. 

Clause 6 put and passed. 

Clause 7:  Section 11 replaced by sections 11 to 11I - 
Mr BIRNEY:  Clause 7 is quite important; it replaces section 11 of the Act, which deals with licences and 
approvals for bookmaking.  Once again, this deals with issues of probity.  For the record, I am certainly of the 
view that an individual with a criminal record should be prevented from entering this industry.  I draw the 
Treasurer’s attention to proposed section 11(2).  What do the words “such supporting information” mean?  What 
the Treasurer says in this place today is important, as it is recorded in Hansard.  Were there to be a dispute at the 
Betting Control Board further down the track, it would be prudent for the members, particularly the chairman of 
the board, to know the Government’s intention with this proposed section.  What supporting information does 
the Treasurer anticipate would be required? 

Mr RIPPER:  The proposed subsection gives the board the discretion to determine the information.  The 
comments I make, as recorded in Hansard, will not be of legal importance because the proposed subsection 
gives the board the discretion to direct the supporting information that needs to be furnished.  I believe the board 
would seek from an applicant personal details, financial details, reference and details of any criminal record.  It 
may well seek further information but that is the sort of information the board would seek.  The board comprises 
people with expertise and experience in the gambling industry.  I imagine that from time to time the board might 
change the information it seeks because additional or different information is required about developments in the 
gambling industry or applicants who have committed gambling offences. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I draw the Treasurer’s attention to proposed section 11(6).  I understand and support the need for 
this important proposed subsection.  However, I am concerned about its use in practice.  There could be a few 
problems with it when it is broken down and applied in practice.  I do not believe that people would report 
within seven days to the Betting Control Board the fact that they had sold shares in a company.  How will the 
proposed subsection work in practice?  Selling shares in a company is an involved process.  There are many 
things on sellers’ minds, including what they will do with the money when they receive it.  It is impractical for 
someone to give notice within seven days. 
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Mr Ripper:  The proposed subsection is modelled on similar provisions in the liquor licensing legislation. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Would it not be more prudent to say that the remaining directors, or even the managing director, 
of a company should advise the Betting Control Board, rather than the person who no longer holds a financial 
interest in that company?  When people have left a company, disposed of their shares, moved on and are 
wondering about what to do with the money, they have very little interest in the company or industry with which 
they were involved.  However, the managing director of the company would continue to have an interest in the 
company and industry in which he is involved.  Would it not be a good idea to impose that obligation on the 
remaining office bearers of the company rather than the one who has left? 

Mr Ripper:  No. 

Mr BIRNEY:  Why does the Treasurer not believe that to be preferable?  It is a reasonable proposition, given 
that the remaining office bearers would continue to be with the company, while the one who sold out and took 
off would cease to have any interest in the company.  Why is the Treasurer dismissive of my fairly good 
proposal? 

Mr RIPPER:  The proposed subsection is modelled on a provision in the liquor licensing legislation and it works 
well.  Members must bear in mind that this proposed subsection relates to a person in a position of authority in a 
body corporate; that is, someone who has the ability to substantially influence the operations of a bookmaking 
enterprise.  The obligation in the proposed subsection is reasonable, given that we are talking about an industry 
which, if administered in a lenient or lax fashion, is particularly susceptible, more so than other industries, to 
corrupt, criminal or improper activity. 

The member has gone down an unusual track because he said that the obligation should be not on the person but 
on the body corporate.  The proposed subsection states that the obligation is on both the body corporate and the 
person.  His suggestion about how it might be handled is contained in the legislation.  I disagree that there should 
not also be an obligation on the person leaving the industry. 

Mr BIRNEY:  I draw the Treasurer’s attention to proposed section 11A(1)(c).  Can he tell me what constitutes 
“knowledge”?  Does simply having worked for a bookmaker for three months constitute knowledge?  Is there a 
requirement for someone to have worked in the bookmaking industry for two to three years?  This proposed 
subsection is fairly loose.  The board could well be confused if an individual fronted up with a glossary 
knowledge of the bookmaking industry but no real in-depth knowledge.  I am interested to hear of the tests that 
the Treasurer would apply to an individual’s knowledge of the bookmaking industry. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


