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Background 

 Gambling issues are argued to stem from a 

variety of inter-related factors associated with: 

  
 the person 

 the social and situational state of the individual 

 the environment  

 the gambling product 



Governments and harm reduction 

 Governments use legislation and other means to 

minimize gambling-related harm 

 Measures tend to target environmental factors or 

the product itself 

 Effective targeting of the product and environment 

to make it safer or at least less harmful to gamble 

and can assist individuals to self-manage their 

gambling  



Need for systematic evaluations 

 Systematic evaluations of measures are vital 

 Is the measure effective? (How effective? To whom?) 

 What are the costs and consequences? (Are costs 

reasonable? Who bares costs? Unforeseen consequences?) 

 Evidence of effectiveness supports widespread roll-outs  

 Prevents widespread implementation of interventions 

which are minimally effective or unrealistically costly  

 Informs on aspects which can be improved  



Context of gaming venues in Victoria 

 Community wide accessibility to venues 

 513 Venues in a population of ~ 5.7 million 

 50% of venues are in Clubs, 50% in hotels 

 Number of EGMs range from ~ 20-100 

 Two thirds in metropolitan Melbourne, one 

third in regional or rural regions 



Hotels 



Clubs 



Removal of ATMs from Victorian 

gambling venues 

Context of removal: ATMs1 in Victorian gambling venues had a 

daily withdrawal limit of $400 and both ATM and EFTPOS2 had 

$200 per transaction limits and had to be located outside of the 

gaming room 1ATM=automated teller machine, 2EFTPOS=electronic funds transfer 

       

Legislation introduced in Victoria in 2009 specified that as of July 

2012 “ATMs must not be located within 50 metres of gaming areas 

at casinos or racecourses and must not be located inside any other 

licensed gaming venue”  
(Gambling Regulation Amendment (Licensing) Act relating to Placement of Automatic Teller Machines - ATMs) (Part4/Division 5).  

 



Prior literature re venue-based ATMs 

 Considerable evidence to support this measure: 

 People experiencing problems with gambling are much more 

likely than other gamblers or non-gamblers to access ATMs at 

EGM gambling venues, to do so on a regular basis and to do so 

on multiple occasions in a single visit 

 Venue-based ATM withdrawals are often used to fund gambling 

and that this association is strongest for higher risk gamblers 

 Problem gamblers and counsellors report that easy access to 

money within venues is an important contributor to gambling 

problems  
(e.g., McMillen et al., 2004; Productivity Commission, 1999; 2010; Rodda & Cowie, 2005) 



This does not guarantee success 

 People may choose to circumvent the system 

 Switch to EFTPOS to access money in venue 

 Use external ATMs and/or bring more money into venue  

 

 Need to evaluate the effectiveness of the intervention  

 As a harm reduction measure for at-risk and problem gamblers,  

 As a consumer protection measure for gamblers generally 

 

 Need to measure costs and unintended consequences (to 

patrons and venues) 



Evaluation of removal of ATMs 

 This presentation reports on key findings from this 

evaluation 

 

 Study aimed to assess the impacts in terms of  

 Its effectiveness as a harm reduction measure for higher risk 

gamblers and a consumer protection measure for other 

gamblers, and  

 Measure resulting costs and unintended consequences. 



Method: Multiple sources of data 

 Early information gathering: Pre-implementation interviews with 

key stakeholders and with problem and ex-problem gamblers 

 Patrons: Pre/post implementation survey + post implementation 

interviews with patrons 

 Venues: Post implementation survey and interviews with venue 

respondents 

 Other data gathering: Post implementation interviews with 

gambling-related professionals; Pre/post implementation 

observations at venues + post implementation observations of 

patrons in venues; collected data and records 



Method: Focus for this study 

Findings today draw primarily on the following:  

 Patron survey and interview data  

 Pre-post intervention survey with 928 patrons (82.3% retention 

rate); 59% female ranging in age 18-88 

 Post intervention semi structured interviews with 30 patrons; 12 

females, ranging in age 31-70+ 

 Venue survey and interview data 

 164 venues responded to at least one question, 84 completed 

the last question 

 Interviews conducted with 15 venue representatives  

 



Impact of intervention on patrons 

 Survey at T1 and T2 

 877 Current EGM gamblers  

 59% no and low risk gamblers (n=521) 

 22% moderate risk gamblers (n=195) 

 18% problem gamblers (n=161) 

 + 51 non EGM gamblers (for comparative purposes) 
 

 Semi-structured interviews with 1 non-gambler, 15 

no/low risk gamblers; 8 moderate risk gamblers and 6 

problem gamblers 

 

 

 



Impact on money spent on EGMs 

Mean	amount	of	money	(in	dollars)	spent	on	EGMs	on	a	typical	occasion	X	gambler	risk	group	

	 No/Low	risk	gambler	 Moderate	risk	gambler	 Problem	gambler	

	 Time	1	Time	2	 Time	1	 Time	2	 Time	1	Time	2	

Hotels	

		Mean	 60.81	 46.67	 136.91	 99.81	 277.44	 187.87*	

		(SD)	 (141.20)	(68.46)	 (303.99)(147.44)	 (459.06)	(221.65)	

Clubs	

		Mean	 48.19	 43.98	 111.32	 92.75	 203.52	 160.84*	

			(SD)	 (114.86)	(63.98)	 (170.68)(111.66)	 (250.09)	(169.65)	

*significant	difference	between	time	1	and	time	2	where	p<.001	

	

	 	



Impact on money spent on EGMs 

Mean	amount	of	money	(in	dollars)	spent	on	EGMs	on	a	typical	occasion	X	gambler	risk	group	

	 No/Low	risk	gambler	 Moderate	risk	gambler	 Problem	gambler	

	 Time	1	Time	2	 Time	1	 Time	2	 Time	1	Time	2	

Racecourses	

		Mean	 7.07	 32.63	 20.71	 30.97	 50.54	 82.77	

		(SD)	 (23.32)	(63.24)	 (59.43)	(77.99)	 (107.91)	(139.65)	

Casino	

		Mean	 54.51	 66.87	 122.12	163.75	 242.43	 265.06	

		(SD)	 (144.11)	(87.08)	 (214.48)(233.94)	 (359.59)	(318.41)	

*significant	difference	between	time	1	and	time	2	where	p<.001	



Victoria wide EGM expenditure data 
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Percentage change in EGM expenditure 

data: 2011-12 and 2012-13 financial year 
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Impact on money spent on EGMs 

 Why did ATM use not transfer directly to EFTPOS use? 

 Patron interviews provided insight 

 

 Staff involvement – inconvenient, observed 

 

“You sort of don’t want to go up [to access EFPOS] the third 

time with your other card … I don’t know whether they’ll say 

anything, whether they’ve been trained to.” (female, 41-50, problem 

gambler). 

 

 



Impact on money spent on EGMs 

 Some people did decide to bring more money into venues or 

left to access money at local ATMs 

 Both of these require planning or reflection time 

 

 “Sometimes I’ve thought, “Oh I’ll go down to the petrol station 

and get cash.” And then once you’re out of there, you’re out 

of the zone. You think, “Oh I might as well just keep going 

home now.” (Female, 61-70, problem gambler) 



Impact on control 

 >50% of moderate and high risk (PG) gamblers 

reported the intervention had assisted them to 

manage spending  

 Almost 30% of no/low risk gamblers also found it 

helpful 

 Significant decrease in severity of problem gambling 

symptomatology for problem gambling sub-group 



Impact on control 

 Reduction in impulsive overspending for high risk gamblers 

 Percentage reporting almost always overspending on EGMs 

 PG  T1  44%   T2 26% 

 

 Percentage reporting never overspending on EGMs 

 PG T1  4%   T2 22% 

 MRG  T1  14%  T2  47% 

 LRG  T1  59%  T2 77% 

 

 Evidence of consumer protection and harm minimisation 

 



Impact on control 

 Qualitative data substantiated these findings 

 Most people reported that removal of ATMs contributed 

to increased sense of control  

 Impulsive over-spending was more common prior to 

removal as ATMs facilitated easy, automatic processes  

 EFTPOS use now prompted forethought (consideration 

of staff observation and/or additional time) which 

interrupted flow 



Impact on control 

 Qualitative data showed increased control for 

both low and high risk gamblers 

 “[My personal upper] limit could always be stretched in 

those days when ATM was just right by your side or 

next to you, it was really handy. I think it’s [EFTPOS] a 

great way to make people think about the next step 

before actually doing anything on impulse and on just 

for the sake of doing it, and have to think about it.” 
(Female, 31-40, Low risk gambler) 



Impact on control 

“Look, I do plan more. I don’t take more money with me. I try to just 

withdraw the same and when I’ve run out, the good thing is that I 

only go back to that counter to get cash out once. Probably at the 

most, I’ve only gone twice because I’m embarrassed to go back but 

when it was just the ATM, I didn’t care if I went back three times. I’d 

get 120, 140. Maximum was 400 a day and I’d go, “How much have I 

got on me? 100, go a third time.” But now I’m too embarrassed to 

face the people and they’ll think, “Poor pathetic thing. This is the 

third time she’s been back to get cash.” So I only go once or maybe 

twice at the most but I don’t even do twice very often. So that’s been 

a big plus.” (Female, 61-70, Problem gambler)  



Impact of intervention on venues 

 Venues surveyed 

 Of the 513 Victorian venues invited to participate in survey, 164 

provided at least one data point, 84 responded to last question 

(so completed survey) 

 Good spread of venue size, type and region 

 Venues interviewed 
 Interviews with 15 venue representatives (managers, venue 

operators, directors, CEOs, investors). Good variability in venue 

type and region. All representatives were males aged over 40.  



Costs and consequences 

 Need to accurately measure 

 Reduction to EGM expenditure (expected) 

 Any reduction in non-EGM revenue and other 

consequences 

 Adaptation requirements for venues  

 Removal of ATMs – paid for by ATM providers  

 In many cases replaced ATM with enhanced EFTPOS  

 Minor costs associated with painting, recabling, carpeting 

etc. (ave $4,000-$6,000) 



Enhanced EFTPOS facilities 



Impact on venue revenue 

 Average aggregate downturn in revenue 

 EGM revenue down by 6-7.5% 

 Non-EGM gambling revenue down by 7.4-7.8% 

 Non gambling revenue down by 5.2-7.1% 

 Some evidence venues without local ATMs 

may be more negatively impact revenue-wise 

 Small loss of income from ATM fees 



Impact on venue patronage 

 Some reduction in EGM patronage  - more prominent in 

clubs and hotels and more marked in problem gamblers 

 Little impact on patronage related to non-EGM gambling 

 Very few changed where they gambled or what they 

gambled on 

 Venue managers thought it had impacted casual more 

than regular patrons 

 Some indication that regional venues may be more 

impacted by loss of casual custom 



Safety and attitudes to intervention 

 No evidence of safety incidents at venues 

 

 Attitudes to accessibility to cash in venues 

 Very few patrons wanted access to ATMS in gaming rooms 

 Patrons split on whether ATMs should be in venues (but outside gaming 

rooms) or removed altogether 

 Patrons generally wanted EFTPOS services retained 

 Higher risk gamblers more likely to want both removed 



Safety and attitudes to intervention 

 Venue and patron data indicated little inconvenience 

due to ATM removals with the majority of patrons 

having adapted 

 

 Negative perceptions of intervention largely related to 

perceptions of ineffectiveness 



Conclusions 

Clear evidence that removal of ATMs from venues is an 

effective harm reduction & consumer protection measure 

Substantial and significant reductions in time and money spent on 

EGM gambling by higher risk gamblers (maintained over 18m) 

 Increased feeling of control, reduction in impulsive over-spends, 

reduced severity of problem gambling symptoms for high risk gamblers 

Gamblers generally reporting spending less time and money on EGMs 

and improved money management (feelings of control, reduced 

overspending)  



Conclusions 

 Costs and unintended consequences to venues 

 Some reductions in patronage rates 

 Reduced EGM revenue 

 Reduced revenue in other areas of business 

 Some evidence of differential impact on some venues 

 Majority of patrons and venues had adapted to the 

change 



Conclusions 

 Unintended consequences to patrons 

 Relatively few unanticipated costs or consequences 

 Some gamblers not assisted (entrenched PGs; PGs who 

spend small amounts/session; lack of daily EFTPOS 

limits –> overspending in some high risk gamblers)  

 Perceptions of ineffectiveness reduced enthusiasm in 

some patrons and staff 

 Findings can inform Governmental policy decision-

making at a national and international level  
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