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Poker machine harm minimisation in Tasmania 
The case for reinstating mandatory pre-commitment 

To: The Secretary, Government Administration Committee A – Sub-Committee 
Legislative Council, Parliament of Tasmania 
Parliament House, Hobart TAS 7000 
By email:  

30 September 2026 

Dear Committee Members, 

The Alliance for Gambling Reform (AGR) thanks you for the opportunity to provide our views on the 
Tasmanian Government’s poker machine harm minimisation measures, as examined by the Sub-
Committee’s inquiry into the Government’s decision to abandon its mandatory pre-commitment card 

By way of background, AGR is a national advocacy organisation working to reduce gambling harm in 
Australia. We partner with other organisations and with local councils to reduce the alarming level of 
gambling harm in Australia, we work to change the laws and rules governing the gambling industry. 
We do not seek to ban gambling. Rather we seek to influence government to minimise the harmful 
behaviors of the gambling industry and to give voice to those who are impacted by gambling harm. 

AGR shares the Committee’s strong commitment to ensuring that Tasmania’s approach to poker 
machine harm is grounded in evidence and serves the public interest. We support the Government’s 
introduction of instant QR-code self-exclusion. 

In this submission, we measure the Government’s approach against the benchmark of mandatory 
pre-commitment and highlight the absence of any evidence supporting the approach. The package 
runs contrary to the findings of the Government’s own commissioned Deloitte report, Social and 
Economic Impact of Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) Reform use in Tasmania,1 and was adopted without 
the advice of the independent regulator. We also explore why facial recognition, on-site ATMs and the 
proposed ‘Ticket In-Ticket Out’ system will not reduce harm and may even increase it; why gaming 
room closures must be standardised; and why Gaming Officers must be independent of the industry.  

We thank you for your consideration of the matters raised in this submission. Should you have any 
questions, please do not hesitate to contact me or my colleague Mark Kempster via 
mark.kempster@agr.org.au, who would also welcome the opportunity to appear before the Sub-
Committee to represent AGR’s views on this important reform. 

Best regards, 

Sunita Bose 
Chief Executive Officer 

1 Deloitte Access Economics, Social and Economic Impact of Electronic Gaming Machine (EGM) Reform use in Tasmania, report to the 
Department of State Growth, December 2025 (published 23 January 2026), available at 
https://www.stategrowth.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/618023/Deloitte_Electronic-Gaming-Machine-use-in-Tasmania_Dec-
2025.PDF. 
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[Update the signatory above if this submission is signed by someone other than the CEO.] 
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No evidence for the replacement measures 
2.7 AGR is not aware of any published modelling, evaluation or evidence showing that the 

replacement package will reduce gambling harm. Deloitte was engaged to assess the card, not 
the replacement measures, and nothing comparable has been published for the package the 
Government chose instead. 

2.8 In March 2026, the Legislative Council called on the Government to confirm whether it had 
modelled the social and economic impact of the replacement measures, and whether it had 
obtained advice from the Liquor and Gaming Commission on their effectiveness before 
adopting them.10  

2.9 Documents released under right-to-information laws show the Commission was not consulted 
before the measures went to Cabinet and did not receive the details until they were 
announced. When it did assess them, the Commission told the Treasurer it had no evidence 
that any of the measures would minimise harm, and warned that many would have the 
opposite effect and take Tasmania backwards.11 

2.10 The reasons the Government has given are not about harm. It has pointed to waiting for a 
national approach, to respecting personal choice and reducing red tape, to lower insurance 
costs for hoteliers holding cash, and to bringing Tasmania into line with other jurisdictions that 
use ticket systems.12 None of these is evidence that the measures will protect anyone from 
harm. 

2.11 In July 2026 the Treasurer issued a Ministerial Direction overriding the Commission’s 
evidence-based rule for a standard statewide closure period, as set out in Section 6. Taken 
together, the Government has set aside its own commissioned modelling, did not seek the 
independent regulator’s advice, disregarded that advice once given, and then overrode the 
regulator’s attempt to strengthen one of the few measures with harm reduction value. 

Questions for the Sub-Committee 
2.12 AGR suggests the Sub-Committee seek answers from the Government to the following 

questions. What evidence or modelling, if any, supported each of the replacement measures? 
Which stakeholders were consulted, and when? Why was the Liquor and Gaming Commission 
not consulted before Cabinet approval? On what basis did the Government reject the findings 
of the Deloitte report it commissioned? And what advice informed the decision to override the 
Commission’s standard closure period? 

 
10 Legislative Council (Tasmania), Notice of Motion, 17 March 2026, paragraph (2). 
11 Pulse Tasmania, ‘Tasmanian pokies policy will increase gambling harm, regulator warns’, 15 July 2026, reporting the Commission’s letter to 
the Treasurer of 31 March 2026. 
12 Hon Eric Abetz MP, Treasurer, media release, 23 January 2026; ABC News, 14 July 2026; CathNews, ‘Regulator says Tasmania’s gambling 
reforms “a step backwards”’, 15 July 2026. 
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as money laundering.19 It is not yet clear where tickets will be purchased (from machines or a 
staffed counter), whether tickets will be redeemable only at the venue that issued them, or 
whether there will be any limit on how many tickets one person can buy. 

AGR’s concerns 
No effect on harm, and a risk of more 

5.3 TITO, as announced, will have no meaningful effect on gambling harm. The $200 limit applies 
per ticket, not per person. With no limit on how many tickets a person can buy, someone can 
buy ticket after ticket for as long as they have money, exactly as they can with coins today. A 
cap that can be bypassed simply by buying another ticket is not a cap. 

5.4 The evidence suggests TITO may increase losses. The Liquor and Gaming Commission has told 
the Treasurer there is strong evidence that “tap and go” and TITO systems can produce a 
spending effect of up to 20 per cent, and that there is no evidence faster, easier play will 
protect anyone from harm.20 

Money laundering risk 
5.5 TITO would introduce money laundering risks that do not currently exist in Tasmanian pubs 

and clubs. AUSTRAC has raised TITO as a potential method of money laundering21, and 
gambling researcher Associate Professor Charles Livingstone has warned that investigations 
show criminals buy tickets from other players for cash, for example by paying a winning player 
cash plus a premium for their ticket.22 Because tickets are unregistered, this kind of trade 
leaves no record linking the funds to the person. 

5.6 If the final rules also allow a ticket bought at one venue to be redeemed at another, the risk 
grows further. Illicit cash could be converted into a ticket at one venue and cashed out at 
another, with little or no play in between. 

5.7 The NSW Crime Commission’s Project Islington inquiry found that criminals were putting 
billions of dollars in illicit cash through poker machines in NSW pubs and clubs each year, that 
anonymous machine tickets were a vulnerability, and that there were no effective controls to 
detect or prosecute those involved. Its first and principal recommendation was a mandatory 
cashless gaming system.23 The NSW Government accepted all eight of the inquiry’s 
recommendations.24 

5.8 The Government has responded that its reforms do not reduce venues’ existing anti-money 
laundering obligations. But those same obligations applied in NSW, where the Crime 
Commission found them ineffective at detecting laundering through machines. Tasmania 
should not introduce a system that recreates the vulnerabilities NSW has been working to 
close. A properly designed account-based pre-commitment card would address both harm and 

 
19 ABC News, ‘Tasmania’s “ticket-in, ticket-out” pokies policy poses money-laundering risk, gambling researcher says’, 27 January 2026, 
quoting a Government spokesperson. 
20 ABC News, ‘New pokies policies will make things worse for problem gamblers, Tasmania’s gaming commission says’, 14 July 2026. 
21 AUSTRAC, Money Laundering in Australia: National Risk Assessment 2024, July 2024, identifying the trade in tickets from electronic gaming 
machines as a key money laundering method; see also AUSTRAC, Pubs and Clubs with Gaming Machines: Regulatory Guide, 2025, available 
at https://www.austrac.gov.au/sites/default/files/2025-10/2025_AUSTRAC_RegulatoryGuide_Pubs_And_Clubs.pdf. 
22 ABC News, 27 January 2026, as cited above. 
23 NSW Crime Commission, Project Islington: Inquiry into Money Laundering via Electronic Gaming Machines in Hotels and Clubs, October 
2022; NSW Crime Commission media release, 26 October 2022. 
24 NSW Government, Response to the NSW Crime Commission and Independent Liquor & Gaming Authority NSW Project Islington Inquiry, 
February 2023. 
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commitment, and in the meantime to ensure that any measures that do proceed are 
strengthened as set out in this submission. AGR looks forward to appearing before the Sub-
Committee to expand on these matters. 






