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Ms R Bloor

Broadcasting and Online Content

Licensed Broadcasting

Department of Communications, Information Technology and the Arts

GPO Box 2154

CANBERRA   ACT   2601

Dear Ms Bloor

Review of the Interactive Gambling Act 2001 - Call for Submissions

Centrebet is pleased to offer the following comments on the review of the Interactive Gambling Act 2001 (“IGA” or “the Act”) 

The Policy Objective for the IGA – Time to Change the Emphasis to Problem Gambling? 

The stated aim of the IGA was to help limit problem gambling in Australia associated with interactive gambling services.  It bans the provision of I-gaming to Australians but allows access to most forms of online wagering and lotteries. 

The IGA was a reaction to the growth of offline gambling in Australia and the level of problem gambling identified by the Productivity Commission in its review of Australia’s Gambling Industries, especially associated with poker machines. The IGA aims to draw a symbolic “line in the sand” on gambling activities, and to stop any problems before they occur.

Centrebet fully supports the aim of combating problem gambling but suggests the tailored ban imposed by the IGA is a poor response to the challenge.  Apart from being wrong in principle, prohibition is a “one shot” response.  If it fails, the IGA offers no alternative forms of support for problem gambling.  And the IGA will increasingly fail because - in the face of the internet, increasing consumer demand and the difficulties of enforcing its controls – it presents no real limit on Australians accessing online gaming.

This review provides an opportunity to re-examine the merits of adopting a prohibitionist policy.  

As the Productivity Commission found, it is not possible to comprehensively control access to internet gambling.  This lack of effective control was a primary reason the Commission favoured regulation over prohibition.  This point was touched on by the Commission’s Dr Ralph Lattimore, in evidence before the Senate’s Environment, Communications, Information Technology and the Arts Committee :  

“The social impact of such a broad ban depends on controllability.  If controllability is high, then unquestionably this reduces the social costs through reducing problem gambling.  If it is low however – and bear in mind that we do not yet know how effective[ly] any of the measures will exacerbate risk for problem gamblers and consumers by taking away access to safe sites… What the social impacts would be …depends on the degree of controllability. Like the previous option, it also loses the consumer benefits and the commercial opportunities.” (Hansard, Oct 1999)

Despite the reasoning and conclusions of both the Productivity Commission and the Senate Committee in its “Netbets” Report, the IGA offered prohibition.  

What is the Main Aim of the IGA?

(1) The Anti-gambling Message

A major objective of the IGA is sending an anti-gambling message – drawing a “line in the sand”.  

In Centrebet’s view, the Act has had, at best, a limited effect in doing so.  One of the main challenges for this review is to determine what actual effect the IGA has really had in this regard.  

If the review finds that the IGA has had no material effect on the online gaming habits of Australians, then the central question is whether the benefits of a largely symbolic gesture against gambling are worth the costs of effectively doing nothing to help and protect those Australians who game online.

In Centrebet’s view, the IGA is a crude reaction to the problems arising with offline gambling and the answers to those problems lie elsewhere. 

While some in the community hold an anti-gambling stance, most Australians do not.  All, however, share serious concern for those affected by problem gambling. Instead of ineffectively promoting a position that is, at best, not representative, and at worst, patronising, the focus of the IGA should properly be on the more important objective – fighting problem gambling.

(2) Fighting Problem Gambling 

The other and more important objective of the Act is to combat problem gambling. It is to do so by stopping access by Australians to online gaming. This review will need to determine how effective the prohibition has been.   

If it has been largely ineffective in stopping access to online gaming, then the conclusion must be that the IGA offers the poorest possible response for achieving this objective. If the ban is ineffective, the Act offers no alternative forms of support for problem gambling.  It leaves Australian online gamblers to their fate.   Centrebet is of the view that regulation is far preferable to prohibition in tackling problem gambling.    

As is argued below, Centrebet feels that the current stance is based on a misunderstanding of the threats and opportunities posed by interactive technology.  Too often, the threats have been overstated, and the opportunities underestimated. The new technology offers a host of features designed to promote responsible gambling practices that are unattainable offline.  

This review again provides an opportunity to accurately define the aim of the Act, and then to objectively weigh up the costs and benefits of the current approach.  Centrebet suggests that the “line in the sand” is badly placed.  It is not possible to resist the advance of new technology.  

Centrebet supports the repeal of the prohibition on online gaming and the repeal of the “betting in the run” restriction on online wagering.  

The Growth of Interactive Services

In the short period since the passage of the IGA, there has been no apparent change to the key trends that were evident in 2001.  There remains a continued consumer demand for interactive gambling, and regulation is emerging internationally as the preferred policy position.

One of the features of global e-commerce is that it renders geographically-based monopolies meaningless. Consumers are able to seek out goods and services from providers located elsewhere, who provide them with better service and better value.  This trend is as evident in the online gambling area as it is in other forms of e-commerce, with a strong “global” market being established.  

That this is a consumer-driven change is often underestimated in policy reviews. It is the consumer that seeks out the sites and chooses to bet with them. Often, the prompt is an ineffective local monopoly exploiting its dominant market position with poor product choice, low Return-to-Player percentages and high taxes and commissions.  Consumers reject being treated in this way.   In online gambling, it is a “buyer’s market”. (The consumer-driven nature of the industry is very important when attention is given to the likely reactions of problem gamblers to any ineffective restriction.)  

The “consumer driven” nature of the industry is typified by the emergence of such sites as Betfair.  It is evidence of huge consumer demand because, without the consumer, there is no peer-to-peer betting.  It appears consumer support for the concept of bet exchanges is irresistible. 

At the same time, it poses a challenge for current operators and associated revenue-bases. Its lower margins (cheaper prices) offer obvious benefits to consumers, but lessen market-share for current operators. In the case of racing industry, with its funding tied to TAB turnover, its funding arrangements may be affected. 

Some established operators have called for bet exchanges to be banned because of their threat to the revenue base and to protect the status quo.  In the United Kingdom, by contrast, Betfair has recently been awarded the Queen’s Award for Enterprise in the Innovation category.  It will be entitled to display the emblem for five years.  (This points to a nice policy dilemma – balancing the interests of consumers in obtaining the cheapest prices, most choice and greater control over their betting patterns, and protecting the profits of current stakeholders.)

Also evidencing continued consumer support for online gambling in Europe has been greater use of the interactive delivery channels such as the internet, mobile telephones, and interactive television by traditional gambling providers. Almost all major European operators have developed an online capability.  Interactive gambling is becoming more common. BSkyB has expanded its iTV gaming facilities with a 24-hour betting service.  Closer to home, the New Zealand TAB offers television betting (see www.tab.co.nz).  

In response, some countries have reviewed their approach to online gambling.  Broadly speaking, there have been three kinds of responses.

The first, like the United Kingdom, is to try to manage these changes, take advantage of all of the opportunities offered, and put forward a pro-active scheme for regulation. The United Kingdom has decided to encourage competitive local providers who will operate under strict player protection controls (ironically modeled on the Australian scheme of regulation).  Export income will offset the funds transfer from local players betting offshore.

The second, like Hong Kong or Denmark, is to try to curb cross-border gambling by threatening to impose penalties on providers rather than consumers. Rather than tackling the source of the problem – the expectations of the local consumer – clumsy attempts are made to “wall off” the jurisdiction by strengthening advertising and other controls or to otherwise curtail the activities of providers. Even then, it is acknowledged that the extra-territorial application of these laws remains a challenge.

The third option, least favoured internationally, is to try to impose a form of blanket prohibition.  Only in the US (which is still to pass the Leach or Kyl Bills after seven years) does the prohibition debate continue to have any currency. Even then, a recent poll indicated that 55% of Americans support regulation over prohibition.

Importantly, the contemporary debate has moved on from “prohibition versus regulation” to “how” online gambling should be regulated.  As Professor Jan McMillen said in an earlier inquiry, “Prohibition is not a realistic option… enforcement of illegal operators is not possible. Nobody is putting resources into that.”  (Hansard 1999)

Cross-border betting is becoming a major issue.  Often, action taken in the name of consumer protection is really about protecting a monopoly to ensuring income from gambling activities is kept within a State’s borders.  It is often not coincidental that those jurisdictions making the loudest calls for controls over interactive gambling, are the same jurisdictions attempting to preserve an inefficient local monopoly and which treat local consumers as a “cash cow”.  They are less concerned with the social impact of interactive gambling as with the loss of revenue. 

This is not to say that revenue protection is not a valid governmental objective – it is. But it is an objective to be pursued in a fair and proportionate manner.  

This “fundamental” for good policy development is gaining greater recognition in Europe.  Previous decisions of the European Court of Justice have allowed countries to control gambling subject to their responses being “proportionate”.

In March 2003, the German EU Court of Justice's Advocate General, Siegbert Alber, concluded the Italian prohibition on the taking of cross-border bets is contrary to the EU principle of freedom to provide services.  He found them in breach because they are framed in an openly discriminatory manner and not being enforced for the protection of consumers and social order.  Asserting objectives as limiting the level of gambling or protecting the social order which are not being pursued in reality, was not sufficient to justify impeding the freedom to provide services duly authorized in other Member States.  

If the Court accepts this view, it is possible the laws of many European countries may need to be reviewed. The Court is not expected to rule on the case for some time.

Even so, this opinion has significant implications. Though it reflects the circumstances of the European Union, the principle of “equivalent treatment” points the way to a sensible and workable scheme for regulation with both national and international applications.  In simple terms, there would be a “mutual recognition” of the licensing undertaken and the controls imposed by another jurisdiction.

The stumbling block is taxation.  The choices are two: to either treat internet gambling in the same manner as any other form of trans-border commerce, or develop an alternative scheme for revenue-sharing. There are a number of models available. That jurisdictions do not do so and try to preserve a “walled garden” is a matter of choice and not necessity.

Pending the development of these mechanisms, there are conflicting examples of enforcement action being taken by some authorities to protect local operators. In January 2003, a Dutch court ruled that Ladbrokes, by accepting bets from Dutch residents at its UK site was in breach of the Dutch law that reserves the right to conduct sports-betting to the licence-holder, in this case the Dutch firm, De Lotto.  The court ordered Ladbrokes to close the accounts of its Dutch players. (It is pertinent to ask if the same objection is taken to the activities of online auctioneers or online travel agents, who are unlikely to be licensed as such in every place in which they do business.)  This decision is reported to be under appeal, and would be affected by the European Court decision mentioned above. 

By contrast, in March 2003, a Finnish Court of Appeal dismissed an action against a firm called PAF for accepting entries in its online lottery from Finland without a Finnish licence.  The PAF operations were governed by another law.  The execution and undertaking of key activities by PAF was undertaken within its local jurisdiction and within the scope of its local licence.

In Australia, some have argued that the High Court’s decision in Dow Jones v Gutnick means offshore and interstate gambling operators are in breach of the anti-publishing laws of a State because their websites are accessible in that State.  Whether this is so is speculative and would seem to encounter a number of practical as well as legal problems, but it is illustrative of a wish to be able to enforce “border” laws. 

Of more immediate negative impact has been the decision of some US banks and credit cards companies to disallow the use of their credit cards for online gambling.  This is reported to have reduced turnover from America and flattened projections of the continued growth of the market.

In summary, there remains sustained consumer demand for online gambling.  It is likely the European experience will be mirrored in Australia.  The contemporary policy debate has moved on from one about prohibition or regulation, to how online gambling should be regulated.

The Social and Commercial Impact of Interactive Services

As previous studies have shown, the overall social impact of interactive gambling can be positive or negative, depending on how it is managed.

The foremost aim of the IGA was social, but is doubtful it has achieved much.  Centrebet will be most interested in the review’s findings as to the level of compliance by offshore operators. Anecdotally, it understands the level to be low;  by way of an example, only recently has Betfair moved to stop Australians betting “in the run” online. 

But when the principal concern is said to be the welfare of problem gamblers, it is difficult to see the merit in a scheme that encourages Australians to gamble offshore on sites offering lesser player- protection controls than our own.

Australians who might otherwise not have a gambling problem by betting with an Australian site might develop a problem using unregulated overseas site where problem gambling and fiduciary controls may be poor.  Australian governments and its citizens will bear the social costs, not overseas governments.

If access is the main “negative”, and little can effectively be done to restrict access to internet gambling, then it is time to exploit the “positives” offered by the new technology. 

One of the main differences between interactive and non-interactive technology is that interactive technology can be better used to promote responsible gambling practices.  It is possible to modify the social impact of gambling by modifying the way gamblers play.  

In cyberspace, each client’s gambling pattern is recorded and is accessible to them, making their gambling habits visible.  Recognising problem gambling patterns is the starting point for addressing problem gambling issues.  An extensive suite of further controls are possible. The Lasseters Online site provides examples of the controls that can and do exist to minimize social harm.

Furthermore, it is apparent that some of the new responsible gambling strategies can only be delivered on an interactive platform. Examples include enabling players to set their own bet limits and loss limits.  This facility is seen as offering crucial support to players, but is not available for offline gambling and is unlikely to be so for several years.  Interactive technology is also better able to accommodate new developments more quickly and cheaply than with their terrestrial equivalents.

Instead of embracing this opportunity, the IGA puts these technical advantages beyond the reach of Australians. 

An assessment of the social impact of interactive must also take account of demand.  Based on previous ABS and other surveys, Centrebet would expect to see current online gambling levels by Australians to be low, but on a steady growth path. (One argument raised in support of the IGA was that it would not allow Australian operators to stimulate a demand for online gambling that otherwise would not be there. Centrebet disputes this, as awareness of local operators is already high and online consumer activity is influenced by a number of factors.) 

Equally, the view that Australians will not bet offshore because of concerns about betting with Mafia.com is a specious argument because most customers are unlikely to know or care about regulatory or probity issues governing overseas sites or, if they do care, there are enough bona fide operators to choose a reputable one.

Overall, it is difficult to see many positive outcomes in the way the IGA deals with the social impacts of interactive gambling.  By forcing local gamblers offshore, any gamblers who develop a problem with online gambling will be a cost payable by Australia, but revenue to meet that costs has been spent overseas. 

In commercial terms, there are only costs and no benefits.

IT investment that could have been directed to Australia has been directed to Europe and elsewhere. Australian wagering operators have had to consider their longer-term position, and whether there are more advantages in servicing the Australian market from, say, the United Kingdom or other more tax-effective jurisdictions that provide greater levels of regulatory certainty.

This has implications for jobs in the important IT sector in which Australia has failed to maintain its global position.  These jobs often happen to be located in the rural and regional areas. 

The Operation of the IGA

(1) the effect of existing exclusions

Centrebet has already set out the reasons why the regulation of online gaming is preferable to the ineffective restriction imposed by the IGA.

Though it is arguable that the case had been made before, it is helpful to recall the central reasons why the exemption in favour of wagering is well-founded. 

In the case of wagering, the internet is simply a new communication channel to an existing form of gambling. As the Productivity Commission found, internet wagering represents only a small technological step because bets could already be placed remotely by telephone. The internet provides only added convenience, and serves the same function as a phone or fax.  It is simply an alternative delivery channel that provides the same result.

Centrebet has previously offered evidence of its experience is that there has been only very slight incidence of possible problem gambling in its operation of internet sports betting.  In part, this is ascribed to the nature of sports betting and the time-lag between when a bet is placed and when it is resulted. There is also the effect of the irregularity of betting opportunities, as well as the need to apply skill to select winners in particular sports.

It is suggested that the case for exempting wagering has been made previously: instead, attention should turn to two of the live issues in relation to the exemption – the treatment of offshore operators and the “betting in the run” restriction.


The Treatment of Offshore Operators

Currently, there are few restrictions on offshore wagering operators accepting bets from Australians. 

In the face of growing competition, there have been calls for this exemption to be closed, either by making it an offence for an Australian to bet offshore, or an offence for an operator to accept a bet from an Australian.

This argument is usually based on the perceived threats to current funding arrangements for the racing industry especially from Bet Exchanges.

There are a number of problems with a ban.

It is not supportable as a matter of principle as it is an appeal to maintain economic inefficiencies. 

Given the special funding arrangements for the racing industry, the industry is entitled to receive fair compensation for the use of its “product”.  This has been acknowledged by, for example, Betfair. 

Sections of the industry have argued the overture from Betfair to negotiate an acceptable rate of return should be rejected because the return would be less than that received from the TABs.  However, this perpetuates a major misapprehension in the calculation of returns to the industry.  The argument is sometimes made that TABs are levied at 4.5% of contributions and bookmakers only 1%, hence the return to racing by TABs is four times that of bookmakers.

Economic modeling has shown this to be false.  The above interpretation ignores the fact that TABs retain 16% of a bet and bookmakers, on average, about 5.5%.  This means the possible velocity of circulation of a punter’s bets is higher – in other words, a punter prepared to spend $500 at a race meeting will on average have many more bets in spending that money with a bookmaker than in spending it with a TAB.  But as a consequence the financial contributions of TABs and bookmakers is much closer than is often stated.

Similar dynamics would apply to betting with Bet Exchanges. A punter with fixed disposable income will be able to have a greater turnover with an exchange than with a TAB.  An example may help to illustrate this:

Punter A and Punter B each have $200.  Each stake $100 on a race where there is an equal probability of either of their selections winning.  From this pool of $200 a TAB would deduct $30 commission, leaving the winner to collect $170.  After 6 similar bets of $100, if each punter won alternatively, both would have lost $90.   Both punters would now have $110 left with the TAB collecting $180.  

Using the same staking example with a bet exchange, after the first bet, the winning punter would pay a maximum of 5% commission from his winnings only.  Therefore, the punter would collect $195 for the wager.  To pay a $90 commission each to the bet exchange, the punters would have to place 36 similar bets.

The most common argument used against bet exchanges is that they would provide less funding to the racing industry than TAB’s, if they paid the same % of their profits to the industry.  This is quite correct if the assessment is made on a set number of bets.  However, if Punter A and Punter B have lost $90 each, the return to the racing industry would be similar.  

It is not clear that banning the consumer from obtaining a cheaper price from elsewhere is fair when the incumbent resists change and seems unwilling to adapt to new circumstances. The racing industry has based its claim to a “product fee” on a market failure that arises from operators “free riding” on the product.  However, any appeal for an offshore ban would see one form of market failure replaced with another.  The answer is in commercial negotiation, and not a lazy appeal to naked protectionism.  

This would also be against the long-term interests of the industry.  A bet exchange will introduce international clients to betting on Australian horse racing.  Betfair has stated that approximately 60% of their clients currently betting on Australian racing are of international origin.  Even if this figure should fall to 50%, that would lead to a major increase in the return to the racing industry.

A ban should also be resisted as matter for fairness and practicality.  Though NSW has had legislation on the books for some years making it an offence to bet offshore on racing events, there have been no prosecutions made or is there understood to have been any change in local betting patterns.   It simply doesn’t work.

A call for a ban points to the difficulty in how to best protect the interests of the consumer.  It is clear that racing is dependent on consumers for its revenue, and revenue is necessary to create the product.  There is an interdependency.  Problems arise when the interests of one side are promoted at the expense of the other.  Thus, a ban would see consumers being treated as simply funding sources for industry. 

Finally, it is relevant to ask whether those calling for a ban permit their local operators to accepts bets from outside of their State.  It is difficult to accept the bona fides of calls for restrictions when their operators continue to access other markets  

Despite this being against its own commercial interest (Centrebet’s turnover has been affected by increased foreign competition) Centrebet sees the best outcome as an open national and international market, with operators meeting common probity and technical standards and operating under agreed revenue-sharing formulae.  Action should look to the future, and be constructive and positive. A ban looks backwards.

“Betting in the Run”

In Centrebet’s view, the restriction on betting after an event has started should be repealed.

The intention was to stop people using internet betting like a poker machine ie. bet, collect, re-invest, bet etc.  The implication was that punters would spend more and more money. 

This superficial analysis ignores the actual betting trends.  Rather than “betting in the run” resulting in punters spending more money, it is used for quite opposite intentions.  This facility allows punters to minimise risk and, as a consequence, minimise losses.  For example, take a bet exchange where $1,000 is bet on Australia to win a cricket match at $1.20, the risk is $1,000 to win $200.  If, during the course of the match, Australia has fared well, the price may fall to $1.15.  To minimise the risk, a punter may lay Australia at that price for $1,000.  Therefore, if Australia wins, he or she wins $50.  If Australia loses, the punter breaks even.  Alternatively, if Australia gets off to a bad start, the price may increase to $1.25.  Rather than risk losing $1,000 if it loses, the punter may lay Australia for $1,000. At this price the punter will only lose $50 if Australia loses and will break even if its wins.  This kind of bet may be placed numerous times in one game.  The end result could be the matching of thousands of dollars for a very small profit or loss.  

Finally, it is necessary to repeal “the betting in the run” restriction to maintain the national and international competitiveness of local operators.  It is an exciting form of betting which has captured the imagination of punters around the world.  (For instance, it has been reported that 40% of bets on UK Premier League soccer matches are now placed after the game has started.) It is a significant reason for the popularity of bet exchanges, and has developed a strong following in Australia.  At the moment, Australian online punters are forced elsewhere which is to their detriment as well as that of the local wagering industry.   

On a national level, it is unfair that TAB agencies, by virtue of their monopoly positions,  are able to offer this form of betting through their retail agencies, when other licensed operators whose main method of access to the market is the internet, are not. 

From the perspective of potential increases in the risk of problem gambling, there is no logic in allowing “betting in the run” by telephone.  It is anomalous to allow access to the same activity but to ban access to more efficient technology.

The restriction should be repealed. 

(2) The Offence Provisions and the Complaints Scheme 

Centrebet is unable to see any scope for realistically strengthening the provisions of the Act – the possible penalty $1.1 million a day for breach, is one of the most severe monetary penalties on the statute books.  The problems of enforcement especially against offshore operators were always acknowledged from the inception of the Act.   

The Act operates on the receipt of complaints. Centrebet is unable to see a more cost-effective way of administering the Act.  Based on current levels of complaints, the notion that a particular law-enforcement agency should be tasked with a duty of more active enforcement is not justifiable on a cost/benefit analysis.  

(3) “Dedicated Countries”

The Act contains a provision allowing the Minister to prohibit Australian operators from accepting bets from a designated country.

Provided this provision is used for the specific purpose for which it was introduced – namely, to reflect an equivalence of treatment between the requesting country and Australia in its handling of online gaming for consumer protection purposes – the provision has some substance.

However, as earlier discussion has shown, there is an increasing tendency for economic-protectionist motives to be masked behind concerns for consumer welfare. 

Any changes to this provision to allow differential treatment between Australia and another country risks embroiling the Minister and the Government in trade disputes.   Quite simply, claims that restrictions are necessary for consumer protection reasons must be seen as hollow when the same jurisdiction allows the same form of gambling to be provided to its citizens.

More importantly, the provision has limited utility in helping develop an international scheme of regulation.  The provision operates in a bi-lateral rather than in multi-lateral manner, which renders it impractical in this context. 

Centrebet acknowledges the limited basis on which it may operate for consumer protection reasons.  But this limitation should be recognized and the provision should not be expected to support wider aims. 

Longer-term, Centrebet is of the view that international co-operation is necessary to develop effective long-terms controls, and this is not achieved by ad hoc recourse to a provision such as this.  

Technological Developments

Centrebet is unaware of any technological developments that allows either better enforcement of the Act or which renders it completely unworkable.  

Filtering illegal gambling traffic at the ISP-level remains an impractical option, with the costs far outweighing the benefits.  

Feasibility of Regulating Financial Transactions

The Issues Paper outlined two broad options to alter the status of financial transactions associated with illegal interactive gambling.  

The first was to render financial agreements for the provision of illegal interactive services to Australians as unenforceable.  The Issues Paper noted the problems arising with agreements made internationally, and the risk that Australian financial institutions may bear the ultimate financial burden of unenforceable agreements.  

Centrebet sees little merit in pursuing this option.  It is unlikely to contribute anything more to existing legal situation whereby the Australian courts will not act to support illegal contracts. 

The other alternative was to require financial institutions to block credit card transactions related to illegal interactive gambling.  

Centrebet notes there are costs on the financial institutions in taking pro-active steps to block these transactions, which will fall on all consumers.  Some transactions are lawful under the IGA but because there is likely to be a difficulty in identifying legal from illegal transactions, it is probable that banks would disallow credit card usage for all gambling transactions.  This is not consistent with the IGA objective. 

Furthermore, there are policy risks in promoting this option.  Credit cards provide a level of regulatory comfort to ensure that underage players are not permitted to gamble, and to mitigate any identity fraud.

More importantly, though, a strong case has been made that restricting credit card usage would cause more harm than good.  

In its comments of 23 Sept 2002 on the Interim Report on Internet Gambling, the United States General Accounting Office noted that “banking and gambling regulatory officials did not view internet gambling as particularly susceptible to money laundering, especially when credit cards that create a transaction record … are used for payment.  Industry gaming officials noted that increased blocking of credit card transactions for internet gambling could help promote newer forms of electronic payment methods that may be more susceptible to money laundering.”   

The latter point has been developed by US attorney, Mark Schopper, who has observed that a ban on credit cards would have “tremendous unintended consequences encouraging money laundering.”   In his view, the blocking of credit card usage would encourage the growth of e-cash, which is anonymous and leaves no money-trail.

It seems the costs of any intervention in this area would be disproportionate to the costs.

Overall, Centrebet is not persuaded that a sound basis has been made for intervening in this area.

Conclusion

In summary, Centrebet contends that an objective analysis will demonstrate the merit of favouring regulation over prohibition as the most effective method of combating problem gambling.  Regulation delivers better outcomes for ordinary consumers as well. 

If you would like any explanation or additional information in relation to the matters raised in this submission, we will be pleased to assist.

Thank you for this opportunity to offer these comments.

Yours sincerely, 

Mats Johnson

General Manager

2 May 2003
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