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Key Findings and Recommendations

37KH VA\VWHP KDV EHHQ LPSOHPHQWHG VXFFHVVIXOO\ E
This comment from a venue manager in our qualitative research summarises quite effectively the

results of this evaluation.

System implemented well

Management of the implementation of YourPlay by Liquor and Gaming was in almost all respects
very effective, and in some cases exemplary.

IT system worked
Complex IT system project for the pre-
commitment system was procured and
managed to time and budget, with the
final system having proved very stable in
use.

Stakeholder management successful
The stakeholder management around
system requirements and preparation
for launch was also exemplary:

X every venue based loyalty system
successfully tested for stability prior
to launch,

x all 502 venues had purchased and
installed the necessary technology
and trained their staff prior to launch.

Gamblers who use YourPlay benefit

Survey evidence suggests that those

gamblers using YourPlay cards are

achieving reasonable rates of benefits:

X 23 to 28 per cent reported being
more aware of their expenditure;

X 24 to 29 per cent reported that

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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119 failures (58 no card
issued, 30 only loyalty card
issued, 31 cards issued that
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that it represents best practice in terms of assisting gamblers to set the limits that are right for th eir
personal circumstances.

Recommendation 4: We recommend that in future projects where changes in the behaviour of a
segment of the population are required, that a senior and experienced individual be appointed as
benefits realisation manager to ensure all efforts to change behaviours and understandings are
coordinated, consistent and appropriately targeted.

Recommendation 5: Where widespread awareness and behavioural change are required in order to
achieve a projects benefits, the communications strategy should be planned and funded as part of the
core project .

Recommendation 6: Good quality management information is critical to support the continuous
improvement of projects, and the contract with the primary IT vendor should explicitly identify the
nature and quality of information to support the on -going management of the scheme together with
the way in which it is to be supplied

Recommendation 7: The Bl team should be required to fix the remaining errors in the Bl System.

Recommendation 8: The VCGLR should be encouraged to impose the penalties set out in Section
3.8A.12 Gambling Regulation Act 2003 for those venues that are not compliant with the requirements
around pre -commitment equipment. Liquor and Gaming should publicise any penalties imposed to
help support the development of a compliance culture amongst venues.

Recommendation 9: Ensure that gaming staff are aware of, and encouraged to use, the on -line training
tools related to YourPlay to regularly refresh their skills on the techn ical aspects of YourPlay such as
sign up and encoding cards.

Recommendation 10: Review the communications to venue managers and gaming staff to ensure that
the consumer protection elements of YourPlay are being given sufficient promotion.

Recommendation 11: If the Department decides not to switch the link between loyalty schemes and
YourPlay from opt in to opt out (recommendation 1) it will be important to ensure that venues are
focussed on complying with the requirement to offer YourPlay to those joini ng loyalty schemes, ideally
through compliance checks and enforcement activity.

Recommendation 12: The Department should consider further testing of the promotional materials for
YourPlay (mass market andin -venue) to ensure that they accurately convey  to gamblers what YourPlay
is and who it could help.

Recommendation 13: We recommend that further mass market awareness/promotion campaigns for
YourPlay are only undertaken after an assessment of their relative reach with the target audience of

EGM gambile rs (particularly higher risk and higher frequency gamblers), and relative cost effectiveness

of a mass market campaign, compared with other approaches to marketing the scheme.

Recommendation 14: The Department should explore who would be seen as a trusted source of
information by EGM gamblers and seek to use them as a channel to increase awareness of YourPlay.

Recommendation 15: The Department should assess the ways in which YourPlay is promoted in
venues to ensure that the most effective channels are being used.

Recommendation16 5HYLHZ WUDLQLQJ WR HQVXUH FRQVLVWHQF\ RI PHVVDJLQJ
own choices) and to ensure it provides gaming room workers with techniques to support their
interactions with gamblers around YourPlay and respon sible gambling more generally.

Recommendation 17: Review and market test messaging to try and assuage concerns about
government monitoring

Recommendation 18: Explore whether it is possible to structure some of the promotional materials for
YourPlay aroun d actual benefits perceived by typical gamblers, for example through testimonials or
case studies.
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Recommendation 19: Consider removing the requirement to enter a PIN when using the YourPlay card
on a gaming machine as expenditure during a session or day presents a low risk of privacy breach,
with PINs retained for accessing full history and contact details which are potentially more sensitive.

Recommendation 20 : Continue to run YourPlay Days as an important tool for recruiting YourPlay
cardholders and bu ilding awareness of the scheme.

Recommendation 21 : Ensure communications to venues and training of workers emphasises
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The first is the views held by gaming machine gamblers about YourPlay (and the broader concept of pre-
commitment). If gamblers view the use of YourPlay cards as something associated with problem gambling
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around pre -commitment equipment. Liquor and Gaming should public ise any penalties imposed to
help support the development of a compliance culture amongst venues.

Attitudinal/behavioural change among venue managers and staff

Understanding of YourPlay

Comparing the results of the qualitative research conducted with venue managers and staff in 2016 with that
undertaken prior to the launch of the scheme, it appears that the range of misconceptions regarding YourPlay
that existed amongst managers and staff have been resolved, a notable success of the stakeholder
management and communications activities.

7UDLQLQJ DW OHDVW RQ WKH EDVLV RI WKH VFKHPH DQG WKH WHFKQLFD
has been delivered to all relevant staff. However, some staff reported that the low uptake of YourPlay has
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Among those who were aware of YourPlay, and knew that it was a pre-commitment scheme, the focus was

on the function of setting limits for expenditure, rather than tracking spend and/or setting limits for the amount
of time spent.

Recomm
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At present, rates of adoption, outside of those using the scheme to access unrestricted machines in the
Melbourne Casino, are very low in almost all venues. And amongst those who do use YourPlay and have set
a spending or time limit (the majority of whom are Melbourne Casino patrons) the limits chosen are frequently
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E.3 Factors Influencing Usage

Usage of YourPlay

Usage of YourPlay by Victorian electronic gaming machine players is very low, particularly outside of the
Melbourne Casino (where the requirement to gamble using a YourPlay Card in order to access unrestricted
machines provides both the venue and players with an apparently strong incentive to facilitate use).

Overall statistics on YourPlay usage are shown by venue type for the three full calendar years that YourPlay
has operated. Total net player loss and turnover were down sharply in 2018 due to a significant fall in YourPlay
expenditure at the Melbourne Casino. Expenditure whilst using YourPlay in both clubs and hotels is higher
than it was in 2016 although it still only accounts for a very small share of expenditure.

Table E.1  Usage of YourPlay by Venue Type
Year Indicator Casino Club Hotel

2016 Number of players whose first YourPlay session was in 2016 10,630 2,233
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Review of training for gaming workers
Online training is made available to provide venue workers with details of how YourPlay operates, and this
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One quarter of
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Survey participants were also asked to identify the benefits they actually received from using YourPlay. The

most common actual benefitiden WLILHG E\ UHV SR QGH QW better inforratidn-bQ the tiridand u

money they spend gamblingy VHH )LIXAKH (QH[W PRVW FRPPRQ EHQHILWY ZHUH KHO
WR WKH DPRXQW RI PRQH\ RIKSFHNZ P YWV RuUHS MNP BHWQ AVYIDWHR XQG JDPEOLC(
FHQW DQG pJHWWLQJ D d thélW gamiling ey @ekloy/ anvtbe® gamQlidg history {14 per cent).

The latter reinforces that providing better information on time and money spent gambling is the primary benefit

provided by YourPlay. On the other hand, approximately 18 per cent of respondents reported receiving no

benefit from using YourPlay.

Figure E.4 Benefits actually received from using YourPlay, respondents could select more than one, per cent

n = 87 respondents
Note: Respondents could provide more than one benefit and so responses will sum to more than 100 per cent.

Respondents who never used YourPlay or have cancelled their card were asked why they discontinued using
their YourPlay card. The most common reason for no longer using or cancelling the card was that individuals
MIJDPEOHG RQO\ UDUHO\ RU LQIUHTXHQWO\Y ZLWK SHU FHQW RI WKRYV
indicating this as a reason. Other common factors were that respondents were yfQRW LQWHUHVWHG LQ V
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audience, or if they hold negative views about its use and effectiveness this could significantly reduce uptake
and sustained use. Similarly if venue practices or venue technology makes YourPlay difficult to join, or difficult
to use, then this is likely to significantly reduce uptake.

The central role of venues is reflected in the behaviours required in regulations, with the
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E.4 Impact and Cost Effectiveness

Impact of YourPlay on Gambling

The potential impacts of YourPlay on the targeted outcomes were assessed from the survey of YourPlay
cardholders and from analysis of session data extracted from the Bl System.

Survey findings
Amongst the respondents to the survey, there was clear evidence that using YourPlay had a positive impact
both in terms of consumer protection outcomes and (somewhat less clear) harm minimisation.

All of these results should be read with a degree of caution as it is not possible to identify whether or not the
respondents to the survey were representative of the broader population of YourPlay cardholders, as a
demographic profile of YourPlay cardholders does not exist.

Twenty eight per cent of respondents who answered the question on impact reported that YourPlay meant

WKH\ ZHUH 3D JUHDW GHDO"™ RU 3TXLWH D ORW" EHWWHU LQIRUPHG DERXW
UHSRUWHG WKDW XVLQJ <RXU3OD\ PHDQW WKDW LW ZDV 3D JUHiDiw GHDO"
that they set for themselves.

Even if it were assumed that the 16 per cent of survey respondents who did not complete the impact questions
had experienced no benefits from YourPlay this would still mean that 23 per cent were better informed about
their gambling, and 24 per cent had found it easier to stick to the limits they set themselves.

Using the estimates that exclude non-respondents in calculating impact effectively assumes that those who
did not complete the impact section of the questionnaire had an average impact equal to that of respondents.
Using the estimates that include non-respondents effectively assumes that none of them received any benefit.
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population of gaming machine gamblers, the proportions by risk level are roughly in line with those who gamble
at least once per week. If the overall population of YourPlay cardholders has a risk profile in line with gaming
machine gamblers as a whole then our estimates will overstate the potential impact, however if the risk profile
matches that of weekly gamblers then our estimates are likely to be broadly representative.

It is also worth noting that survey respondents whose most common location for gaming was the Melbourne
Casino reported slightly lower average impacts, for example the weighted average reduction in spending
amongst problem gamblers and moderate risk gamblers who gambled at the Melbourne Casino was 5.4 per
cent, whereas for those who gambled at hotels and clubs the average impact was 6.3 per cent. This difference
should be treated with a degree of caution as the small sample sizes involved means that the apparent
difference could simply be random variation amongst responses rather than a real underlying difference.
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Cost Effectiveness Analysis
Treatment of benefits from YourPlay

The approach to benefits is slightly more difficult than normal for this evaluation as the scheme is targeting two
broad types of outcomes. Accordingly, the costs need to be allocated between the two broad outcome types
in some way. There is no strong a-priori reason to use any particular weighting and so any choice is in some
sense arbitrary. In the evaluation planning process in consultation with the Department it was decided to draw
on the Benefits Realisation Plan developed for the scheme (p. 16) and allocate 6/7ths of the costs to outcomes
DURXQG (EHWWHU LQIRU Phs@Bnds prétectidnRa@d/I/7thHto butéomes around reduced harms
to self and others UHIOHFWLQJ WKH VFKHPHYV SULPDU\.IRFXV RQ FRQVXPHU SUR

Originally the planned definitions for these outcomes was:

X consumer protection: the proportion of total expenditure where the gambler made use of the scheme to
manage their gambling, defined as the share of expenditure when a pre-commitment card has been
used for the session multiplied by the proportion of YourPlay cardholders who report that they have
either used the expenditure tracking system to manage their gambling, or have set a limit to help manage
their gambling (with the latter two measures expected to be obtained through the telephone survey).

X reduced harms to self and others: the number of gamblers using the pre-commitment scheme to
manage their gambling whose welfare increases relative to non-users will be used as the indicator in
the fall in harm (if this change is statistically significant).

These approaches to defining outcomes proved not to be feasible in practice, as the telenETQgvambler made use of
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Part A Background and Baseline
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2. Objectives and Intervention Logic Underpinning YourPlay
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2.2 How does YourPlay operate?

7KH FRUH RI JDPEOHUVY H[SHULHQFHh&YolHal carl k&l Rienbfies\thé/garrbler oV W
the system ensuring that expenditure and time spent gambling is recorded so that reports can be provided to
the gambler. The YourPlay card also applies any expenditure limit or time limit that the gambler may have set.

YourPlay cards can be obtained from any gaming machine venue, either by registering at the venue, or by
pre-registering on-line and collecting the card from a convenient venue (for a registered card) or picking up an
anonymous pF DV X D QoxtRIayddfd from any gaming venue.

In addition to cards issued specifically for YourPlay, all gaming machine related loyalty cards issued in Victoria
can be linked to YourPlay account (including a casual user account) allowing the loyalty card to function as a
YourPlay card in any venue in the state including venues not using that particular loyalty scheme.

Whilst the cards can be registered to a person this is not required by the system and most of the core features
will operate with a causal user card despite its anonymity (e.g. whilst expenditure reports cannot be emailed
to a casual user card as the user is anonymous, expenditure reports can be accessed on-line; pre-commitment
limits can be set; and expenditure during the day and session will be displayed when first inserting the card
and then every 10 minutes).

When first using a card the gambler is required to select a PIN to control access to information at venue based
kiosks and for use of the card at a gaming machine. Users also select a user name and password for on-line
access to the pre-commitment system and the data related to that card.

If a gaming machine gambler chooses to use the YourPlay card to gamble in a particular session they need to
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Inputs Activities
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Figure 2.3 Program Logic - Reducing the harms gaming machine gamblers do to themselves and others

Objective: Reducing tharms EGM
gamblers do tthemselves and others|

U

1y

-

1y

Initial Outcomes
YourPlay is established as standard venue prafctice
YourPlagards adopted by EGM gamblers
Gamblers use expenditure tracking to identify
potentially problematic patterns of expenditure
Gamblers with impaired caetofgnise need to set

binding limits

2nd Round Outcomes
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X A lack of time, and a lack of training in addressing sensitive issues, were also identified as barriers to
staff promoting YourPlay.

X Venue managers also reported a tension between wanting to promote YourPlay from a sense of

responsibility to their patrons on the one hand, and a concern that in doing so they may be undermining
their business on the other.

3.1.4 Views on the ability to override limits
X Some stakeholders, particularly EGM gamblers
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3.2 Consultations with high level stakeholders

All members of each of the Industry Advisory Group and Community Advisory Group were contacted and
invited to participate in a one-on-one discussion. Where a suitable time could be found consultations were
undertaken face-to-face where possible or by telephone when not. Five consultations were undertaken with
members of the Industry Advisory Group, and four consultations were undertaken with members of the
Community Advisory Group.

The consultations with the members of the advisory groups were undertaken on a non-attribution basis and,
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Part B Implementation Review
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4.1 |Initial rationale
Prior to the 2010 Victorian State Election the
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The Act establishes the scheme as a purely voluntary one on the part of gaming machine gamblers, although
there will be encouragement for players to use the system. HoweverFo21(f)venta

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide



Evaluation of YourPlay *Final Report Page 21

Controlling the market failures of gambling through taxation is unlikely to be effective as:
(&8 gamblers do not directly observe the tax they pay on their gambling; and

(b)  the primary cause of the harm from problem gambling is the money lost. Increasing taxation on
electronic gaming machine gambling (to the extent that the taxes levied reduced the return to players
rather than the return to venues/machine owners) risks exacerbating the negative externalities.

7KLY OHDYHV WKH LQWURGXFWLRQ RI VRPH IRUP RI FRQWURO PHDVXUH \
extreme version of such measures being outright prohibition) as the approach most likely to address the market
failures in gambling.

Of course harm minimisation measures themselves impose costs on all those gambling on EGMs?, including
in the case of those whose gambling does not exhibit any impaired control, and these costs may be greater
than the benefits they realise from the harm minimisation measures. Therefore any harm minimisation measure
should be structured so as to have as little impact as possible on the gambling of those whose gambling
behaviour exhibits no impairment of control, whilst having the largest possible impact on those with problem
gambling and spree gambling.

Considering these factors the Productivity Commission identified pre-commitment systems (where gamblers
can nominate a spending limit for their gambling and this limit is enforced) as one of two harm minimisation
measures which the evidence suggested may be effective in the Australian context without unduly reducing
the welfare of recreational gamblers (the other being a $1 maximum bet limit). They also recommended a
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434 <RXU3OD\ DV-IDQ URBWOR\DOW\ VFKHPH PHPEHURXWOWKHU WKDQ

/IR\DOW\ FDUG V\VWHPV RIIHUHG E\ YHQXHV DUH UHJDUGHG E\ YVWDNHK
commitment, both direc
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Figure 5.1 Pre-commitment Implementation Project structure
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7. Implementation of YourPlay

7.1 What is required for the benefits to be realised

Drawing off the intervention logics, it is possible to identify factors that are necessary (but not individually
sufficient) for the achievement of YourPlay 1V R E M HThiéé faddovs are set out below and then the extent
to which the necessary changes appear to have been realised (or at least are on track to be realised) is
assessed in the following Sections.

It is typical in a process evaluation to restrict this type of assessment to those factors which can reasonably

be thought of as within the control of the project team (in the context of an intervention logic this extends to the

outputs of the scheme but excludes outcomes). However in this implementation review the analysis has been
HIWHQGHG WR LQFRUSRUDWH WKH FRQWH[WXDO IDFWRUV WKDW ZLOO LQI
achieve its objectives, as well as preliminary data on the achievement of the objectives themselves.

Technical +ZLWKLQ 'HSDUWPHQW RI -XVWLFHYV FRQWURO

X Stable and reliable IT system developed to implement YourPlay and successfully integrated with existing
monitoring software.

IT system development completed within the timelines of the project.

Appropriate specifications for hardware, and loyalty card systems, made available to third party vendors
and to venues.

Technical tRXWVLGH RI WKH '"HSDUWPHQWIV FRQWURO

X Gaming venues understand the technical requirements of the YourPlay system.

X Gaming venues purchase and install the necessary hardware, within the required timeline.
X Loyalty cards are implemented in a way that preserves system stability
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7.2 The technical implementation process

The technical aspects of the implementation, both those directly controlled through the procurement process,
and those that needed to be implemented by venues, have been very professionally and effectively executed
(with the exception of the management information system).

721 :LWKLQ WKH '"HSDUWPHQWITV FRQWURO

The IT systems required to implement the scheme, both centrally and in venues, were successfully identified
and set out in an implementable specification.

The IT system developed to deliver YourPlay has been stable in use.

722 2XWVLGH RI WKH '"HSDUWPHQWYfV FRQWURO
Gaming venues understood the technical requirements of the YourPlay system.

Venues acquired the necessary equipment, which met the technical requirements specified by the Department,
to support the YourPlay system, and this was installed and operational in all venues by the launch date.

The process of ensuring that loyalty scheme technology would be compatible with the broader system was
well designed and executed, and has resulted in a roll-out of loyalty technology that did not interfere with either
the Monitoring System or the YourPlay system.
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When respondents were asked how often they lost track of their money when playing pokies, nearly three
quarters (72 percent Rl UHVSRQGHQWV IHOW WKDW WKH\ puQHYHU percenvieh WUDFN

WKDW WKH\ ppd eeON\LGLGVRP BWGPHYU FHQW VDLG WKDW WKH\ pRIWHQ |

Nearly two thirds (64 percent RI UHVSRQGHQW EHOLHYHG W Kibri&/whék pldyipgpbkies U O RV \
A further 19 per cent PHQWLRQHG pUDUH O pBr ceR @BRZWIL 6\ | V Rahéd T\peiPcenY fiho

VDLG HRIWHQ RU DOZD\VT
Figure 7.2 EGM gamblHUVY PDQDJHPHQW Rl WLPH DQG H[SHQGLWXUH

4% :KHQ SOD\LQJ SRNLHV GXULQJ WKH ODVW PRQWKV « Q

Respondents were then asked how often they went over their time limit, one third (33 per cent
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Table 7.2 5HVSRQVHV WR WKH TXHVWLRQ p+RZ RIWHQ GR \RX ORVH WU
gambling risk category, estimates grossed up to Victorian totals

Non-problem Low risk Moderate risk Problem Total
gamblers gamblers gamblers gamblers
Total ever lost track of money 20,465 46,302 36,561 18,214 121,543
(number)?
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7.4.3 Attitudes towards YourPlay

In the qualitative research, where their attitudes could be explored in more depth, gamblers were positive, on
the whole, about YourPlay and its objectives.

There were mixed views about the specific details and functionality of the scheme, particularly the fact that the
limit can be over-ridden when reached, with a majority of focus group participants indicating that they believed
that this rendered the scheme useless. On the other hand, a minority of respondents agreed with the voluntary
nature of the scheme, and had an attitude that it supported individual choice and responsibility.

The main barrier to uptake among gamblers was the fact that people did not believe it was aimed at them, or
that it was unnecessary for them/of no use to them. Gamblers perceived that the target audience for the
scheme was problem and at risk gamblers. Some respondents also specifically mentioned that they felt that
the scheme was aimed at older people and/or lower income groups, who spend significant amounts of time
gambling on pokies.

Less frequent, but still present, was a concern that using YourPlay would potentially stigmatise gamblers by
flagging up that they had a problem (there appeared to be a widespread misunderstanding that YourPlay used
a specific card distinct from loyalty scheme cards), or that privacy could be breached because other patrons
could see their spending because of the pop-up.

Some respondents expressed the view that YourPlay would not be effective for any category of gambler. They
did not believe that the scheme would be useful for non-problem/non at risk gamblers, as they felt that they
would not use it. They also pointed out that the limit could be over-ridden, or that people could move on and
gamble elsewhere, stopping it from being useful for those with
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Figure 7.3 Reasons for choosing not to use YourPlay

QD4. Why have you not chosen to use YourPlay? Code frame was not read out and multiple responses were allowed (Wave 1 n=172; Wave 2 n=103)

A potentially interesting finding of the telephone survey was that from wave 1 (May 2016) to wave 2 (May
2017) there was a big drop in those responding that the reason WKH\ KDGQ W WULH® GERXW3IOIDQ NZ D
would helpme” ITURP SHU FHQW WR SHU FHQW I WKLV LV D JHQXLQH FKD
change in the way in which lack of interest is reported) then it may be that there is more scope now to persuade
SRWHQWLDO XVHUV RI LWV EHQHILWY WKDQ WKHUH ZDV HDUO\ LQ WKH VF
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Part C Factors Influencing Usage
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8. Usage of YourPlay

8.1 Use of YourPlay in gaming venues

Usage of YourPlay by Victorian electronic gaming machine players is very low, particularly outside of the
Melbourne Casino (where the requirement to gamble using a YourPlay Card in order to access unrestricted
machines provides both the venue and players with an apparently strong incentive to facilitate use).

It is not possible to identify the number of unique persons using YourPlay, or indeed gambling using electronic
JDPLQJ PDFKLQHV LQ 9LFWRULD :H GR KDYH D FErxXasidl ¢adqutbi©iDte UV Y IRU
number of unique cards used rather than the number of players, and as such is likely to be higher than the
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9. Review of Gaming Worker Training
9.1

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide



Evaluation of YourPlay *Final Report Page 45

X Do | have enough information to answer common player questions? (Refer to the General YourPlay
FAQs in this module and the player FAQs at yourplay.com.au).

Screen lay -
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Figure 9.3
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9.5 Consistency with principles of responsible gambling/harm minimisation

A number of studies have recognised that there are two fundamental challenges associated with implementing
voluntary pre-commitment schemes (Delfabbro, 2011; Delfabbro et al., 2007, 2016). The first is that workers
find it very difficult to talk to patrons or to approach them. The second is that many people do not believe that
they need to set any limits because they do not believe themselves to have any difficulties with their gambling.
The first issue relates predominantly to the challenges associated with problem gambling and is not
immediately relevant to YourPlay because of its focus on a range of gamblers. However, communication with
patrons would inevitably involve some contact with problem gamblers, so that some awareness of the
challenges of speaking to patrons about the potential value of the different limits when they express interest
would seem worthwhile. For example, staff should adopt a style of communication that is not judgmental, does
not try to sell the service, and which frames the value in terms of the needs of the player. The second issue is
addressed in a similar way. It is very important for staff to be able to underscore the broader purpose of the
feature so as to make it appealing to potential non-SUREOHP JDPEOHUV H J H, KDYH EHHQ W
this, but | am not sure. What canyoutHOO PH DERXW LW"’

The training (if this is the only material provided)
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Figure 9.5 Screen-shot messaging from YourPlay website
et Sat PRI W7 - X -+ =i !Iﬂir‘-

Figure 9.6  Screen-shot from MyPlay website
et ot B s e _

Password
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InterestingO\ WKHUH GLGQYW VHHP WR EH D FOHDU SDWWHUQ RI UHODWLYH
amongst gamblers between venues which spread responsibilities widely and those which focussed on a few

key responsible individuals, with higher use venues represented amongst both approaches as were low use

venues.

Significant doubts about effectiveness given low use

There was universal concern amongst both venue managers and gaming room staff at the low usage of
YourPlay, with the tone of the comments varying from enquiries on what could be done to get more people to
use it, to the view that with usage so low it was a pointless scheme.

3,W KDV EHHQ LPSOHPHQWHG VXFFHYVYVIXOWwhueEnansdgerWighd® vs@ fW EHHQ D
club

3, WV D JUHDB/OWRZADM W WRRXVH LW XQIRUWXQDWHO\ LWV UHDOO\ KL
it. "Venue manager, higher use club

S, WIV D JRRG LGHD EXW LQ Staifnénhbéf)ldmisesxcRid VQ W ZRUN
8, FDQ VRUW RI VHH WKH SRLQW EHKL @G&uehRbid protem itsécizty VH JDPEOLC

these days, but none of the players at the venue use it. “Staff member, low use club

Due to the lack of interest and overall use, YourPlay was viewed by many of the venue managers and gaming
room staff as being a waste of money and time. This belief was evident across higher use and low use venues,
but more prevalent among the latter.

3, WYV D ZDVWH RI WLPH DV , MXVW GRQTW UH®af @&nmbek highdr WKH FXVWR
use club

(On their overall view of Yo X U3 O D\ 3: DV W Stai mékhbér How use hotel
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small number of venues where management had worked with their local VCGLR gaming support worker to
deliver training specifically focussed on how and when to approach gamblers.

A number of regional venues commented on the difficulty of accessing training and support for their staff
around YourPlay due to the extent to which it is delivered in Melbourne, which is seen as increasingly time
consuming (and therefore expensive in terms of staff time) to access.

Several venues mentioned that it would be very useful in promoting YourPlay if they could have access to
information on the actual benefits of the scheme, i.e. case studies of people it has helped as well as information
on what impact has the Department seen as a result of YourPlay.

Staff responsible for responsible service of gambling activities are sometimes involved in sharing venue based
experiences and also active in promoting YourPlay to staff, discussing how and when best to start-up
conversations about YourPlay, how to use it, what are its features. The Ambassador day/s are valued for the
information exchange and discussions of how to approach patrons, best approach to discuss value of a card,
and advice to stress that information is not made available to government.

Feedback and review from the Ambassador Forums occurs in all of the venues included in the consultations,
sharing ideas on what works well. In some venues staff are supported by those who do the training for
Responsible Service of Gambling. Staff are exposed and knowledgeable about YourPlay and our assessment
is that Venue Managers are equally well versed and committed to publicising YourPlay.

10.3 Promotion of YourPlay
All venues have substantial promotional material on YourPlay displayed, including extensive wall sighage

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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generally know individual gamblers, but even this familiarity has limits, in that you can advise people about
YourPlay but it makes little, if any, difference to the take up.

Generally, venue managers and gaming room staff felt their regulars were aware of YourPlay, but casual
visitors were not. Patrons who are aware of YourPlay generally find out about it through events like YourPlay
Days, or from asking staff members about the card slots and posters which were installed in the machines
when it first came out. General enquiries about YourPlay have dropped off since it was first launched.

3 SHRSOH NQRZ ZKDW L ®eff\mdmDded, IBWEIReXCWb QR Z -~

ODQDJHUV DQG VWDII IHOW WKDW UHJXODU SDWURQV ZKR DUH XQDZDUH
want to know about LW ~

S:KHQ \RX WU\ WR H[SODLQ Skl mkmbér,Hou X3eKIthG R

There were very mixed experiences reported about using other forms of in-venue advertising such as
announcements over the PA system, pre-UHFRUGHG pUDGLRY D G YeHising arMi-hveri@depayp QG D G
screens and TVs. Some venues reported that using advertising of this type had been effective, whereas others
H[SUHVVHG WKH YLHZ WKDW WKHUH LV D GHJUHH RI LQhRWWP préethbte VDW XU
would be unproductive, likely to perhaps even cause resentment.

The perceived role of staff in promoting YourPlay varied. Higher use venues were more likely to report they
would actively approach customers about YourPlay.

¥f there is someone | think has been

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Recommen dation 17: Review and market test messaging to try and assuage concerns about
government monitoring

Second, gamblers seemed to be unconvinced of the benefits of YourPlay, with staff reporting that invitations
to join YourPlay were generally rejected along

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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11. Impact of YourPlay Days

In October 2016 the Department trialled a new, venue focussed, approach to promoting YourPlay, called
YourPlay Day

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Table 11.1  Registrations achieved on YourPlay Days and Comparators

Timing Comparator days YourPlay Day

(average)

Oct-16  Total registrations with at least one session with spending (no.) 21.0 344.0

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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12. Factors Correlated with YourPlay Use in Hotels and Clubs

As shown in Chapter 8 there is significant variation in the rates of YourPlay use between individual hotels and
clubs. In stakeholder consultations undertaken as part of this project, it was not uncommon for venues with
low rates of YourPlay usage to ascribe the low use of YourPlay in their venue to the demographics of their
region and venue. This chapter seeks to explore the regional dimension of these claims to identify what, if
anything, is correlated with the intensity of use of YourPlay in Victorian venues at the regional level, and for
the few venue specific characteristics that are known.

The Melbourne Casino is excluded from this analysis as its patrons are much more widely dispersed
geographically than a typical hotel or club making an analysis based on the demographics of its physical
location not meaningful.

Overall there are 529 Victorian hotels and clubs!?

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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of values (including zero) while a notably small number of venues were reporting on the extremely high range
of values (end tails).

Figure 12.1 EGM entitlements per venue (monthly observations), January 2016 to March 2018

Figure 12.2 Frequency distribution of monthly turnover in dataset (monthly observations), January 2016 to
March 2018

Variations in venue s(f)-1.322 841.92 reW* nBTI[Fuap(l)5pens22 87-10(0)-022 82sme22 82sf o

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019



Page 62 Evaluation of YourPlay *Final Report

Metropolitan clubs were the largest with a median of 60 EGMs while regional hotels were the smallest with 30
EGMs.

Table 12.2  Median EGM entitlements, Turnover and Turnover per EGM by Region and Venue Type, January 2016
to March 2018

Venue and Region Type EGM entitlements (no.) Monthly gaming tirnover ($m)  Monthly turnover per EGM ($)
Regional 36 2.2 61,991

Metro 60 5.0 95,923

Club 50 29 57,065

Hotel 48 5.0 107,101

Metro & Club 60

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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A small number of postcodes can be identified as areas of high gaming activity. In one postcode, there were
D WRWDO RI YHQXHV FRPSDUHG WR YHQXH LQ D pW\SLFDOY DUHD 7KH
gaming across areas (i.e. appear better distributed).

However, these regions with higher intensity of gaming machine gambling do not appear to also be regions
with a higher intensity of YourPlay use.

What is likely to influence YourPlay usage?

A range of variables were included in the analysis as potentially influential in the level of YourPlay use, these
are summarised in Table 12.5. Inclusion of the variables was driven by a combination of availability of reliable
data, and factors that had been shown to have an influence on gaming machine participation in earlier studies.

Table 12.5 Description of variables included in analysis

Category Potential explanatory variables

YourPlay use

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Third, the turnover of a venue did not have a statistically significant relationship with its turnover using YourPlay
cards, even when potentially confounding factors such as the number of gaming machine entitlements and the
type of the venue and its location were included.

Finally, the total explanatory power of all of the included variables was very low, around 8 per cent. This
suggests that usage of YourPlay was largely driven by unobserved venue specific characteristics.
It is not possible to determine from the available information what these unobserved factors may be, and

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Responses were received from 101 of the 1,221 YourPlay cardholders invited to participate in the survey, a
response rate of 8.3 per cent. Not all respondents completed every question, and so there is some variation
in the sample size for specific questions. This is indicated by table or figure notes.

$V WKH VXUYH\ ZDV PEOLQGTYT IURP WKH SRLQW RI YLHZ RI 6%&(6 ZLWK QR
presented in this report are unweighted as it is not possible to identify the demographic characteristics of the
overall sample frame, and therefore not possible to identify appropriate population weights.

The lack of demographic data on YourPlay users as a whole means that it is not possible to identify whether
or not the survey respondents were representative of the broader population of cardholders. If the
characteristics of our respondents differ from the broader population then the survey responses may overstate
or understate satisfaction and impact.

Demographics

A majority of respondents (80 per cent) who participated in the survey lived in Melbourne. This result is broadly
FRQVLVWHQW ZLWK WKH SURSRUWLRQ RI WKH VWDWHIV JHQHUD® SRSXOL
A similar share of respondents lived in Inner Melbourne (41 per cent) and Outer Melbourne (39 per cent). A

combined total of 15 per cent were living in regional cities, rural or remote areas, while the remainder did not

identify their place of residence.

Table 13.1  Where respondents live

Inner Melbourne 41
Outer Melbourne 39
Regional city 9
Rural or remote 6
Prefer not to say 4
Interstate or overseas 1
Total 100

n = 85 respondents

People who responded to the survey were less likely to be employed and more likely to be unemployed relative

to the broader Victorian gambling population. Approximately 41 per cent of respondents to the YourPlay survey

were employed, whereas the 2014 Victorian Prevalence Study (Hare, 2015) found that almost 61 per cent of

Victorian EGM gamblers were employed. Similarly, 122 per FHQW RI VXUYH\ UHVSRQGHQWYV ZHUH
compared to 5.2 per cent of Victorian gamblers. Almost one quarter of survey respondents were retired (i.e.
MUHWLUHGY RU pSHQVLRQHUY

Table 13.2 Work status

Employed working full-time 33
Employed working part-time 8
Home duties 7
Retired 11
Looking for work 12
Studying 5
Pensioner 13
NewsStart Allowance 1
Other 5
Prefer not to say 5
Total 100

n = 85 respondents

Respondents were most likely to be living in a lone household (36 per cent), while living in a couple household
was the next most common living situation (28 per cent). One quarter of respondents where living as part of
families with children.

5 ABS, Regional Population Growth, Australia, 2016-17 (Cat. No. 3218.0).
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cent level). Problem gamblers were statistically significantly more likely to gamble at the Melbourne Casino,
although this was only significant at the 10 per cent level. And those gamblers who reported multiple venues
were statistically significantly more likely to be rated as low risk gamblers. None of the other gambling venue
types had a statistically significant relationship with gambling risk level.

Figure 13.4 Number of times a player have played electronic gaming machines in the last 12 months, per cent

n = 101 respondents

Figure 13.5 Types of venues visited by respondents to typically play gaming machines, respondents could select
more than one type of venue, per cent

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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shopping research we found that only 69 of the 157 visits undertaken resulted in a card being supplied by the
venue and only 38 of those cards actually worked in the venue.

Figure 13.7 How respondents obtained their registered YourPlay card or obtained a casual player card, per cent

n = 91 respondents

Attractions and benefits of YourPlay

Those factors that prompted respondents to get a YourPlay card are summarised in Figure 13.8. One quarter
of respondents were attracted by a

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Figure 13.10 Use of YourPlay to set a limit on time and money to gamble, per cent®

n = 92 respondents
Note: (a) Total includes respondents whose gambling risk could not be assessed.
(b) Difference in use is statistically significant.

Table 13.5 summarises the average spend and time limits, including low and high responses, by risk category
of the gambler. Respondents that set a limit reported an average daily spend limit of $515 and an average
weekly spend limit of $5,170.

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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13.4 Use of YourPlay

When respondents were asked about how often they used their YourPlay card when gambling

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Figure 13.13 Agreement with usability of YourPlay, per cent

n = 85 respondents
Note: Totals that sum to less than 100 per cent are due to non-responses.

7KH KLJKHVW OHYHO RI DJUHHPHQW FRQFHUQH @5 pékdenty. Thare vBr¥ als¢i DV WR
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Figure 13.14 Features of YourPlay liked by respondents, respondents could select more than one, per cent

n = 84 respondents
Note: Respondents could provide more than one feature they liked and so responses will sum to more than 100 per cent.

Figure 13.15 Benefits actually received from using YourPlay, respondents could select more than one, per cent

n = 87 respondents
Note: Respondents could provide more than one benefit and so responses will sum to more than 100 per cent.

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Finally, respondents who never used YourPlay or have cancelled their card were asked why they discontinued
using their YourPlay card. The responses are summarised in Figure 13.17.

The most common reason for no longer using or cancelling the card was that individuDOV pJDPEOHG RQO\ U
RU LQIUHTXHQWO\Y ZLWK SHU FHQW RI WKRVH ZKR QR ORQJHU XVHG RU
Other common factors were that respondents

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Relevant regulations

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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If the venue has a loyalty progtam, ask to join. If the venue does not have a loyalty scheme begin a
conversation with staff around gaming to allow YourPlay to be offered.

X If YourPlay is not offered ask a question about it
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Researchers used a checklist to mark off what extent each venue had met each criteria.
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It is important to note that, given only two visits were undertaken to each venue, usually close together in time,
the findings would not necessarily be a reliable indicator of the average performance of any individual venue,

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Offer of YourPlay

Having completed an initial visual review of the venue, researchers were tasked with observing whether venue
staff mentioned YourPlay without being prompted during their initial interaction. As with the analysis of
advertising the sample size for this assessment is 160.

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Explanation of YourPlay

Just over three quarters (79 per cent) of all venues visited were able to explain what YourPlay is to researchers
when they asked, while 15 per cent were not able to, and 4 per cent of researchers did not complete this
guestion on the checklist. There were no key differences found in the quality of explanation by venue type,
location and size and relative use of YourPlay.

%DVHG RQ UHVHDUFKHUV Y RY HoorinofoRda&/dtal ivi@nher ® Qegin éxplaidimy VW ourPlay

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019



Page 92 Evaluation of YourPlay *Final Report

X 9HQXHV ORFDWHG LQ LQQHU PHWUR DUHDV ZHUH OHVV OLNHO\ WR
VWDWHPHQWY OHWWLQJ \RX NQRZ KRZ PXFK WLPH DQG PR@&W\ \RX Kl
overall).

X Regional
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Page 93

$ PLOQORULW\ RI LQWHUDFWLRQV LQYROYHG WKH VWDII SHU FHQW PHQWL
SUREOHP”™ +R Y&EN) Were m&llikely than clubs (1 per cent) to make this type of comment. Venues

ORFDWHG LQ LQQHU PHWUR DUHDV ZHUH DOVR PRUH OLNHO\ WR VD\ WKI
JDPEOLQJ SUREOHP’ SHU FHQW FRPSDUHG ZLWK SHU FHQW RYHUDOGO

6L[ SHU FHQW RI VWDII PHPEHUV PHQWLRQHG WKDW <RXU30OD\ pLV QRW
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Three quarters (75 per cent) of staff found the YourPlay card easily. Venues located in outer metro areas (88
per cent) were more likely to find the YourPlay card easily compared with regional venues (60 per cent). Nearly
one in five staff (17 per cent) could not find the YourPlay card easily. Researchers noted in some instances,
brochures were empty i.e. no casual card in YourPlay brochure. The remaining 8 per cent of visits where the
ease with which staff could locate a card was not rated were visits that did not progress to the point where a
card was being provided, e.g. where staff members actively discouraged joining, where staff reported that the
system was down and so on.

KLOH RQH YHQXH GLGQIW ERWKHU GLVFXVVLQJ <RXU3OD\ DW DOO UHV
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Figure 14.5 Case study of successful sign up

Venue type: Club
Venue location: Inner metro

One case of a successful sign up was on the whole, a positive experience. The mystery shopper enquired about the
loyalty program and was handed an application form which included a consent box for YourPlay. In response to this,
staff enthusiastically commenced the loyalty sign up process and YourPlay registration. Identification was requested
DQG DOWKRXJK D GULYHUVY OLFHQFH ZDV VXIILFLHQW IRU WKH YHQXH
Furthermore they did ask whether the shopper intended to remain in the venue for a little while as they had a few steps
to go through.

The mystery shopper observed the other staff member was being trained in signing up for YourPlay by the manager
who initiated the application process. The explanation provided by the staff was very thorough, with numerous benefits
EHLQJ H[SODLQHG DQG SUHVHQWLQJ <RXU3OD\ LQ DQ LQFOXVLYH ZD\ 3L’
IRU EHFDXVH LWV HDV\ WR IRUJHW ~ 7KH WtV D the RibbR & &bt up R&NinftDnQrbidkied
by the shopper, and walked the shopper through the entire process step by step with a positive demeanour.

It is worth mentioning that the potentially negative consequence of the interaction was that the sign up process took
about 45 minutes, which may be longer than the average individual would expect to wait to be signed up for a service.
The long duration was on the account of the staff member being trained on the IT sign up process, a comprehensive
explan

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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The three shopping visits where contact was not able to be made with venue staff, and the one visit where the
researcher could not gain access to the gaming room are included in the analysis of outcomes as they
represent visits in which it was not possible to obtain a YourPlay card.

Looking first at the distribution of outcomes on a venue basis (see Table 14.3), both visits were successful in
SHU FHQW RI pORZHU XVHY DQG SHU FHQW RI pKLJKHU XpsKdduly HQXHV
be tested. One of the two visits was successful in a further 14 venues (16.7 per cent of low use venues and
20 per cent of higher use venues). Two thirds of low use venues and 56 per cent of higher use venues achieved
neither a success nor a partial success in either of the visits.

Table 14.3  Mystery shop outcomes on a venue basis

Low use Higher use All venues

_-
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Figure 14.8 Attempted sign up to loyalty linked to a casual YourPlay account

Card worked

Card issued
n=3

Target: Loyalty linked
casual YourPlay acca

n=10

Key BT = process step; [lfaay = a successful outcome; = a partially successful outcome; and [fe] = unsuccessful outcome
Note a System failure observed by researcher;
b

System failure reported by venue staff member

Figure 14.9 Attempted sign up to aregistered YourPlay account only

w7
//,4/{/2 22

Key = process step; BIEL = a successful outcome; = a partially successful outcome; and [ = unsuccessful outcome
Note a System failure observed by researcher;
b

System failure reported by venue staff member
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Figure 14.10 Attempted sign up to loyalty linked

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Figure 14.11

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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worth clarifying to venues that if they choose to process loyalty memberships centrally this needs to include
linking the card to YourPlay when requested.

:KLOVW LW PD\ EH WHPSWLQJ WR DVFULEH WKH LGHQWLILHG SUREOHPV V
sampling was able to test the sign-up practices of 79 of the 495 Victorian hotels and clubs with active gaming

machine entitlements as at March 2018, or roughly one venue in six. This means our analysis should be
UHIOHFWLYH RI WKH VHFWRU DV D ZKROH H[FHSW vERrbm YliGpXrrEMviZR FD W H G
were excluded for logistical reasons).

Indeed, as our sampling strategy over sampled those venues which had higher rates of using YourPlay, our
analysis may overstate the average performance of venues.

The scale and breadth of this non-compliance clearly indicates that the current approach of the VCGLR as the
regulator of focussing on collaborative and education based approaches to industry to achieve compliance is
not working.

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Part D Impact and Cost Effectiveness

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019









Page 110 Evaluation of YourPlay *Final Report

It is possible to convert these reported net impacts on expenditure into an estimated average reduction of
spending for YourPlay cardholders. Assuming that the actual impact was at the mid-point of the ranges (and
assuming that >20 per cent averages a 25 per cent reduction), and using the distribution of impacts and annual
average gaming spending by gambler risk level allows the calculation of a weighted average spending
reduction. For the purposes of this analysis it was assumed that gamblers who did not complete the impact
section of the questionnaire received no benefits from YourPlay.

Combining these parameters gives a

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Figure 15.1 Impact of using YourPlay on enjoyment from playing the pokies, per cent

n = 83 respondents
Note: Results expressed as a proportion of the total excluding non-responses.

Figure 15.2 Whether YourPlay has meant that respondents are better informed about how money and time they
are spending

n = 84 respondents

Three-quarters of respondents indicated that using YourPlay has made it easier to stick to the limits that they
have set for themselves, while the remainder (26 per cent) found it had not made it easier (see Figure 15.3).

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Figure 15.3 Whether YourPlay has made it easier to stick to the limits respondents have set for themselves

n = 85 respondents

YourPlay messages

March 2019 South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide
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Figure 15.5 Impact of pop-up messages on gambling session

n = 74 respondents

Impact on spending and time played
Almost two

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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Analysis based on risk profile shows that 68 per cent of high-risk gamblers reported po change fo the time
spent playing pokies.

Figure 15.7 Impact of using YourPlay on how much time respondent spent playing gaming machines
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n = 83 respondents

Stopping gambling sessions

When respondents were asked to what extent YourPlay helped them stop their gambling session at the time
of their choosing 40 per cent said pdat all 139 per cent said p [Little bit fand 22 per cent said that YourPlay
has helped them D O R3fi ganling when they wanted to (Figure 15.8).

Figure 15.8 Extent to which using YourPlay helped the respondent to stop gambling at their preferred time
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n = 83 respondents

Survey respondents were asked two open ended questions on features of YourPlay that they found most
useful and least useful. Table 15.1 summarises their responses. Generally the most useful features identified
was the ability to track time and/or money. Other features identified by multiple respondents as being most
useful features included the ability to set limits and receiving reminders or pop-up messages.

There were no particular feature(s) that were commonly identified as being least useful, with a range of features
instead being identified as least useful. Responses ranged from card readers not working, sign up process
being difficult, pop ups requiring a PIN to keep working, being forced to view activity statements etc.
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Table 15.1  Most and least useful features of YourPlay (open ended question)

Most useful Least useful

All of them Nothing

Tracking of time and money Constant pop ups requiring PIN to keep playing very annoying
Setting limits Card readers break down when you forget to remove the card
Onscreen reminders Unreliability of using the card at the machines

Access to more information It is easy to forget to bring card

Bonuses, use of loyalty part of card, free rewards, free coffee and wine, | Your Spin Feature

access to restricted areas

Nothing Signup procedure was unnecessarily difficult.

South Australian Centre for Economic Studies, University of Adelaide March 2019
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16.
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17. Cost Effectiveness Analysis

17.1 Treatment of benefits from YourPlay

The approach to benefits is slightly more difficult than normal for this evaluation as the scheme is targeting two
broad types of outcomes. Accordingly, the costs need to be allocated between the two broad outcome types
in some way. There is no strong a-priori reason to use any particular weighting and so any choice is in some
sense arbitrary. In the evaluation planning process in consultation with the Department it was decided to draw
on the Benefits Realisation Plan developed for the scheme (p. 16) and allocate 6/7ths of the costs to outcomes
DURXQG (EHWWHU LQIRU Prhs@Bnds prétectidnRa@d/1/7thHto butéomes around reduced harms
to self and others UHIOHFWLQJ WKH VFKHPHYV SULPDU\.IRFXV RQ FRQVXPHU SUR
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17.3 Cost effectiveness of achieving consumer protection benefits

Taking the conservative approach of assuming that those survey respondents who did not complete the impact
section of the questionnaire received no benefits from the scheme, twenty three per cent of respondents
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Itis also likely to be the casethat yP\VWHU\ VKRSSLQJY W\SH YLVLW&hugBrxcicesEH UHT:
around willingness to sign gamblers up to YourPlay, offering YourPlay when gamblers are joining
YourPlay, complying with regulations around access to casual cards etc.

2) Imposing financial penalties on low use venues, through an additional gaming tax imposed on the
difference between 1 per cent of their gaming turnover and their actual level of turnover spent through
YourPlay. This additional revenue could be directed to harm minimisation measures to compensate for
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Appendix A

Previous Evaluations of Pre-commitment Systems

A.1 Worldsmart evaluation (South Australia)

The Worldsmart pre-commitment system (Playsmart) operates in conjunction with the J-card loyalty system
and is presently available in over 70 venues in South Australia (although it was trialled in a smaller number of
venues in 2008-2009). This system allows players who use loyalty cards to set time or monetary limits, program
time-outs or exclusions or personal reminder messages. The Schottler (2010) evaluation of Worldsmart
extended over approximately 18-months and involved a number of different phases. In Phase 1, the features
were available in venues, promoted by signage, and the natural uptake or usage was observed. For Phase 2,
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The Maxgaming Simplay trial was conducted using a similar methodology. Letters were sent out to club
members inviting them to sign on and try the technology. An incentive of $20 in Simplay bonus points was
offered. The trial ran for 8 months and, 340 people agreed to use the cashless gaming system. As in the eBet
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players did not take advantage of the feature because of concerns about violations to privacy; (c) anonymous

registration meant that players were able to sign up to the system on multiple occasions and use more than
one card. Some
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it did, 11 per cent said it was just for problem gamblers, and 7.5 per cent said that they could not be bothered.
Overall, high frequency players were more likely to be users than low frequency players.

Fifty-two per cent of survey participants said it was useful or very useful and only 19 per cent said it was
useless. When asked why they used Playscan, 47 per cent of players were curious to see what it did, 34 per
cent wanted to use the money and time limits and 23 per cent wanted to play more safely. The most useful
features were the: ability to set spend limits (70 per cent), view their gambling profile (49 per cent), conduct
self-tests (46 per cent), self-exclude (42 per cent) and obtain support information (40 per cent). Of those
players who used Playscan, 63 per cent reported that they felt more informed, 66 per cent were more confident
about playing moderately, and 51 per cent felt that it helped to control their gambling behaviour.

Two further evaluations have been undertaken by the Internet Poker Committee (2008). One involved 1,000
JDPEOHUV RQ 6YHQVND 6SHOfYV ZHEVLWH DQG DQRWKHU LQYROYHG
players, 8 per cent had gambling problems and 15 per cent were considered at risk. The main findings from
the survey of poker players was that those who played online poker on non-Svenska Spel sites had higher
rates of at-risk and problem gambling (16 per cent and 11 per cent
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to obtain a gambling card and charge it with credit. Mandated limits are set for each week and month, so that
players with a given ID card will not be able to gamble if those amounts are reached, but players can also set
their own voluntary limits. Two classes of machine are offered: Multix and Belago. Multix machines are low-
risk machines that are typically located in convenience stores with a basic maximum prize of around $AUS300,
ZKHUHDV -WKUMINH W6 H O bed RarePlocktBd_in bingo halls/mini-casinos with a maximum prize of
$AUSS00. Larger jackpots are available on both. Both types of machine allow up to 20 spins per minute and
have maximum bet sizes of up to 50NOK (just under $AUS10). On Multix machines, people are restricted to
expenditure limits of around $80 per day and just over $AUS400 per month, whereas Belago machines have
limits of around $AUS150 and $AUS800. On Multix machines, there is a mandatory 10 minute break at the
end of an hour of play and 30 seconds on Belago machines.

A recent summary of the operation of this system (Engebo, 2012) showed that 24 per cent of Multix and 12
per cent of Belago players reached their monthly loss limit at least once. Analysis of total session activity
showed that 1.4 per cent of Multix sessions and 2.9 per cent of Belago sessions ended due to reaching a limit.
Around 20 per cent of total players experienced the mandatory time-outs.

Analysis of voluntary limit setting has also been undertaken. As reported by the CABP (2009), a brief pilot
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Appendix B

The Harms from Gaming Machine Gambling

One of the two objectives of the Victorian pre-commitment scheme is to reduce the harms that arise from
gambling. Most individuals participating in gaming machine gambling do not experience any harms; however,
for a minority of gamblers the harms to themselves, their families and the wider community, can be significant.

In order to evaluate the extent to which the pre-commitment scheme has delivered on this objective it is first
necessary to understand the ways in which gaming machine gambling can lead to harm, both to the gamblers
themselves, to others in their household, and to their workplaces and communities. The current understandings
of the ways in which these harms can occur, and the forms in which these harms can take, are set out in Table
3.1

These harms have been grouped under their three broad causes:
X
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Table B.1 Forms of harm from gambling

Primary impacts Secondary impacts on gambler
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