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Executive summary

Overview The current report summarises key trends and themes relating to implementation of
the Redcliffe RSL card-based gaming trial. Given that the product implementation trial
officially reached the six month mark during February 2009, the evaluation
commenced March 2009

This was also important to avoid situations where the research process influenced
player views of the system (as observed during the first trial in 2004). Conduct of the
evaluation at the end of the trial thus ensures that there has been no ‘experimenter’
bias or player acquiescence and trial findings can be considered representative of true
patron experiences.

In summary, the trial evaluation has included the following methodologies:

”

Canduet of N=52 x 35 minute telephone surveys with card-based players
{including provision of a $50 voucher incentive 1o players)

Conduct of three focus groups with Redcliffe RSL card-based players
(including provision of a $50 voucher incentive to players)

Interviews with Redcliffe RSL staff invalved in the card-based gaming
(staff were also given voucher incentives to recruit players)

Interviews with staff of the card-based gaming implementation company
(MaxGaming)

Behavioural EGM analysis of system data supplied by MaxGaming for the
six month trial pericd

Caveats fn reviewing findings of the current card-based gaming trial evaluation, several caveats
should be considered including:

L

(1]

player views represent perceptions ONLY and hence may not have a factual basis
there can often be disconnects between player attitudes and behaviours

the current evaluation is not a systems, technical or compliance evaluation and is
primarity based on a human factors style evaluation of the systern and its impacts
(particularly a gaming harm-minimisation perspective)

the limitations of the evaluation need to be considered in the context of a relatively
small sample of trial participants and the self-selection nature of the evaluation

{ie. only players who gave cansent to contact were able to be included)

SIMPLAY The product under evaluation was the MaxGaming SIMPLAY system. The MaxGaming
System is a cashless, card-based precommitment system implemented at the Redcliffe
RSL Club during August 2008,
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KEY FINDI

Finding 1. Findings showed
that uptake of card-based
gaming required around
three-four months to peak
and level out,

N G S5

Similar to previous trials, uptake of card-based gaming was by
no means immediate and a number of promotional processes
were needed to stimulate uptake of card-based gaming in play-
ers. Approximately, 341 players had taken up the system
between August 2008 and early March 2009, with only 3% of
players opting for a daily spend limit {and the rest opting for
just cashless gaming alone).

Methods used by the venue to promote SIMPLAY included;

*  offering a $20 sign-on incentive in SIMPLAY points
(a Redcliffe RSL incentive)

*  MaxGaming offered to SIMPLAY users the chance to
win in a $300 weekly draw (which was limited to SIM-
PLAY users and ran for |0 weeks during the trial}

*  MaxGaming placed 6 staff on site to sign-up players
during the trial {an earty phase)

*  Redcliffe RSL promoted the avaifability of card-based
gaming through a written letter/promotion to club
members,

Analysis of product uptake showed that, following implementa-
tion in August 2008, 79% of SIMPLAY players had already
taken up SIMPLAY by November 2008 (within four months). In
contrast, roughly only 20% had taken up SIMPLAY in the [ater
months of the trial,

Interestingly, reports from the venue tended o suggest that the
$500 weeky draw was not a major incentive for participation,
however; some success was achieved through the offer of $20
in SIMPLAY paints to players,

Key findings of the evaluation of the card-based system at the Redcliffe RSL are
summarised below. Findings primarily focus on harm-minimisation aspects of card-
based gaming, along with general findings refating to system uptake and acceptance,

The current trial has shown that, even in
spite of quite aggressive promotions,
uptake of card-based gaming will not be
universal or immediate in the early stages
of market adoption.

While this is likely to change as card-
based garning and precormmitment
become more commonplace, early
trials will require significant effort to
encourage adaption to achieve the
objectives of precommitment as a
gambling harm-minimisation measure.

In particular; with enly 13% of all players
opting for precommitment, the trial has
also shown that cashless gaming is seen to
offer greater benefit to players, compared
10 precommitment alone.

Finding 2. The relatively
automatic card set-up
process for SIMPLAY was
seen as very easy and
userfriendly for players.

Unlike past trials, where card-based gaming required a form to
be completed by patrons, SIMPLAY merely required a card-
swipe and butten press (at a kiosk) to set up the card for cash-
less gaming {ie. an existing club membership card).

As that this required less than 30 seconds {and was performed
at the SIMPLAY kiosk, with which players were already famitiar),
it was very positively regarded and received by players. Indeed,
most saw the sign-up process as negligible in time investment
and very consumerfriendly,

Future precommitment systems which
incorporate more automated sign-up
processes such as the kiosk for SIMPLAY
are likely to be well-received by players.
An automated siga-up process appears to
be significantly more acceptable than
form completion by players and should
be encouraged as a potential mechanism
to encourage players to sign-up for

card-based gaming and precommitment.

Sgnng up for the new gaming card Fe S
was easy and stra‘ghtforvard

Slgn-up process for card-based gaming

R

Signng up for the new gaming 9%
card was ime-consum'ng :

% players

[[] Disagree [} Neutral

[} Agree
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Finding 3. There s Findings of the SIMPLAY survey showed that 69% of players in | Future palicy should consider imposing a
potential to further the trial indicated that they read most of the supplied written requirement for card-based gaming pro-
improve the level of information on card-based gaming {ie. a SIMPLAY brochure), viders to supply compulsory.information
harm-minimisation 25% indicated that they had read a little of the information and | on the benefit of precommitment and
information supplied in 6% read none of the information. information to assist players to select
erﬁig:z;n;::nﬁ;wpon While differences were not statistically significant, a slight trend -arfi:cltr«?lafb{e am_j ap:?ropnate :tGM Itln;rts.
appeared 1o show that higher risk groups may have been less Jnisin ormation s generd by no een
likely to read most of the wiitten information, compared to included on previous carcljfb'ased gaming
non-problem gamblers. brochures and ‘.NOI..Ild assist in achieving
the broader objeciive of harm-
However; while information contained much content on minimisation.
card-based gaming funciionality, very [imited information was Further research should alse investigate
available to help inform players about the choice of limits or ways to ensure that all players read mate-
the benefits for setting limits. rials and consider information, which may
Accordingly, investigating ways to ensure that consumers both 355'5_" F,'%ayers t(,’ set and‘kleep to afforda-
review and consider written materials will be important in the b!e hmn,s {particularly vith regards to
future defivery of successful precommitment implementations. higher risk players).
Finding 4, At a general Discussions and surveys with EGM players who trialled the The Redcliffe RSC trial further highlights
level, SIMPLAY card users SIMPLAY card-based gaming product highlighted that the prod- | the dlear benefits seen in card-based gam-
were relatively positive about | uct was generally seen as user-friendly and convenient by play- | ing and particularly in cashless gaming
the SIMPLAY card-based ers. As with most past trials, by far the most significant from a consumer perspective,
gaming product, perceived benefit related to the availability of cashless gaming Once again, findings re-emphasise (a5
and the assodiated convenience of not having to wait for hand- 1} with past trials) that precommitment is
pays and the ease of moving from EGM to EGM. not seen as the major benefit of card-
Reflecting positive overall sentiment, 98% of players considered | based gaming, however; cashless gaming
the product as easy to use and user-friendly, 96% felt confident | may assist in facilitating improved
in using the card and 88% enjoyed using the card for their monitoring and conlrol over gaming
gaming. Bxample player comments included: expenditure.
*  Using SIMPLAY just makes it easier to play. The money
Jjust gets Uransferred onta on your card. lt's easy.
* | canjust colfect my winnings directly with SIMPLAY.
*  SIMPLAY s better as | do not like vaiting for a coflection.
s SIMPLAY Is easter for me, as | have to go collect my
children and | save time this woy.
In addition, while some players had a few “teathing issues’ with
the card during the early stages of the irial, the card system
was generally seen to be now working effectively in the venue,
In addition, similar to other trials, precommitment was not
seen to be a key benefit to players and generally only attracted
interest of a small number of players.
However, some players reported that having cashless gaming
itself helps facilitate improved tracking and control over gaming
expenditure. For instance, example player comments included:
¢ Ificome in ond stif have $15 on the cord, | put ancther
$20 limit on it {ie. the card was o vehicle for precommil-
ment, rather than the limit)
* My limitin my mind is $50. It (the cord) does help
you keepr track of it better,
* My psychological it Is $100-1 56, If you have a card, it
can help you keep track of your spending.
Accordingly, similar to the previous #rial, cashless gaming itself
may offer some potential harm-minimisation benefits to players
over and above regular cash-based gaming. In addition, players
also support the concept of broader roll-out of card-based
gaming to allow play at multiple venues and voluntary use of
cards at a player [evel,
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Overall player Impressions of card-based gaming

The card based gaming system is quite easy |5
to use and userfriendiy

| nova fed quite canfident using the gaming card

ftwas easy to rezch saff € | had any queries
or problams vith the gaming card

| enjoyed using the geming card for
po'des play at the Redcliffe RSL

et confident ueing the garing card the
first time after my fi-st day ofusng it

Staff provided good treining or instructions
on haws o use the gaméng card

[t was easy to work out how to use the
gaming card at the start of the trial

Uking the gaming card Felpad me eloy my
pokies play more than regutar cash gaming

% players

[]Dimgee [ Newel [ Agee

Impact of card-based gaming on precommitmant

Playing with the card encouraged me to think more SRR e
zbout how much | can afferd 1o spend on polees play, 2%
campared to regudzr cash based gaming

Playing with the ¢erd encouraged me 1o set myzella
spend Bmit for my poldes play. 2l - 12
corrpared to reguler cash based garming

Using the card encouraged me to think more about - s L Ry
my podes expenditure, compared to 20 3 L 57 T
regular cash based gaming B T
LI R I R I T A I I T
% players

Disagree Meutral Agres
{ ] Disag L [ ]4e

PAGE 5 OF 105 on
schottler gfﬁi consulting

insight from compfexity



Finding 5. While
SIMPLAY was well-regarded
by players, research identified
a range of syster design
issues with potential to
undermine the harm-minimi-
sation abjectives and
potential of card-based
gaming,

Facus groups, surveys and usability testing of the SIMPLAY
card-based gaming system highlighted a number of system
design issues with potentizl to undermine the harm-minimisa-
tion objectives of card-based gaming.

In particulan, findings of the evaluation revealed that there
needs to be greater safience of the ‘balance ched< button 1o
facifitate easy player checking of card balances while using cash-
less garning at the EGM {some players were unaware that this
was available on the EGM, while others only thought they
could check balarces at the kiosk), This could either be
achieved through improved playertraining to identify and use
the existing button or afternatively, through more obvious
identification of the balance check button on the EGM interface
(eg. brighter labelling etc.).

In addition, clearer instructions need to be presented on the
kiosk o assist players to check balances (eg. Held button for
2sec to show your card balance, as this button has a different
functionality compared to the other ‘press and release’ buttons
on the kosk).

Similarly, players need 1o be able ta alter their transfer amounts
at the EGM interface to allow informed consent for each
transfer from their card to the EGM. In this respect, the auto-
matic transfer amount of $20 (as defaclf) should pot be per-
mitted, as it has potential to encourage players to continue
EGM play without making an informed decision to do so.
[Bustrative comments by players incduded:

* [ would lke to be able to transfer another $5 without
having to toke the cord out,

s itis templing to keep ploying, if the cord transfers $20
and you want to use only 35,

* s onnoying how its ahways $20. How about it you anly
want $107 You're just belng tempted to shend money
you may not wont to spend.,

From this perspective, keypad implementation to allow players
1o change transfer imits at the EGM interface should be a
compulsory requirement (At the moment, transfer amount
changes can only be done at the kiosk and leaving the EGM is a
disincentive for players).

Other design issues identified with SIMPLAY included:

*  the need for a “splash screen” {or similar) to be pre-
sented when players initially set up their card to assist
in the choice of each individual limit and card
parameters - For instance, instead of daily spend limits
just being available as a button, on initial set-up, play-
ers should be explained both the (1) Benefits of set-
ting a daily limit and (2) Basic tips on how to select
an affordable limit

*  the need for players themselves - rather than staff - to
select limits and other amounts on their card - In this
respect, while staff intend to be helpful, some players
reported that staff had set values on their behalf, thus
limiting the level of informed consent in precommit-
ment and other card parameter dedsions

*  the term ‘session limit’ is confusing to players and
should be relabelled to reflect it's meaning as a time
[imit with an explanation of the meaning and benefts
of setting such a limit

¢ when players reach their limit, there is current no
wamning on the EGM screen and a message is
displayed which does not show the player that a limit
has been reached {currently, the limit exceeded
warning is ONLY on the very tiny GMI screen)

Policy fr future card-based gaming
system approval should consider
requiring the need for systems to:

*

not permit any default values to
be set for daity spend limits, time
limits or transfer amounts from
the card to EGM {However,

it may be appropriate for card
balance limits to have defaults -
eg. max of $1000 en card)
prohibit automatic transfers
from card to EGM, as this is
inconsistent with the prindples
of informed consent during
EGM play

incorporate design features to
enable players to check their
card balance at the point of the
EGM interface and be clearty
visible to players (perfiaps os
estoblistied through independent
systenr usabifity testing)

allow players to easily change
the amounts transferred from
the card to machine at the
EGM interface - such as through
incorporation of a keypad
incorporate information ‘splash-
screens’ as part of system design
to help players understand the
limits and parameters they are
setting

consider prohibiting venue staff
from making dedisions about
player card limits/parameters
(thus requiring players to set-up
their own cards, although this
could stifl be supported by staff,
where players need assistance)
limits need to be clearly labelled
to ensure that players can
understand their purpose and
benefits {eg. the term ‘session
limit" - in effect a time limit on
SIMPLAY - is unclear io players)
limit warnings should, where
possible, be displayed on the
EGM screen as this area is more
visible 1o players than the small
GMi screen,
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Finding 6. While SIMPLAY
has potentially very useful
print-outs of player
expenditure, current
statement labelling and
presentation undermines the
potential of statements to
support consumer awareness
of pambling expenditure.

Findings of the current evaluation highlighted that most players
cannot interpret the design of expenditure statements accessi-
ble from the SIMPLAY kiosk or from venue staff behind the
counter.

In particular, labeling is confusing and terms such as 'draw up’
and ‘draw down' have no or limited meaning to players. Many
players who viewed statements generated from the SIMPLAY
kiosk highlighted that they cannot understand the supplied
information.

[y addition, the meny system for accessing statements could be
made clearer; as could the ability of players to be able to access
more detailed statements behind the counter {(eg. players and
even most venue staff were unaware of this),

In addition, the presentation of the statement behind the coun-
ter on three separate fragmented pieces of thermal roll makes
it difficult for players to interpret their gaming expenditure.
Accordingly, the design and implementation of player state-
ments needs to be considered from a harm-minimisation
perspective,

SIMPLAY design in relation to expendi-
ture statements needs to improve to ena-
ble expenditure information to be more
readily accessible to players. In particular:

¢ labelling needs to clearly iden-
tify expenditure both on the
ldosk screen and on paper

¢ players and staff need to be
more welkinformed about the
benefits of expenditure
statements

¢ detailed statements available
from counter staff need to be
presented on a single piece of
paner to improve player under
standing of the information
(rather than on three separate
fragmented pieces of paper)
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Finding 8. Venue staff
reported positive experi-
ences with the SIMPLAY
card-based gaming and the
support provided by the
systemn supplier. However,
benefits of the system to
the venue from an opera-
tional perspective were
uncertain.

From a staff and venue perspective, the Reddiiffe RSL generally
had positive experiences of the SIMPLAY card-based gaming
system and implementation. Hawever, it was also apparent, as
with afl trials, that a range of bugs and technical implementation
issues were experienced during the early phases of the trial.

These were reported as having led to some player frustration
during the trial, incfuding scrne players ‘giving up' on the system
during the early post-implementation phase. However, since
most early issues had been resolved, the venue believed that
the system was now working reasonably effectively.

In addition, staff were reasonably satisfied with the training pro-
vided and commended the system provider with the level of
technical system support offered during the tral.

The venue was surprised, however, that only a small propor
tion of players had taken up card-based gaming and it was
apparent that the venue had expectations of higher levels of
systern adoption by patrons. Staff reports of fimited time-sav-
ings afforded by the system and minimal uptake also led to
venue management being uncertain about the vafue of the sys-
tem at a venue level,

Staff believed that limited uptake was in part related to the
older age demographic of the venue and that system adoption
was less likely in older players.

e current trial highlights that, even
venues very committesd to gambling
harm-minimisation, need to carefully
evaluate the potential of the system to
improve venue productivity,

Consideration should be given by OLGR
to possible incentives to venues to adopt
card-based gaming for the delivery of
precommitment.
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Finding 10, Behavicural
EGM data analysis highlights
some interesting new trends
relating to the SIMPLAY
card-based gaming systen.

Findings examining gaming behaviours assocdiated with the
SIMPLAY card-based gaming system revealed that:

an average of |75 sessions for female players and 200
sessions for male players eccurred during the trial -
older age groups were the biggest users and males 65
years and over were the group recording the highest
number of card-based gaming sessions. in contrast,
younger age groups had much less use of the card
females spent an average of 13.8 days using SIMPLAY
and males spent an average of 18.0 days

mean transfers from card to credit meter; were
$3,869.60 for females and $3,354. 10 for males and
mean transfers from credit meter to card were
$3837.10 for females and $3927.80 for males

12% fermales and |5% of males set a card limit -
analysis also showed that uptake was higher in females
50-64 years (14%) and in males 35-49 years (23%)
most players set fairly conservative imits with the
maximum limit set of $100 and ${00 was the most
popular limit for both genders (6%)

30 players (of the total of 45 who set limits - ie. 67%)
received limit exceeded' warnings during use of their
SIMPLAY card (1 to 48 total wamnings per player)
While one of the limit parameters that could be set
on SIMPLAY alfowed time-based gaming limits
{termed ‘session reminders’), not a single player
elected to set this limit during the trial

4| players adjusied their transfer amount during the
card-based gaming trial (je. from the $20 defauit)
older females and males had the largest number of
total kiosk uses across the trial {probably because
they were more frequent players). However, when
mean gaming sessions per kiosk use was examined,
females were found to have used the kiosk less than
males and older people {both males and females) also
used the kiosk less. This may be due to less comfort
with technology (atthough it is difficult to be certain)
findings showed that SIMPLAY player expenditure
overall increased 4.44% comparing the trial to the
same months in the previous year. In contrast, non-
SIMPLAY players increased only 1.35% (although
average daily turnover increased 6.47% for Redcliffe,
5.67% for Brisbane North and 6.18% for QId since
2007/08) (based on same months of the trial)

Findings provide some interesting new
evidence to suggest that higher risk
groups may be more likely to adopt
precornmitment and that precommit-
ment may be associated with a decrease
in spending (ie. not card-based gaming
itself, but actually setfing a fimit on a card).

Given the value of such a trend in the
context of gambling harm-mimimisation
policy, this is worthy of further research
investigation in future trials.
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Summary

The current trial of a card-based gaming product at the Redcliffe RSL delivers further
converging evidence to highfight the value of card-based gaming to consumers. In
addition, it also highlights a range of other insights about card-based gaming with
respect to ways to ensure that system design delivers clear harm-minimisation benefits.

From this perspective, the third trial of card-based gaming in Queensland has added
further knowledge and understanding about the benefits and impacts of card-based
gaming and precommitment and can assist in informing future policy and strategy
relating to card-based gaming on a broaderscale.

R RN R R e R I N I R R B |
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Introduction

Overview The current report summarises key trends and themes relating to implementation of
the Redcliffe RSL card-based gaming trial. Given that the product implementation trial
officially reached the six month mark during February 2009, the evaluation
commenced March 2009,

This was also important to avoid situations where the research process influenced
player views of the system (as observed during the first trial in 2004). Cenduct of the
evaluation at the end of the trial thus ensures that there has been no ‘experimenter’
bias or player acquiescence and trial findings can be considered representative of true
patron experiences.

In summary, the trial evaluation has included the following methodologies:

s Conduct of N=52 x 35 minute telephone surveys with card-based players
*»  Conduct of three focus groups with Redcliffe RSL card-based players
**  Interviews with Reddliffe RSL staff involved in the card-based gaming

*¢ |nterviews with staff of the card-based gaming implementation company
(MaxGaming)

*+  Behavioural EGM analysis of system data supplied by MaxGaming for the
six month trizl period

Caveats In reviewing findings of the current card-based gaming trial evaluation, several caveats
should be considered including:

*+  player views represent perceptions ONLY and hence may not have a factual basis
*s there can often be disconnacts between player attitudes and behaviours

** the current evaluation is not a systems, technical or compliance evaluation and is
primarily based on a human factors style evaluation of the system and its impacts

*¢  the limitations of the evaluation need to be considered in the context of a relatively
small sample of trial participants and the self-selection nature of the evaluation
(ie. only players who gave consent to contact were able to be included)

SIMPLAY The product under evaluation was the SIMPLAY card-based saming system, developed
by MaxGaming. This is a card-based gaming and precommitment system which allows
players to set a daily spend limit, a ‘session reminder’ (which in effect is a time lmit on
gaming), a maximum card balance and a transfer amount (an automated amount that
transfers from the card to EGM credit meter).

SIMPLAY waorks in conjunction with a *kiosk’ (see below) where player preferences are
set and established. The sign-up process was also via the kiosk facility and was based on
an existing loyalty card system already available at the venue. Players were merely
required to swipe their membership cards and press a button to join SIMPLAY. Activity
staterments could also be printed from the kiosk or more detailed statements obtained
from the venue cashier A photo of the kiosk is presented below.
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Report structure Within this context, the current report summarises key findings of the card-based
gaming trial as follows:
ss  Uptake of card-based gaming
s+ Player feedback on card-based gaming

*+ Key findings of usability testing of the SIMPLAY card-based gaming
product

+»  Venue and supplier experiences with card-based gaming trial
++  Player behavioural analysis using EGM system data

+  Appendix

--------- IR RN NN A R I B IR R N AT RY Y
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This section reports on uptake of card-based gaming by venue patrons and describes
basic demographics of players who elected to use the SIMPLAY card-based gaming

system. This also includes the date of uptake and the volume of players at different
points throughotut the trial.
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Analysis of uptake of card-based gaming

Context

Incentives
for uptake

The card based system was implemented by MaxGaming in the Redcliffe RSL during
August 2008 and during early February 2009, had been in operation for just over six
months, [n total, 351 players had taken up the card system by mid March 2009,

The Redcliffe RSL also reports that roughly 17000 people are members of the venue
with 2000-2500 members regularly taking part in gaming, This represents a
membership uptake of card-based gaming of roughly 13-17% (assuming that
approximately 330 players were using card-based gaming at the six month mark!). 1t
should be noted, however, that this is ONLY an estimate and it is difficult to be precise
given that some players may not use their gaming cards during play.

A number of methedologies were reported to have been used to drive uptake of card-
based gaming at the venue, Methodologies for promotion included;

»s  offering a $20 sign-on incentive in SIMPLAY points (a Redcliffe RSL incentive)

o MaxGaming offered to SIMPLAY users the chance to win in a $500 weekly draw
{which was timited to SIMPLAY users and ran for |0 weeks during the trial)

*+  MaxGaming placed 6 staff on site to sign-up players during the tria (an early phase)

++  Redcliffe RSL promoted the availability of card-based gaming threugh a written
letter/promoticn to club members,

The uptake of the card-based gaming system at the Redcliffe RSL is shown in Table |
and is presented graphically in Figure 1. Similar to the previous trial, this shows that
market uptake requires approximately three to four morths to peak. Reflecting this,
79% of SIMPLAY players had already taken up SIMPLAY by November 2008. In
contrast, roughly only 20% had taken up SIMPLAY in the later months of the trial

Table [. Percent of players uptaking card-based gaming at
Redcliffe RSL by month (August 2008 to March 2009) - UPTAKE ANALYSIS?

August

September 35 (¢ 56
October 41 12 68
November 40 12 79
December 20 6 85
January 27 8 93
February 12 4 97
March [ 3 100
Totals 341 160 -

a, Based on analysis of SIMPLAY EGM system data (Source: Raw data supplied by MaxGarning)

I. Mote that the six month period was in the middle of March and figures presented in the table and for the
full month of March 2009,
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Figure l. Percent of players uptaking card-based gaming at Redcliffe RSL by month

{August 2008 to March 2009) - UPTAKE ANALYSIS'

Uptake analysis of SIMPLAY at Redcliffe RSL

---------------------------
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Demagraphics Analysis of available demographics of players uptaking SIMPLAY showed that 53% were

fernales and 479 were males. The average age of players taking up SIMPLAY was 57.05
years. The average age for females was 57.7 years and the average age for males was
56.3 years. This was based on de-identified daia analysed from the player loyalty card
system at the RSL, however, missing gender data was not included in the analysis (for
roughly 4 players). The older age demographic was also reflected in staff comments
to account for why some players elected not to take-up the SIMPLAY card.
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[n total, N=52 players participated in a 35 minute telephone survey about card-based
gaming and a sample of this same group of players participated in three separate
qualitative focus groups. Focus groups assisted in building an understanding of how
players experienced and used card-based gaming during the trial, while the survey
helped build an understanding of overall trends and themes across players,

Players participating in the quantitative survey included |1 non-problem gamblers
(average age 59.9 years, 5 males/6 females - 21% of sample), |5 low risk gamblers
(average age 60.6 years - 7 males/8 females - 29% of the sample), 22 moderate risk
gamblers (53.8 years - 7 males/|5 females - 42% of the sample)) and 4 problem
gamblers (61.8 years - | male/3 females - 8% of the sample).

To ensure that Redcliffe RSL players were not contacted without informed consent (in
line with Commonwealth privacy legislation), the RSL Club asked SIMPLAY card
holders to participate in the survey. This ensured that private contact details were not
supplied without clear consent. A $50 shopper voucher was offered as the incentive
for completing the telephone survey and a further $50 voucher was offered for
participation in a qualitative focus group.

The structure of this section of the report includes:

*s  Qverall percelved benefits of SIMPLAY

¢ Setting up SIMPLAY cards and preferences
¢+ Reactions to SIMPLAY product features

*»  Ability of card to encourage precommitrnent
ss  Playerreported problems with SIMPLAY

*s  Player views on the future of SIMPLAY
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Overall perceived benefits of SIMPLAY

Perceived
benefits

Focus group discussions generally showed that most players were quite happy with the
benefits and ease of use of the SIMPLAY gaming card. Reflecting paositive overall
sentiment towards the card, most players saw some level of benefit in SIMPLAY and
particufarly liked the convenience of cashless gaming. Indeed, as with past trials, cashless
gaming was viewed overall as the single major benefit of card-based play.

Apart from ‘cashless convenience’, other features admired by players included an ability
to move around from machine to machine more efficiently, being able to transfer small
amounts back to the card and the benefit of not having to wait for hand-pays as a result
of larger wins. Not having to wait for staff was also seen as particularly useful in helping
players plan their time and other activities. For instance, many players would report
frustration at having to wait for pay-cuts when they had to go home or be at another
location,

While a small number of players raised the potential value of limits on SIMPLAY, it was
quite apparent that few players saw this as a major benefit of the product. This is also
undoubtedly a reflection of the current market value of precommitment as a emerging
‘product’ in gaming. A couple of female players also mentioned the benefit of not
having to handle ‘dirty’ coins.

lllustrative comments from focus groups highlighting the perceived benefits of the
SIMPLAY gaming card from an EGM player perspective included:

o»  Using SIMPLAY just makes it easier to play. The money just gets transferred onto on your
cerd, It's easy.

*» | can just collect my winnings directly witl SIMPLAY,
o0 SIMPLAY is better as | do not like waiting for ¢ collection.

*»  Sometimes you can be sitting ot the machine for ten minutes if you use cash. The staff’
are very busy,

*»  SIMPLAY is easier for me, as I have to go collect my children ond | save time this way.

o»  SIMPLAY s fust simpler and easier. SIMPLAY is really good for me. The machine transfers
$20 to play and then shows the remaining as your balence,

*v  To me the card wasn't much different than putting morney in the machine,

s+ | found it g lot better than having to use money. [ did not have to worry about changing
$50 notes while using the card,

*v I did not have to worry about pressing the button for the coins,

*v  Using the card helped me, as | did not have to get my hands dirty from the coins
{fernale)

s s terrific. | can put $40 on the card and if F don't get anything back, | ask my wife for
more money.

** [ can press colfect, take the card out, get a beer and | stil have the money on the card If
1 did not have that, | would have to go get more money.

oo Waiting 15 minutes lo get my money is a waste. With SIMPLAY, you press a button and
the moeney goes directly on your card.

*s My wife often comes up to me and asks me for money and [ con just say its on the card,
e+ [ don't have to wait 20 minutes for the money to come oul,

*¢  The bigges! advantage | find, is that you are not looking for cash cups and your pants
don't fall dowenr (from the weight of the coins). It happens to some of us with slim waists
(male)
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It is easy to collect your big win. Pheto 1D is not a pioblem (the membership card
included a phote of the player)

If I use cash, | sometimes drop my money. This doesn’t happen with SIMPLAY.
I think it is just handy to collect money on your card end not have te carry coins around.

I once found a bucket of money lying around end no one claimed it. With SIMPLAY, you
never lose your roney.

Ifyou get a $50 win, you don't have to wait. You just press colfect and go - especially late
at night, unless you get a big win.

The money goes onto your card and if you don't want to spend it that day, you have it for
another day.

SIMPLAY is convenient mainly because | don't have to go lo the cash cotnter to start off
When you are leaving, its convenient to just pull the card out.
If you win, the money goes on your card directly, Your money also does not drop out.

If you are busting for a leak, you can just press the EZYbreak biticn and pull
vour card oul,

If | want to go out for a cigarette, | can just take the card out and go.
ft is easy to lose money if you forget to toke it oul of the tray.
| like the foct that | don't have to camy the litile packet of coins around,

I don't know how mary coins ! have dropped on the carpet before using SIMPLAY. The
coins just blend into the carpet. You can never find them!

Sometimes while playing my balance gets dovini to 14 cenls, If | am playing with cash, |
keep putting more in. When my bolance on my card is donie, | just pull it out.

You can transfer the fast bil of balance and get three gomes on it.

| can transfer small amounts of money onto the card

1 still use the card, even on the last few cents. But usually you just shent those cenis,
It is handy to transfer your money back onto the card,

The card is smoother to move around, rather than hitting the collect button.

Players were also asked to comment about whether use of the gaming card affected
their pokies play in the context of the quantitative player survey. Findings are in Table 2.
This question was the first unprompted question in the survey to avoid player
influence, Survey findings revealed that the most common response was that the card
did not affect play (12 responses), followed by the card assisting players to better
manage expenditure (8 responses), general convenience (8 responses), easy moving
from FGM to EGM (6 responses) and not having to wait for hand-pays (5 responses).
Interestingly, availability of precommitment was only mentioned by two players.

Table 2. Overall reactions to card-based gaming without prompting -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

N=12)

No effect at all on play *  Noeffectat all (x5).

¢ t's made no difference at ofl (x2).

*  Them s no improvement or change,

¢ There wos no effect. It's a goed idea though,

¢t hasn't changed it

¢ There was not much difference.

¢ [t hasn't had any effect on my gambling. [ only gamible when
Dbored or out with the wife. { don't go eut of my way to gamble,
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Table 2, Overall reactions to card-based gaming without prompting -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Expenditure more conservative/
better tracking of money
(N=8)

ft cut it down. { spend less after using the card.

It's good to help to moniter spending.

Ghves a better idea of spending.

It has curbed how much | spent my winnings.

It hielps me to keep betler track of my total spending. | have
more control over my spending.

The card makes it easfer {o save mongy.

it's convenient, but a bit annoying to use sometimes.

ft's @ good idea because you can toke the card out when you
have some winnings feft so you don't lose it oll

Convenience/easierfbetter

(non-specific)
(N=8)

it's convenient (x3)

it's easier,

[ find that it's good, better thon cash,

it's just much easler,

{t's convenient, but a bit annoying to use sometimes
{due to ad hoc system errors).

Easy moving from EGM to EGM
(N=6)

it's @ good way to sil on my polnts, | con see how much Ive
won and it's good for moving around.

It makes it easfer to go to the next mochine.

ft makes it very easy going fiom machine to machine.

it doesn't stop onyene from gambling more, You have more
time to gomble, 0s o one needs to come and give you money.
{Lis easier ft's @ smart thing. { can move between machines
and fimit my Eme moving around,

it's good because winnings go straight acrass 1o the card and
you con go to the next machine with ne problern,

Lack of having to wait for hand-pays
(N=5)

Thera Is no improveent or change, But not waiting for pay-
outs is a benefit

it made it eqsier { don't have to wait for payouls.

The card is hondy, it's goed that you don't have fo walt for
someone to come and serve you.

lt's gocd for collecting your winnings.

[ don't have to wait to collect my winnings.

Lack of cash handling

It's better than colfecting $1 coins.

{N=4) i find it handy that | dor't have to handle cash while playing
It's easfer to not carry the cash around.
Yes, it has affected my playing. Like not having a hand{ul of
coins. Love the cashless system, it's convenient.

Lr:lprg;ed safety Much better than cash, its sofer,

It's o good idea because you con take the card out when you
have sorne winnings left so you don't fose it oll

Ayailability of precommitrment
(N=2)

1 can put myself on a limit and ahways stick to it
It's a good ideq, as you can have a set limit.

Increased play

It increased the play.

(N=1)
Tracking bonus points It's @ good way to sit on my poinis. | can see how much
{N=1) I've won.

a. If at oll, how do you believe that using the goming card at Reddiffe RSL offected your pokies play? (describe)
(Base: All survey respondents) (N refers to total survey responses, alfowing multiple responses per player)
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Incentives to

From discussions with players, it was apparent that the incentives offered by the venue

sign-up to uptake SIMPLAY had only & very marginal and possibly negligible impact on player

motivation to sign-up to SIMPLAY. In other cases, players had heard through word-of-
mouth about the benefits of card-based gaming. For instance, one player saw another
patron receiving hand-pays and recornmended the card to the player to avoid having to
wait for the pay-out. The $500 draw sponscred by MaxGaming was similarly not a
major incentive for players to adopt SIMPLAY. Indeed, it was apparent that few players
were even aware of the draw.
Comments highlighting player views of the effects of incentives offered to entice
players to use SIMPLAY included:

v Forme, the $20 incentive was not the reason I signed up.

s A 3500 drow. | never knew about that, Are they stif! doing the $500 draw for SIMPLAY

card users?

e Isigned up because of the convenience. It just looked like something te try.

sv e was semething new. That's what led me to sign-up.

*  The guy on the next machine told me about SIMPLAY and | wanted to try it

o0 There wos SIMPLAY siaff that carne and explained the card,

o0 | ied it, as | had the option of stopping whenever [ wanted to.

o0 The week after | signed-up, SIMPLAY stoff were handing out free stuff to everyone and |

did not get anything (another player - | won the $500 draw).
s We never even heard about who won the draw. It wasn't that important to us.
PAGE 20 OF 105
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Overall impressions Overall player impressions of SIMPLAY are presented in Figure 2 and Figure 3. Findings
highlight that overall impressions of the SIMPLAY product were very positive, with
most players agreeing that the product was userfriendly (98% agreed), agreeing that
they felt confident using the product (96%) and also agreeing that they enjoyed the
product (88%).

There were lower ratings, however, for measures such as support given by staff on how
to use the gaming card (only 80% agreed) and it was also apparent that some players
had early difficulties using the card at the commencement of the trial {only 74% agreed
that it was easy to work out how to use the card at the start of the tral).

Figure 2. Overall player limpressions of SIMPLAY card-based gaming - QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)?

Overall player impressions of card-based gaming

T T T T T [ T T T

The card based gaming system is quite easy
te use and user-riendly

[

I now feel quite confident using the gaming card

I was easy to reach staff if | had any queries
or problems with the gaming card

| enjoyed using the gaming card for
poldes play at the Redcliffe RSL

| felt confident using the gaming card the
first {ime after my flrst day of using it

Staff provided good training or instructions
on how to use the gaming card

It was easy to work out how to use the |
gaming card at the start of the trial

Using the gaming card helped me enjoy my |+
pokies play more than regutar cash gaming |

| | L | | & : e { S |.' R

1 T T T v 1

% players

{] Disagree [ Neutral [] Agree

a. Question - Using a 5 point scale, where [=strongly disagree ond 5=strongly agree, blease indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the fol-
lowing statements about the goming cord..? (Base: All survey participants)
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Comparisons across the problem gambting risk segments also showed that, compared
to non-problem gamblers, moderate risk gamblers were more likely to rate ease of use
lower (p<.05). It is also interesting that ratings across some measures were lower for
the higher risk sesments (atthough differences were not statistically significant).

Figure 3. Overall player impressions of SIMPLAY card-based gaming - QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Overall player Impressions of card-based gaming

Using the gaming card helped me enjoy my |5
pokies play more than regular cash gaming

| enjoyed using the gaming card for
pokies play at the Reddiffe RSL

The card based garing system is
quite easy 1o use and userfriendly

| now fee! quite confident [:i:
using the gaming card

| felt confident using the garing card the [0
first time after my first day of using it

[t vwas easy to reach staff if | had any queries |
or problems with the gaming card ;

Staff provided good training or instructions |
on how to use the gaming card |

1t was easy to work out how to use the |
gaming card at the start of the trial

3 4 5

Mean (| =strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree}

Pt

Problem gamblers

[] Moderate risk gamblers

[] Low risk gamblers

[5] Nen-problem gamblers

a. Question - Using a § point scale, where |=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree with the fol
lowing statements about the goming card..? (Base: Alf survey participanis}
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Setting up SIMPLAY cards and preferences.

Set-up

|

The MaxGaming SIMPLAY card-based gaming system is quite unique in that it has a
very straightforward ‘sign-up’ and set-up process, which does not require any forms to
be completed by players for the purpose of establishing a cashless account. The set-up
is actually performed by players swiping their card at a kiosk and pressing a single
button. This process also complies with Austrac requirements, given that SIMPLAY
users were required to be members of the club to participate.

Given that the kiosk is remote from the gaming rmachines, venue staff are essentially
required fo actively recruit players to SIMPLAY to set-up cards. According to venue
reports, most memnbers approached for SIMPLAY were ushered through the set-up
process with support of a staff member.

This was also seen as important to assist patrons to understand how fo operate the
kiosk for preference setting, For instance, on the kiosk preferences screen, a number of
preference options were available including setting of spend limits, default transfer
arnounts from the card to the credit meter; PIN time-cut length, ‘session length’ for
gaming time limits, PIN changes and there were also buttons to allow players to print
balances and transactional data relating to EGM play.

Due to the simplicity of the set-up process, player feedback highlighted that
establishment of cashless gaming accounts using the kiosk was very straightforward and
contrasted positively with other card-based gaming systems which required forms to
be completed for card establishment. The overall player feedback about card set-up
indicated that the set-up process was not onerous.

However; focus groups also showed that many players were quite confused about the
preferences for set-up during the inftial card set-up process and most were not
cognisant of the preferences and limits they had selected.

A few players at the early part of the trial had also inadvertently signed-up to SIMPLAY
without knowing. A software change prompting players to confirm they were signing
up intentionally then corrected this design issue {undertaken mid-trial).

Most players reported that they would have still signed-up had form completion been
required, afthough there was mention of the proviso ‘as fong as it wasn't a long form’.
Several players also commented that staff had not supported their set-up and for this
reason, they had found the process quite difficult.

Specific comments about the set-up process associated with SIMPLAY included:

sv | gove stoff my card ond they put it in the machine and showed me the process.
*¢+  The slaff took me over lo the kiosk and did the settings on my card,

ov  would still sign-up for SIMPLAY even if there was a form to fifl as long as it is not 20
pages long.

s+ The set-up was easy for me, but | did not know about of the functions of the card,

My husband signed me up and did not explain the card to me and when 1 first played |
thought all my money was gone.

*s At first, | signed-up by occident.
o+ The staff did not explain the set-up ot all

*s  The card was simple to set-up,
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Sign-up

Despite some difficulties in understanding preference settings, the SIMPLAY kiosk itself
was generally seen as user-friendly. However; some players saw the kiosk as lacking
privacy, given the close proximity of two kiosks to each other and the general proximity
of two of the three Kiosks to the gaming area.

Comments highlighting the experiences of players with the SIMPLAY kiosk include:

s | like using the kiosk as it has a bigger screen.

e¢  Someone might see your PIN number while you are entering it ol the kiosk as
the screen is big,

s | just check my balonce at the kiosk, It's eosy to use.

s | con see my balance on the poker machine. | don't really need to go there other than
to aclivate my card,

e+ | check my balance by getiing o printout from the machine,

#+ i tokes too long to get my baldrce from the staff. | use the kiosk

Player ratings of the sign-up process associated with card-based gaming, as measured in
the survey, are presented in Figure 4 and Figure 5. Interestingly, only 4% of patrons
found the sign-up process time-consuming and 82% agreed that the sign-up process
was easy and straightforward,

While no significant differences were apparent between non-problem and higher risk
gamblers, it is interesting to anecdotally observe that the four problem gamblers in the
sample rated the sign-up process as very easy (mean=4.8).

Figure 4. Player feedback on card sign-up process for card-based gaming -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Slgn-up process for card-based gaming

]

Signing up for the new gaming |
card was time-consuming § -

Signing up for the new gaming card i6 5
was easy and straightforward

0 1o 20 30 40 50 &0 70 80 90 100
% players

Disagree Neutral Agree
gre ] L]As

a. Question - Using a 5 polnt scale, where [ =strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree, please indicate to what extent you ogree of
disagree ith the following statements about the gaming card..? (Base: ANl survey participants)
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Figure 5. Player feedback on card sign-up process for card-based gaming -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Sign-up process for card-based gamling

Signing up for the new gaming |
card was time-consurming

Signing up for the new gaming
card was easy and straightforeard

43

44

3 3 4 5
Mean ([ =strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree)

[] Moderate risk gamblers
[ ] B risk gamblers
7] Mon-problem gamblers

a, Question - Using a 5 point scale, where [=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree, please indicate to what extent you agree or disa-
gree with the folfowing statements about the gaming cord..? (Base: All survey particpants)
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Whether written
information was
read

Approximately 72% of players indicated that they were supplied with written
information on card-based gaming during the sign-up phase. Findings highlighting
whether written information supplied on sign-up was read by players is shown in
Figure 6. Overall, 63% of players indicated that they read most of the written
infarmation, 25% indicated that they had read a little of the information and 6% read
none of the information. While differences were not statistically significant, a slight
trend appeared to show that higher risk groups may have been less likely to read most
of the written information compared to non-problem gamblers. In this context, it
should be noted that the written information consisted of a SIMPLAY brachure (based
an a folder A4 page) and two SIMPLAY promotional fiyers with basic information,

Figure 6. Player feedback on whether written information on card-based gaming was read -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=32, March 2009)*

Whether wrlften Information about card-based gaming was read

70 69

& B

50 50

10

SR :':-':. : i L] : -Z:.

Mon-problem gamblers  Low risk gamblers  Moderate risk gamblers  Problem gamblers Overall

E [ ] Notatall { ] Readalittle [7] Readmost of'rj

a. Question - Did you read the written information supplied on sign-up? (Baser All survey portidponts recefving writter information}
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Clarity of The rated clarity of written information supplied for card-based gaming is shown in

writtern Figure 7. As shown, 90% of players rated the provided information as clear: it should be

information considered in this context, however; that many players did not have a good
understanding of certain aspects of the system such as preference parameters for
transfer amounts and the like. Upon inspection, the SIMPLAY brochure did cover such
inforeation, but only in a couple of lines.

While not statistically significant, it is also interesting that non-problem gamblers were
slightly more lkely to disagree that the written brochure was clear (17% of players).
This may also be because such players were more likely to read the information in
detail (hence were more able to make an evaluatio).

Figure 7. Written information supplied clearly explained card-based gaming -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY {N=30, March 2009)*

Written information supplied clearly
explalned card-hased gaming

Owerall |;

Problem gamblers i

Mcderate risk gamblers .

Low risk gamblers |

MNon-problem gamblers

% players

[ | ] Disagree [ ] Neutral [7] Agree

a, Question - The written information provided on the new goming card clearly explained cord based goming?
(Base: All survey participants recelving and reading written information)
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Reactions to SIMPLAY product features

Balance In the early stages post-implementation, SIMPLAY product design originally did nat

button incorporate a card ‘balance’ button on the EGM interface. This made the process of
accessing the card balance particularly difficult for players and as a consequence, some
players became frustrated with SIMPLAY during the early phase of the trial. Prior to
the implementation of the balance button on the EGM, players needed to leave their
machine and access their balance via the kiosk.

Since implementing a button on the EGM interface (which allows players to access
their card balance on the EGM), players became more at-ease with the preduct design.
ft was apparent from focus groups, that many players were still unaware of the
availability of the balance button and some reported staff members also not knowing
how to use the balance button on the EGM (after they had raised the issue with staff at
the venue). Discussions with some staff alse supported this observation.

Findings overall suggest that incorporation of a balance button on the EGM is an
important product design feature that has significant potential to compromise player
awareness of expenditure if unavailable (hence, balance availability on the kiosk alone is
insufficient and also not acceptable to players from a product usability perspective).

Comments made by players relating to the SIMPLAY balance button on the EGM
included:

s+ The balance has only started showing up on the machines in the past month, I'm glad
they got this, othierwise it was way too difficult.

s+ | got frustrated, as | could not get the gist of how to work out the bafance on the card,
You ket losing track of what you had on it.

s+t was frustrating without the balanice button. You had to keep going to the Kiosk to work
out your card balance.

o | gol sick and tired of walking to the kiosk end checking my balance.
o0 guess the stoff do nat tell us that we can check our balance on the machines.

o When you collect your money, it does not tell yoeu how much is on the cord, so if you have
had a few drinks, you forget how much you have spent. The card should show your
balanice when you pull it cut

¢ Often the machine does not tell you at all how much is on the card.

o0 | have never biied the balence button. I didn’t know about it

e The staff gove me directions on how the card worked and how to check my balance,
*  You check your balance on the kiosk screen as you go throtigh.

s+ You can check the balance on the machine.

o There is o SIMPLAY balance on the machine and it will tell you hiow much money is stifl
feft on your card,

ss {have put the cord in and my balance automatically shows up on the screen,
*¢  The balonce always comes up when you star.
s+ The only time | check my balance at the kiosk is when | have won o large omount.

s | probably didn't see my balance on screen, as | am too busy thinking about what 1o bel.

»  The balance button is not shown on the brochure,
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Transfer amount
from card to
EGM

Expenditure
statements

Players using SIMPLAY experienced some difficulty with the automatic transfer function
from the card to EGM. This parameter was set to $20 by default, however, specific
values could be set by players at the SIMPLAY kiosk. In spite of this, players
experienced significant difficulty in understanding the automatic transfer amount and
consequently were often unaware why money was being transferred from the card to
EGM. This also resutted in some difficulty understanding the total remaining balance
available on the card (as players had to add the amount on the credit meter - eg, $20
to the remaining card balance to work out their total money available).

In some cases, players also felt that the $20 transfer amount was ‘tempting’ them to
spend more, as it automatically transfers $20 on card insertion {to the EGM credit
meter} unless the default value is changed. [n this respect, given that players did not
understand how to change the default value, they often became confused over why
$20 was automatically transferred. However, some players also mentioned that they
would put $20 on the credit meter anyway, hence the default transfer amournit was not
problematic.

Comments about the automatic credit meter transfer feature of SIMPLAY included:
o [ like SIMPLAY, bul would prefer it if my entire balonce showed ujy on the screen instead

of $20 {confusion over the automatic transfer amount)

s+ Sometimes if you just want to put $5 in @ machine, you can't do that, you actuolly have
to take the card out ond start afresh (320 is tronsferred on every card insertion),

** [ do not have a problem with the transfer; as [ just take out $20 from my pocket and put
it in anyway.

v [would like to be able lo transfer another 35 without having to take the card out.

s+t s tempting to keep playing, if the card transfers $20 and you want to use only $5.

s {am not g compulsive gambler and if it shows up $20, | only play $5 anyway.

** [t's annoying how it's ahways $20. How about if you only want $ {07 You're just being
tempted to spend money you may not want tc spend.

* [ was playing and left Lo get a drink. When | came back, | was not sure if my bafance
hod gone as another $20 got transferred.

o»  The transfer limit of $20 is alright. [ don't wont to be able to transfer more,
*v [ was told that you only get $20 on the lransfer limit.

*v [ would prefer to have my whole balance put up on the machine.

sv [ prefer o $10 transfer fimit.

er  The transfer limit of $20 is alright. [ don't wont to be able to transfer more.
e | did not know [ could set up o transfer amount.

o0 ] didn’t know what you were talking about when you said transfer amount.
o0 The staff never said you could change your transfer setting.

o | thought the transfer setting was $20 and that wos it

#»  As the machine only shows you $20 as the transfer limit, you don't know how much you
have left till it's alf gone.
+ | would choose §100 as my transfer amount.

o Atransfer imit of $5 would be great for us. 320 is way {oo much.

Print outs showing EGM expenditure were able to be accessed by players at the
SIMPLAY Kosk. However, most players admitted that they had not been very
interested in their expenditure, rather were interested to ‘try cut’ the printing process.
Indeed, for many, usage of the printer was primary for ‘curiosity’,
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Card balance
button

A small number of players had found it useful being able to access their expenditure via
the kiosk, While more detailed expenditure staternents were available from the cashier
(issued by staff), it was apparent that no players were aware that these were available.

Comments made by players about the kiosk expenditure statements included:

er [ got the printout out of curiosity.

os  VWhen ! printed cut my balance, Hwas surprised | had so rmuch money on it

*¢  Printouts are quite simple to do.

s¢ [ have not seen the ‘draw up' end 'draw down’ columns on the bolance printout.
s+ They said ta me you can go find out how much you have spent,

o Jwould like to krow how much | have spent in three months. | never knew!

o0 | did not know that the staff could print the slatement.

*s  |would be scared to get a staterment.

*v [ would die of shock if I saw miy expendilure stoternent.

s¢  [spend o lot in three months. It would be scary,

*¢ | did not know | could print out statements.

While few players had accessed expenditure staternents, there was significant
confusion over the statement content when the statements were shown during focus
groups. Terms used on statements such as ‘draw up’ and ‘draw down’ were particularly
meaningless to players. Generally speaking, terminology on the print statements was so
confusing that most players experienced significant difficulty understanding their gaming
expenditure from a review of statements. Accordingly, this small design issue limited
the potentiai value of statements from a harm-minimisation perspective.

Players generally reported being quite satisfied with the ability to keep up to $1000 on
the card. This was also explained by the fact that players wouid generally keep very
little money on their SIMPLAY card. If players deposited money through the card, it
was also generally reported to occur via the EGM, rather than via the cashien In cases
where players deposited or accumulated larger amounts of money on their cards, they
typically withdrew the money at the end of the gaming session.

Cormments about card balance monies included:

*v | { have anything over $200 on the card, [ cash it in.

* | cosh in my money if it is over $50

** [ don't like leaving too much on the card. | take it off so ! can use it ol home.
s At the end of the day, I withdraw rry cash,

s+ |like to toke oul the money that | win and just keep $20 for next time,

s [{gke out onything over $50 and run.

e I don't leave any big armounts on the card.

*¢  The largest amount | ieave on the card is $20.

s+ [ don't leave money on the card, as someone might have seen rmy PIN number.

s [ think it is safe to feave money on the cord, [ just make sure | never leave my card
in the machine.

so  |jeel confident in the security of the system.
s+ Jiake my money out every time | go home,

*e [ keep nothing on my card.
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Card time-out SEMPLAY cards also had a feature where cards ‘timed-cout’ after a period of inactivity.
This was designed as a player protection measure. During focus groups, players
generally reported significant confusion over the card activity time-out parameter they
could program on their card. Available as a kiosk parameter, it allowed players to set a
time after which the card would lock-out’ and require re-entry of a PIN (called card
revalidation). Given that some players were unaware of this function, there were a
number of cases where cards were seen to have locked-out for 'no apparent reason’. A
few players also suggested that their card had no PIN time-out setting.

Comments made about the PIN time-out feature included:

os | pever thought that it was possible for somecne to start using your money, Ok that's why
the card keeps needing the PIN re-entered.

sv | just put my card in my pocket and stick it in enother machine and it's stilt valid. Iy not
sure whether my cord hos a time-out setting,

ss | never lose my SIMPLAY card, as | ar more careful with it This is because it has money
on it.

*v | did not know about the PIN time-out. | never thought that it was possible for someone
{o start using your money,

so fl am away too long, the cord gels deactivated and | have to revalidate it at the Kiosk.

s Jfvou validate your card ond then drop it, anyone can use your card.

s+ You need your PIN number to get money, so no-one else can take your money. ! like that.

e [seta 2 minute time-out on my card.

ss [t can get annoying that you have to swipe your card and put your PIN number in ot the
kiosk alf the time. But it does keep your money safe.

o When [ come in, | don't have to activate my card. [ just put it in the machine.

o | have to reactivate my card every | hour

Ezybreak Players saw some value in the EZYbreak feature in the context of card-based gaming.

button This EGM button allowed people to take a short break {eg. for a smoke etc) by
removing their card and pressing an EZYbreak button. On their return, the machine
would ONLY accept their card, thus ensuring safety and security of their machine and
money. It was also apparent that EZYbreak was seen as particulariy useful by smokers,

Comments about the EZYbreak function included:
e The EZYbreak is easy. You press the button ond take your card out and your balance

gets transferred to your card and no one efse cen touch the machine.

o0 | put EZYbreak on and did not take my card out and then it locked my card and | had to
revolidate it again.

*r  Yes - its quite handy E£Ybreak You can go out for a smoke.
v EZYbreok is pood, as no one can come Up to your machine and use it.

*» | have seen pecple come up to your machine and use iLif there is any cash left in it.
EZYbreak ovoids all that.
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Ability of card to encourage precommitment

Monetary
precommitments

While convenience was generally seen as the major benefit of card-based gaming to
players, there was some evidence that a small proportion of players benefitted from
the ability of the gaming card to encourage precommitment. [t appeared, however, that
this was generally less to do with the programmable card-based gaming limit and more
1o do with the value of having a card to help keep track of poker machine spending.

In this respect, many players referred to their ‘mind limit’ or ‘psychological limit” and
made comment about how the card supported consideration of this limit during
gaming, This was primarily attributed to the card being a type of bank account’ for
garning machine play. Some players also referred to the ability of the card to encourage
players to plan their future spending (eg. saving money for the next gaming session).

Comments about the precommitment aspects of the card design included:
sv  {flcome in and stll have $15 on the card, | put another $20 limit on il
(ie. the card was a vehicle for precommitment, rother than the fimit)
oo My limit in my mind is $50. It doees help you keep track of it better.
oo My limit is $20. 1 think having the card helps a bit

se My psychological timit is $100-150. If you have a card, it can help you keep track
of your spending.

os i made me think and | was very aware of what | was spending. With cash, [ would just
put it in end there was no thought there,

*+ |t has made no difference in monitoring my spending They are both the same.

»s  While using cash, | would just put it in ond there would be no thought there.

+s | fimit myself anyway, so SIMPLAY has not affected rmy play.

*+  Fach day | come i and have a $20-30 Iimit anyway, so the card has no effect on me.
*+  Card-based gaming cannot help comnpulsive gamblers.

o» if people want to spend money, they will do it anyway. Cards won't stop them.

se  Even if you toke away the card. they can still spend cash. Nothing would stop compulsive
gamblers,

oo Using the card can be barrier, even if you have a $100 limit. You would have to go to
another club and play once you finish your imit,

o There are not many clubs in Reddliffe, so if your card got locked out end you had to go
somewhere else to play, that might stop you,

*+  The staff told us straightaway to put a limit.

s The baper work we were sent had information on fimits,

o | think it would be very useful for problem gamblers to set limits, But vill they?
e+ [imits would not stop problem gamblers.

** fyou don't want to play, you just don't put your cord in, You den't need a card,

s VWhen | wos winning, | fook my limit off and did not have to wail 24 hours. It happened
straight away, | gave it @ go to set a limit at $100 ond once it was gone, | took the fimit
off my cord and did not keep playing on,

s {don't think | will set a limit in the future,

*¢ | never set a imit.

*+ | think some people need money limits because they just keep spending.
*s  Some people might fike the money fimit

ev | put the money fimit off and on.
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o | never reafly worry about the limits.

o | don't set lirnits on the card, but set my limits in my mind.

o | do know aboul fimits.

oo My limit s $40 and it works like a beauty. If ] don't win anything with $401 feqve.
o tis not beneficial to me, if | have money | will play.

*» | have set a psychological limit for myself If | have no money [ lose $20, but if | have
money on the card | lose that and $20 dollars.

sv  Although te some extent, the card helped me keep track, | could not stop playing. | knaw
f am an addict.

*»  The card would helfs me set limits, as ofthough | might have $20 in my purse, | von't use
it, as | don't want to fose my bonus points.

*»  [was not shown anything about limits.

+» [ have never reached my limit of $40, which { put inte the machine not en the kiosk,
s You put in a limit only if you are a gambler.

sv  Amllocked out forever when { cross my limit or just for that day?

s+ Fven having fimits does not stop you from putling money into the machine,

w [y to sel limits but then | run out of money and get mere from the ATM machine to try
and change my luck, The ATM chorges also make you think abaut withdrawing meney.

v+ The card helps me set limits, as with cash | just keep> feeding it in.

s+ | feel like money lasts longer on the card, as [ don't feel fike increasing my bet.
v You don't really monitor your spending with the card.

s The card does help me monitor my spending.

o¢  Vhen the balance on my card is over | just leave. If I was using cash and had a few
dollars in my purse, | would still keep playing.

While card availability encouraged a few players to precommit, there was also a sub-
segment of players that seemed to find it more difficuft {o keep track of their spending
using the card (versus cash). In this respect, the card seemed to create a difficulty for
these players to monitor their spending. It was unciear why this was the case, however,
it may be a reflection of individual player differences and preferences.

For instance, comments included:

¢ |f'you ore taking cash out of your wafket, you are more aware of how much you are
spending. With the card you do not reafise how much you have spent.

*+  Sometimes you do {ose track more with the card. [ think cash fs best for sure.

Also reflecting some difficulties with card-based expenditure monitoring, some players
reported being ‘surprised' about the amount of money they had on their gaming card:

*e | put the cord in ond $20 came up. | moved around from machine to machine, played
three garmes. Then | pulled the card out and got a surmmary and [ had $67 on it T had
no idea | had won so much. [ now still have $21 on the cord.

»s  \When you get the balance, with SIMPLAY it’s aciually more than you expect. I'm
constaritly surprised how much money [ have on the card,

*v  (On Thursday my balance was $8C ond then | played on a few machines. The balance
came down to $40 and | did not stop. The next time | checked it was $11. it's easy to
fose track of things,
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Whether card The perceived impacted of card-based gaming on precommitment, as rated by players,
encouraged is shown in Figure 8 and Figure 9. Findings overall showed that 52% of players believed
precommitment the card encouraged them to think more about their spending, 57% believed the card

encourage greater levels of thinking about gaming expenditure and 67% believed the
card encouraged them to set a spend limit. As uptake of actual card limfts was low, this
is likely to be attributed to the ‘cashless account’ aspect of the card.

Figure 8. Impact of card-based gaming on precommitment - QUANTITATIYE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Impact of card-based gaming on precommitment

Playing with the card encouraged me to think more o S R
about how much 1 can afford to spend on poldes play, 29
compared 1o regular cash based gaming

Playing with the card encouraged me to set myseifa [:--
spend limit for my pokdes play, 21 12
compared to regular cash based gaming |

Using the card encouraged me to think more about
my poldes expenditure, compared to 2200 23
regular cash based gaming

0 5 20 3 46 50 6D JO 80 90 100
% players
[} Disagree [} Neutral [] Agree

a. Question - Using a 5 point scale, where |=strongly disagree ond 5=strongly agree, please indicate to what extent you agree or disagree vith the fo-
lowing statements ebout the gaming cord..? (Bases Al survey participants)

PAGE 34 OF 105

T

consulting

insight fram complecty

é
schottler ef@



While differences between specific risk segments were not statistically significant, it is
interesting to note that the higher risk groups more generally were more likely to agree
that the card encouraged them to think more about the affordability of their gaming,
yet were marginally less likely to feel encouraged by the card to set a spend limit and
were Jess likely to think more about their pokies expenditure based on use of the card.

Figure 9. Impact of card-based gaming on precommitment - QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)°

Impact of card-based gaming on precommitment

Piaying vath the card encouraged rae to think [ 120000
more about how much | can afford to i
spend on polies play, compared ie regu'ar cash based gaming

Playing with the card encouraged me to set |
myself a spend Frit for my pakies -
p'ay. compared o regufar cash based gam'ng

Us'ng the rard encouraged me to th'ink more ;
about my pokies expenditure, corpared ta [~
regufar cash based gamng

7] Moderate risk gamblers

{7} Lo risk gamblers

] MNen-problem gamblers

a. Question - Using a 5 point scale, where [=strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree, please indicale to what extent you agree or disagree with the fo-
fowing statements about the gaming cord..? (Base: All survey porticipants)

Warnings Only two of the surveyed players reported receiving any warnings during card-based
gaming and only one of the twe players agreed that the warning led them to think
about their gaming expenditure. This is also undoubtedly because very few players
actually opted to set limits during the card-based garming trial.
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~ Perceived impact Based on player perception ratings, the impact of card-based gaming on their gaming
on expenditure expenditure during the trial is shown in Figure 10 and Figure ||, As shown, 79% of
players believed that the card had not altered their gaming expenditure in any way.
Also interesting to note was that a total of 19% believed that the card had reduced
their spending a little or quite a lot,

Figure 10. Perceived impact of card-based gaming on gaming expenditure -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)°

Perceived impact of card-hased gaming on
total money spent on gaming

20

80 7

70

501

% players

Impact of garing card on total money spent playing pokies

[t reduced the money | spent on the poldes quite a ot

{Z t reduced the money | spent playing the pokies a little

[ ] & had no impact on the amount of money | spent playing the poldes
tt increased the money | spent on the pokies a little

B itincreased the money | spent on the pokies a lot

a. Questiors - To what degree do you believe that using the gaming card affected the total money you spent playing
the pokies? {or perhabs it had ne effect) (PROMPT) (Base: All survey participants}
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While not statistically significant, # was interesting to note that higher risk segments
appeared to be more likely to say that their spending declined as a result of card-based
gaming, compared to non-problem gamblers.

Figure I'I. Perceived impact of card-based gaming on gaming expenditure -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)*

Perceived Iimpact of card-based gaming on
tofal money spent on gaming

45

increased expendi

35

25

reduced expenditure, 3=stayed same, 5

Mean (|
&

Impact of gaming card on total money spent playing pokies

[i7] Noen-problem gamblers
[} Low risk gamblers
[_J Moderate risk gamblers

Prablem gamblers

a. Question - To what degree do you believe that using the gaming card affected the total money you spent ploying
the pokies? (or perhaps it had no effect) (PROMPT) (Base: All survey participants)
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Time limits

Factors that
go into limits

As part of the SIMPLAY system, the kiosk allowed players to program time limits,
However, these were very unclear to players and termed ‘Session Reminder' on the
kiosk. This gave players the impression that a reminder would ‘pop-up’ every so often
to remind players how long they had been playing. Discussions with players also
indicated that most found this limit as very low value and generally not relevard for
recreational gaming,

Comments reflecting the value of the time limit feature of SIMPLAY included:

er  The staff did not explain the time fimit

er | did not know cbout the time limits, until | found cut from the phone survey.
er | don’t need a time limit, as | have to catch a bus ol a certain time,

e*  You come out to enjoy yourself.

e»  [would not like time lmits.

e»  Noone fikes time limits.

o+ The time-limit is usefess.

s+ Nobody actually knew there was a tinre limit

Players were also asked about the types of factors that went into their choice of limits
for the gaming card (or more generally, just ‘psychological limits’ for gaming). This
inciuded discussion of factors and inputs into the choice of limits for gaming, Most
players referenced bills, food and household expenses as points of consideration in
formulating limits. Coamments made by players included:

o [ know how much | have to pay in bills ond food.

¢+ [ have always got a set budget,

e+ | st paid fortnightly, se § know hrow much | have to spend on pokies.
s+ You buy your food and think of what you have lefl

se {just think of rent, credit card poyments and o phone bill, when | decide my budget on
pokies.

*s | have o work vehicle and work phone, so ! don't have many expenses.

se [ do my bills on internet banking and it auternatically poes where it should. So | know how
much [ have lefl for pokies.

ov My husband is an ex-banker. We know how much we can spend,
v Al my expenditure is debit-based ond comes out every fortnight.
*v [ have an entertainment affowance for goming,

sr Ve keep our gaming money in o tin.

ov | knock-off everything food, power; what the kids need and family time, If there is
anyihing left over, we use it for adult time and do things lke gaming.

»» | normaily have $50 left over for paming and it feels right.

sv [ don't have small children anymore, so my hushand and ! have a fittle more of a leeway
as we both work and can stort to indulge ourselves now.

os We have a time limit, as we don't have anyene to look after the kids.

oo | am preity fortunate to five with my daughter and son-indaw. So ! don't have any
expenses besides food and dothes. This is my only enjoyment.

*o  Aslong as rent and food is paid, | can play. My rent comes out of my pension.
*s | play as long as my electricity and $50 on my phone bifl is paid.

*s  For me, cigarettes come before gombling, | went to salvos once for @ $30 food voucher,
as [ spent all my money on gambling, But | would never do that again.

*¢ | can only afford $40, after rent and tucker,

so My limit depends on what | have in my wolfel at the time.
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Reason for Key reasons for not setting card limits were also explored in the survey. Results are
not setting presented in Table 3. It should be noted that, on review of findings, it was apparent that

card fimit

some SIMPLAY card users, had been confused putting money on their card as a type of

limit” {where in reality, the reference in the question had been to the precommitrent
parameter on the card). Hence, the qualitative discussion in the focus group had

helped reveal this insight.

Apart from 'not knowing why', the most common reasons for not setting a limit
included liking freedomfindependence in determining preferred expenditure levels
(N=8), not gambling sufficiently frequently to warrant having a limit (N=5) and feeling
that one's spending is under control (N=3) or just that a limit was not needed (N=3).

Table 3. Reasons why players did not set a limit -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=50, March 2009)*

No particutar reason/don't know
(N=23)

Mo respense (x23),

Like freedomiindependence
in spending
{N=8)

I'my independent and don't ke limits.

I don't know how much | am going to spénd.

If 've got money and | feel ke going out, I'f go to the pokies.
I put the money in when ! wont to.

Every time | go to the RSL, | prefer to choase how much |
spend,

I prefer to chaose how much to spend on the card,

I used the card with a $20 limit for 2 days, then decided to
cancel the limit

Don't gamble very frequently
(N=5)

Because | wouldn't be gambling very much.
Because | don't gamble very much,

only go once o week

1 don't go that often.

Mot o big user.

Spending under control
(N=3)

There's no need to, | only spend o small amount.

Becouse | never spend more than $10, because | can control
my own fingnces.

Mo reason. I'm quite confident in walking away:

Don't need a limit
(N=3)

1 don't feel like I need o limit
Setiing @ fimit is « waste of time.
I have no need for it

Unaware of limit
(N=2)

1'was not aware of it (x2}.

Psychological limit anyway
(N=2)

 know my firmit.
Because each e | go to the RSL. { have a certain spend
amount for that day.

Couldn't be bothered
(N=1)

[ never bothered to.

Reference 1o transfer armount
(N=1)

Because only 320 comes out (probably referring to the
trensfer amount),

Card aliowed a fype of
precommitment anyway
(N=1)

When yau play the poldes you hiave an omotnt of money you
can play with, so that is what you put on the cord.

Never considered a limit
(N=1)

I never theught obout it.

. If no limit, why did you not choose a limit (Base: All survey respondents electing to set a iimit)
{N refers to total survey responses, alfowing multiple responses per player)
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Incentives to Discussions of possible incentives to encourage players to set limits also triggered some
use lirmits interesting player reactions. Specific comments included:

s [f fimits are exploined and the person really wants fimits, then they would set them

*+ [ don't think people should be forced to have fimits,

*+  Time frames could be promoted more,

s+ [ don't think | would sel a fimit.

s More money would entice you to set o fimit. Could they give players benus points?

+s {have got no incentive to set a limit.

Other comments Other interesting comments about limits made during gaming included:

e | never come to the pokies with my debit card, so | cannot go over my mind limit.
*s  Sometimes | leave my bank cards at home to prevent overspending

o+ | don't think peaple should be encouraged to sel imits.

so tis really hard to stop when your on a roll

e+ [ think | am invincible when { am on a ol

s You have to budget your limit.
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Player views on the future of SIMPLAY

Product
potential

Players generally saw high potential for further applications of SIMPLAY at other venues
and there was additionally interest in the ability to roll-out SIMPLAY across a wide-area
network of clubs. However; there was generally strong reaction against the concept of
compulsory limits for gaming and support for the concept of individually-set limits.

Specific comments made indicating the product potential of SIMPLAY included:

L1J

Itis up to your own individual choice if you want the card or not.
{ went to another club ond tried to use my card and it did not work.

1t would be handy if you could use the cord of another RSL and the casino. We go to the
casino or the leagues dub oo,

It would be reafly handy to use SIMPLAY everywhere,

The card should be integrated so that it can be used anywhere. It should be alf
Integrated.

It would be awesome to use the card at the casine instead of carying buckets of meney
around.

1t would be safer to use SIMPLAY at the casing, as sormelimes you have to carry up to
$200 in coins,

{would fike to see my balance on the machine {unaware of balance button on EGM),

Your expenditure tilf a certain date should show up on the machine, not only on the
kiosk.

There should be PIN number pads at the side of the machine,

in the Melbourne casino, they have an eption of transferring smaller amounts, This veould
be good for SIMPLAY - not just $20 (unaware that transfer amount can be changed).

1t shoutd not be compulsory to set limits. Australia is not a communist country. Cards
shiould not be compulsory, s there are teo many riles and regulations. Unless problem
gamblers are registered with Gambling Anonymous, there is no stopping them.

Gambling should ALWAYS come down to self-governance. No forcing people to sel limits.
SIMPLAY should be made permanent,

We should be able to use the same card at any RSL or club.

You should be able to use the card for food and drinks too.

it could be like g visa debit card, so you use your own money to gamble, eat or drink.
When you press coffect, the balance should show up.

It would be better to have the ability te transfer the money ot the machine,

for people that want it, it should be full-time,

The card should not be compulsory, as it is taking away your choice,

The card should either be voluntary or not at ofl, Using the card would have to be a law
if it was made compulsory.

Maling the card compulsory is not OK

There should be privacy screens around the kiosk so that nobody can se your PIN
number Sorne places have a cubicle around ATM machines. The kiosk should have one
too. Suncorp ATM's have cubicles.

I don't think they could improve the card. it’s good the way it is.
If you go to any RSL club, your cord should work
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Suggest system
improvements

Suggested improvements to system design, as mentioned by players in the quantitative
survey are shown in Table 5. While 'no improvements needed’ was the most common
response {33 responses), a small number of responses related to the need to improve
the card revalidation process (as it was too annoying for players, as they have to go to
the kiosk) (3 responses) and the need for improved card balance information (3
responses). From these fatter responses aboutt card balance, it was also clear that two
of the three players were confusing the transfer fimit with their card balance. This
further emphasises that the automated transfer limit is confusing some players.

Table 5. Player suggested system improvements to SIMPLAY card-based gaming system -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=50, March 2009)*

No improvemnents (general}
(N=33)

It's good the way its (x16).
None (x12).

Works well as it is.

I'm satisfied as it is.

It works ok now:

I'm happy with the card.

F'm very happy with Simcord because it makes colfecting win-
nings easy (players often called it Simcard®).

Need for card re-~validation
(N=3)

Time delay for a safety precaution, it keeps getting disabled
every time |eave to buy g drink The time lock-out should
have seme kind of pause button.

Security. | needed to keep reactivating it off the time. Sessfon
timings.

Keying in the FIN number repeatedly is annoying

Balance display (eg. does not take

account of money on credit meter)

(N=3)

I'd rather have the whole balance show up instead of $20.
By giving @ balance in playing mode.
Make it easier to check your full balance as it only shows $20.

Extend product applications
(N=2)

The Simeard should include dining and drinks so you can
watch your overall spending.

We should be able to use it to bay for drinks and o meol as
well as on the geming machines,

Improvements to credit transfers
(N=1)

Sometimes the credit transfers 1o the next persons accounl,

Transfer amount setting changes
N=1)

It needs more flexibifity for drawing down money while you're
on a garning mochine,

Physical placement

The card should be neor the coflect button,

(N=1)

Card security A cord should be attached to the cord so you can see it in the
{N=D) fmachine,

Magnetic stripe reading it's good as it is. Maybe the mognetic stib could be improved.
improvements

N=1)

EZYBreak related improvements
N=1)

Fix the easy break fimction.

Spend limit related
{N=1)

The sbend limit should be the whole emount. | should be oble
to increase jt a further $1 20 without having to keep resetling
it

a. Question - How do you believe that the design of the gaming card system could improve? {describe)
{Base: All survey respondents} {N refers to total strvey responses, dliowing multiple responses per player)
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Preferred type Player preferences for card-based gaming versus regular gaming are presented in

of gaming Figure 12, As apparent, 40% of players overall had no preference either way, 48%
preferred card-based gaming and 2% preferred regular gaming. interestingly, the
preference for card-based gaming was particularly high in low risk gamblers (60%).

Figure [2. Player preferences for cavd-based versus regular gaming -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)?

Prefarence for card-based gaming versus regular gaming

5

o
=)

% players

3

Regular colns/motes (cash) based  The new card based gaming card Both the same - can't see any
gaming (ie. normal gaming before the difference
new gaming card was introduced)

[} Non-problem gamblers
] Low risk gamblers
[F] Moderate risk gamblers

a. Question - Which type of poker machine gaming do you believe makes it easier to keep track of and manitor your
pakies spending? (PROMPT) (Bose: Al survey perticipants)
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Whether cards Whether card-based gaming should be made compulsory for players was also

should be made explored in the survey. Key results are presented in Figure |3, While results are again

compulsory not statistically significant, it is interesting that 27% of non-prablern gamblers thought
that cards should be made compulsory (and this seemed to be higher than the other
higher risk segmenis).

Figure 13, Whether card-based should be made compulsory or voluntary -
QUANTITATIVE SURVEY (N=52, March 2009)?

Whether card-based gaming should
be made compulsory or voluntary

They should be made compulsory  They should be made veluntary as  Don't see any reasen te even offer
for all players an opticn for players gaming cands voluntarily

{ ] Nor-probiem gamblers
[ ] tow risk gamblers
Mederate risk gamblers
Problem gamblers

Overall

a. Question - To what degree, do you believe that gaming cards should be made compulsory or volurtary for all players
to use as a consumer protection measure? (Base: All survey porticiponts)

PAGE 47 OF 105 oo
* 2 consulting

345}

schottler

2%

insight from complexity



This section summarises results of interviews conducted to evaluate the usability of the
SIMPLAY gaming card. Through a serfes of simulated usabifity tests, the evaluation aimed to
assess the potential value of the card as a tool for assisting players to better manage their
expenditure during gaming machine play. In addition, general ease of using the system
design from a card-based gaming perspective was also explored,

Ten face-to-face interviews were conducted including qualitative discussions and
quantitative ratings. Questioning and cbservation were employed o assess the ease with
which participants understood and used the card’s features, functions and supperting
information, Each usability test required an average of 35 minutes. Players were rewarded
with a shopping voucher as an incentive for participation.

Several participants were identified by an employee of the venue as people who would be
interested in being involved in the evaluation. The remaining interviewees were approached
at the venue by the interviewers and asked if they wished to participate. No players were
already using SIMPLAY to avoid practice effects associated with use of the product. Hence,
all players completing usability testing had not previously used the product.

The section of the report includes findings relating to:

*+  Player impressions of the gaming card

*s  Player experlences in using the gaming card

seenass PR N R R AR I R B N A A ]

PAGE 48 OF 105

schottler §.# consulting
EL)
insight frory complexity



Player impressions of the gaming card

Gaming card Overall, usability testing of the card-based gaming system with players suggested that most

concept participants generally understood the potential value of SIMPLAY in helping players
establish and manage their gaming expenditure. The daily limit was easily understoad by afl
virtually all players and there was strong acknowledgement of the value of cards such as
SIMPLAY in gaming venues. Several comments also showed that players understood the
overalt harm-minimisation intent of the card:

*¢  The card could help you avoid overspending

o |t could help stop me spending more than | want to

»»  The card helps you keep track of your spending

»»  {'duse it so | don't waste my money - it's very easy to lose track

Despite the general acceptance of the card's value, the majority of participants said that
they would be unlikely to sign up for the card personally, noting that it would primarily
benefit ‘beople with a garnbling probler’. Most participants said that, white the card could
help players who need it, they wouldn't use it personally because they 'can keep track of
their spending anyway’, without the need for a gaming card. One participant said ' know
exactly what [ spend. I'm probably better at monitoring myself than the cord would be'.

In several cases, players suggested that they would avoid using the card because it would
make it harder to irack and manage their gambling behaviour: For example, one participant
noted that he would find it maore difficult to monitor and respond to his spending using the
card than he would by simply counting his money -1t would be good to have limits if you had
a problem, but I still prefer cash. ! know how much | started with and how much I've spent - cash
is easy’,

Cther players supported this view, saying that the features and functions of the card made
it difficuti to use, particularly for tracking gambling spending, making traditional methods,
such as "counting cash’ the preferred method of managing gaming expenditure. Similarty,
when asked about the session reminder (a gaming time limit that can be set on the card), all
participants said that they would definitely not set a time limit, with the majority indicating
that the reminder would not help them manage their gaming activity any better than
manually monitoring their play time (i.e. by ‘watching the clock),

While the gaming spend limit received some level of interest from players, there was
generally seen to be more perceived value in the benefits offered by cashless gaming, In
particulay, there was interest in the concept of being able to move more easily between
machines and some perceived benefit in not having to handle money.

Accordingly, this highlights that there was generally limited market value seen in time limits,
some value seen in a gambling spend limit and greater value seen in cashless gaming,
However; the overall inclination of players to uptake precommitment was generally limited
and most players did not see the product as having personal potential 16 enhance their play
experience.
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Player experiences in using the gaming card

Setting up Before walking through the process of setting up a card, players were asked to read and
the card comment on the SIMPLAY brochure which aimed to explain the features of the gaming
card. As shown in Figure |4, many participants said that the written information could be
improved, with the print and format of the brochure being seen as 'difficult to read’ and
understand (with the ease of understanding written information rated 3.5 out of 5).
it was also apparent that many players could not read the small print and additionally were
not metivated to read the print information anyway for understanding, This is also lkely to
be a reflection of the recreational nature of gaming machine play. Indeed, players are
reluctant 1o apply themselves to a task which is too difficult or involving, as they have largely
come for relaxation, time-out and entertainment.
Comments about the written material supplied for SIMPLAY included:
s Keep it plain and simple - it's too much. A picture would be helpful.
»+  The brochure is too long and wordy - do we need alf of this?
e=  The print is too small - it needs to be bigger, with less information on the sheet
s [wouldn't lock at the detail it's just too long.
s Why don't they supply a card you can look at to figure it all out.
Figure |4. Ease of set-up process of card-based gaming -
USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 200%)?
Ease of sef-up of card-based gaming
Cverall ease of card set-up | . S B
Overall ime to set-up card 3:'._ s 49
Ease of understanding written information | - 35
2 3 5
Mean {I=very poor, 5=very good)
a. Question - Using a 5 point scafe, vhere 1 =very poor and 5=very good, how would you rate the..?
{Base: Aif usability testing participants)
Despite some negative comments about the written material, most participants found the
process of setting up the card at the kiosk to be very easy (with a mean rating of 4.7 out of
5) and time-efficient (mean=4.9). The process of set-up was also very streamlined, given
that existing club members only had to swipe their card and press a button at the kiosk to
join SIMPLAY. No forms of any kind were thus required io be completed.
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Usability of
the interface

As part of the usability testing, participants were asked to perform a range of tasks using
SIMPLAY to test their understanding and ability to use the system interface. At the point of
the kiosk, this included asking participants to enter their PIN number to activate or 'validate’
their card and to enter other card preferences and parameters relating to their card and the
selection of limits.

Once players had entered their PIN, the next task involved setting a range of parameters
and preferences on their card, The interface for setting of parameters is shown in Figure [5.
This included options for setting a daily spend limit, a cash transfer to machine amount, a
setting for changing PIN numbers, a card activity time out (@ period of inactivity allowed
before the card had 1o be revalidated), a session reminder time (a time [limft) and a button
for activity statements showing past EGM play and expenditure, In addition to assessing the
usability of the system design, player understanding of parameters and preferences {eg.
types of limits) was also assessed.

Figure I5. Kiosk Interface for setting player preferences on SIMPLAY

Observation of players using the kiosk generally showed that the system interface was quite
user-friendly and most players were able to successfully enter the card PIN number to
access their preferences without major issues, A small number of players, however,
misentered PIN numbers as there was a slight delay between pressing the PIN numbers on
the touchscreen panel and the appearance of numbers on-screen. However, this issue was
very minor and all participants were able to correct any mistakes.

A further issue was that some player cards ‘timed-out’ during the setting of preferences
(often due to discussion of fssues during usability testing) and players were unsure about the
meaning of the messaging assaciated with card time-out {ie. were unsure what had
happened). From this perspeciive, a small improvement in wording may assist players to
understand instances of cards timing-out, along with actions to rectify the situation (eg.
Your card has timed-out to ensure card security - please re-insert your card and re-enter
your PIN' or similar).
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When players were asked to show their balance using the kiosk, another minor usability
issue was identified. The ‘show balance' screen and button is presented in Figure |6, This
was the only button that users had to press and hold for several seconds to display the
balance on their card. In contrast, all other buttons were instantly pressed and released.

This *hold to display’ function was also a feature to enhance card security, so that card
balances would not be continuously displayed during kiosk use. However, given the lack of
labelling such as 'Press buttan for a few seconds to display your card balance', usability
testing participants found it difficult to display the balance without being instructed to hotd
the button for several seconds.

Interestingly, most players then attempted to press and hold other buttons, which delayed
the move to the next screen. One player also used ‘computer logic’ to press ‘Show balance
on screen’ and then ‘view' consecutively to display the balance. In several cases, players
similarty held the ‘print balance to ticket’ button, which led to the production of multiple
print outs of the card balance.

Figure 16. Show balance button on SIMPLAY

Figure |7 presents the ease of use of the kiosk interface, based on observations by
usability testers. Findings showed that most players were able to insert cards and
perform the PIN entry without much assistance (mean=3.%), however, checking of the
card balance did encounter usability issues (mean=2.5, suggesting that some players
needed help and assistance).

Figure 17. Usability tester ratings of players using SIMPLAY kiosk
interface - USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 2009)*

Ease of using the klosk Interface

Card Insertion |1 i A b
PiM Entry | 22 “lib

Checking balance of the card : i 2ym
3 A

Mean (I =cou'dn't do it, 2=needed 2 lot of help,
3=needed a litle he'p, 4=d d it without problems)

a. Question - How well did the player perform the above tasks? ({ =ceuildn't do it, 2=needed
alot of help, 3=needed a litle help, 4=did it without problems) (No prompting)
{Base: All usability testing participants)
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Understanding
of limits and
other preferences

The challenge for most participants in setting card preference parameters related to their
level of understanding of the nature and function of card limits and understanding of the
‘cash transfer to machine’ preference setting, Understanding of card preference meaning
was identified as problematic across all players conducting usability testing and highlighted
the need for improved system design and preference labelling.

While participants could easily sefect and edit limits at the kiosk, such as ‘Cash Transfer 1o
the Machine' (as shown in Figure 15), many participants had great difficutty actually
understanding the primary purpose of this setting and its relevance to card-based gaming.
The cash transfer to machine parameter was also set to $20 as the default and this allowed
meoney to be automatically transferred from the card to the EGM credit meter following
card insertion into the EGM, This implied that every time the card was inserted, $20 was
automatically transferred.

Several participants also clearly stated their lack of understanding of the limits and sought
additional information from interviewers when setting preferences (while others just typed
in ‘any’ value). Comments included:

s*  The card balance limit wasn't dear
oo | didn't understand what the transfer amount is

#* S0 what do | put here? What does transfer mean?

Other players confused the limits, or formed inaccurate assumptions about the nature of
the parameters and the restrictions they would impose on game play. For example, one
player showed some confusion when setting up the "Activity Time Qut’ preference and
‘Session Reminder' length. Such terms were generally either meaningless to players orled to
inaccurate assumptions about functionality:

For instance, several players believed that the time-out’ length represented the amount of
time they could play before having to take a break (i.e. the session limit). Another player
said that The cord activity time-out is the amount of time you want to spend geming'. The
‘session reminder’ limit, in contrast, was assumed to be a 'pop-up’ warning to remind
players how long they had been playing (in effect, it was a daily gaming time limit).

Several participants similarly raised concerns about potential ‘unwritten’ restrictions
imposed by the gaming card. Many of the comments suggested that, in the absence of
clearer written explanation, some players may have formed incorrect assumptions about
the card and its limits. For example, some participants believed that, when their session
rerninder was displayed, only sessions of 15 minutes were allowed without taking a break -
‘The session reminder means you con't play for more than 15 minutes at o time’ (15 minutes
was actually the value set for session reminders on the test card at the time).

Some players were also misled about the meaning of a card balance limit (This was probed,
yet maximurn card balance was not a parameter on the kiosk}. Indeed, three people
interviewed said that they would not want to set a maximum card limit because they would
not be able o use the card once this balance had been reached, or a specific time period
had elapsed - ‘if { set a card limit at 30 days, do | lose my money after 30 days?.

One player also expressed significant concern about setting a maximum card balance limit
due o an assumption about the venue’s ability to access his money using SIMPLAY - The
maximum card balonce is how much the club can take out of your bank to put on the card - |
wouldn't sel this limit’. It is likely that such erroneous assumptions would generally lead
players to experience a range of challenges using the card, or at least great difficulty
interpreting and responding to information requested on the kiosk screen.

The only limit that players seemed to understand, in contrast, was the daily expenditure
limit - ¥ see - this is that fimit on the brochure, which is the maximum amount you can spend.,

Accordingly, with the exception of the daily spend limit, there was significant confusion over
all other preference settings amongst players conducting usability testing and particularly the
transfer amount (from card to EGMs). This also highlights the need to improve the limit and
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preference parameter labefling to allow the system design to support gaming harm-
minimisation objectives. Indeed, with current labelling, the harm-minimisation potential of
SIMPLAY is significantly compromised.

Figure |8 presents mean ratings made by players during usability testing and highlights again
that most players did not clearly understand card limits, with the exception of the Daily
Limit. This also shows that the amount of money able to be kept on the card (ie. the card
balance) was similarly not salient to players. This is presumably because this limit was only
presented in written information (ie. the SIMPLAY brochure) and not presented on the
kiosk screen,

Figure 18. Ease of understanding card limits -
USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 2009)*

Ease of understanding card limits

et dsy expendire it T T b
Transfer amount. ©135
Card balance fimit | Sl
2 3 4 5
Mean rating (| =very difficolt and S=vel
easy)

a. Question - If [=very difficult and 5=very easy, how easy or difficult was it for the player to
understand the concept of (limits prompted) (Base: Af usability testing partidipants)

Such findings suggest that provision of clearer information and explanation about the card
and parameter settings is important for players and direct support from venue staff will be
essential for encouraging card adaption and for realising the card's harm-minimisation
benefits. Current information supplied in the brochure is generally unfikely to be used when
viewing the kiosk screen,

Specific player suggestions about ways to improve system design included:

v The daily limit needs 1o be expressed as the total amaunt you want to spend
in one day

e The daily himit is easfer to understand if you know it's the amount
you're willing to lose in a day

it should be noted that venue staff confirmed that pairons are asked to set a daily limit
when signing up for SIMPLAY through an automated kiosk software prompt (the test card
obviously did not test this function, as it had already been signed to SIMPLAY),
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Using the card
at the EGM

The player challenge in understanding the transfer imit and the corresponding functioning
of the card was particularly evident when they used the card at the gaming machine.
Participants were asked to check the balance on the card at the gaming machine by pressing
the 'SIMPLAY Balance' button {on the EGM). The transfer limit on all cards had been set at
a defaul of $20 and, as a result, the entire balance of the card (which was less than $20)
was automatically transferred to the machine when the card was inserted (leaving the card
balance at $0.00, as there was less than $10 on the test card).

When checking the balance, the majority of players had not realised that the credit had
been transferred and believed that they had lost the money or that the card stole the money,
This was confusing and, in some cases, slightly distressing for participants, which reinforced
some player assumptions and beliefs that the card can't be trusted. In contrast, setting the
default transfer mit to $0.00 or having buttons on the EGM to encourage transfers 'live’ in
the context of play may have prevented this difficulty.

In addition, it was also noteworthy that most players had difficulty finding the ‘balance’
button on SIMPLAY;, suggesting that the location of the button was not salient to players.

Another issue which affected player confidence in the card was the transfer of credit from
the EGM back to the card on SIMPLAY card withdrawal, The majority of players took the
card out without pressing the 'Collect’ button. When using this method, players could, in
most cases, continue to play for around 5 seconds, even though the card had been
withdrawn (MaxGaming have indicated that this Is due to time delays due to the Q-COM
protocol).

While the credit was returned 1o the card (ie. following card withdrawal), some players
noted that another person coutd play the machine using their money. In this scenario,
spinning the reels once following card removal led to money being taken from the card
balance. It was, however, unclear whether a2 win would be placed on the card, as this
scenario was difficutt to replicate (Our best guess, however, Is that @ win would not go on the
card, as the card would be outside the system at that point - hence, this may be a future issue for
some players),

However; this functionality issue (ie. being able to play one spin after the card was removed)
was a concern for some players and particularly for one who expressed mistrust in the
card'’s security. Further instructions advising players to press the 'Collect’ button before
removing the card on the EGM may be beneficial in addressing this issue. It is unclear
whether technical system design changes may help avoid this issue.

This confusion about the purpose and impact of the card time-out’ period previously
mentioned was reinforced when a card time-cut occurred when the card was in the EGM.
Generally, players were unsure what had occurred when play has been ‘suspended-.

Figure 19 shows the 'Game suspended - Card abandoned’ message received in this
situation. There was reported to be a 90 second time-out period as a ‘default’ setting

Figure 19. Abandoned card message displayed
when Time Out perlod occurs on SIMPLAY

In relation to the ‘abandoned card message', some players also believed that they would no
longer be able to play during that day once the time-out message had displayed. However,
when interviewers explained that the time-out limit specified the period of inactivity befare
the card is locked, most players understood the value of this feature and would probably
use it if they had a card in future. This 'lock out’ feature also allayed some player concerns
about the security of the card.
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Usefulness of
expenditure
statement

The only other usability issue naticed during EGM play with the card was that, when
starting play at the FGM, several players experienced minor frustration at having to
withdraw and re-insert their card, This appeared to be due to magnetic stripe reading
issues, However, this could also be related to the age of cards, given that cashless gaming
cards were also exisiing cdlub membership cards (of an undetermined age).

There were generally no usability issues associated with placing money on the card using
the EGM. Mast players made comment that they would prefer this method of storing
money on the card; rather than approaching staff, as it was significantly more convenient.

Figure 20 presents summary ratings made by observers of players during use of the card at
the EGM interface, Findings show that mean ratings of player difficulties transferring money
from the card to the EGM were very low (mean=27), as was transferring money from
EGM to the card (mean—2.3) and checking the balance on the card (mean=2.5). However;
in contrast, most players found it easy to place money using the card on the EGM
(mean=3.6).

Figure 20. Usability tester ratings of players using
SIMPLAY card at the EGM - USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 2009)°

Ease of using the card at the EGM

Placing money on card at EGM |17

Trensferring money from card :
to EGM (gutomatic transfer amount) |

Transferring roney from EGM to card .

Chedking balance of the card i

Mean {|=cowdn't do t, 2=needed a lot of he'p,
I=needed a fittle help, 4=did it without problems)

a. Question - How well did the player perform the cbove tasks? (! =couldn’t do it, 2=needed a lot
of help, 3=needed a fittle help, 4=did it without problems) (No_prompting)
(Base: All usobiiity testing participants)

The other SIMPLAY feature of interest from a harm-minimisation perspective related to the
ahility to print expenditure statements. These could be printed either at the kiosk (for daily
expenditure) or by staff at the cashier (for longer term expenditure).

After playing on the EGM using the test card, players were asked to print out statements at
the kiosk, interpret the information and comment on the information value as a means of
tracking and managing gaming expenditure.

As shawn in Figure 21, participants suggested that the statements would be of limited use.
This was due in part to players not wanting to know what they had spent or generally not
being interested in such information. Comments made by players included:

s t's a good ideq, but Id be too scared to look ot it in case | got a shock.
* [ wouldn't use it because [ wouldn’t like to see what i've lost.

o+ Id never print one of those, I'd hate to think how much I'd spent,
s |'d pever look at it, as | don't really care what I've spent.
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Figure 2. Usefulness of expenditure statements -
USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 2009)*

Usefulness of expenditure statements

Usefilness of expenditure statements

! R
Rating (1=not at all, 5=very usefuf)

a, Question - If I=not ot oll useful and 5=very useful, how useful is the information on this
expenditure statement (Base: All usabillity testing porticipants)

However, most of the concern about expenditure statements related to player difficutty in
understanding and interpreting them. For example, when pressing Today' on the surmmaries
screen, the user receives a report similar to the one shown in Figure 22,

Figure 22. Today's Accountant Statement on SIMPLAY

This statement shows how much money went to and from the card during EGM play. None
of the players could correctly specify the meaning of these terms and figures. Many players
believed that ‘Session Draw Up and 'Session Draw Down’ referred to the amounts won
and lost respectively. Others interpreted the ‘Balance’ as the total amount lost in a day (A
Draw BDown actually transfers money from a card onte the EGM and a Draw Up transfers
money from the EGM to the card). When referring to the Today's Account Statement’,
players made comments such as | dor't understand what Session Draw Down means' and 1'd
never use that report because it makes no sense to me’,

Further discussions with players also revealed that the detailed account statement supplied
by the cashier behind the counter had similar interpretation issues. Howaver, this was also in
part related to the statement being separated over three pieces of paper and thus even
more difficult to read and interpret. An example statement actually supplied to players is
shown in Figure 23.
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Interest in taking
up the card

Figure 23. Today's Accountant Statement on SIMPLAY

Prior to conclusion of usability testing, participants were asked to rate their level of interest
in taking up the SIMPLAY card in the future. Figure 24 shows that interest in the card was
generally low, with a mean of only 1.8 out of 5.

Figure 24. Player Interest in card-based gaming -
USABILITY TESTING (N=10, March 2009)*

Player Interest In using card-hased gaming

Interest in using the card in future | _.

e

3
Rating (1=net at 2, S5=very interested)

a. Question - Based on usability of the gaming card, how interested are you to
toke up the card? (1=not at all, 5=very interested)
(Base: All usability testing participants)

Many players said they would not need the card because it was seen to be designed for
‘beople with garnbling problerns’ or that they did not need a card, as the player felt they were
generally in control of their gambling. Cne player also believed that the card would not
assist him, given that nothing can control problem gamblers

Specific comments made by players included:

o+ |t's g great idea, bul | wouldn't need it because | can control what | spend.
se id only be useful to pecple who have o problem, not for people fike me,
os |} couldn't control myself the card wouldn’t help me,
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Being overly restricted or controlled by the card limits was also a common reason given by
players for not wanting ta adopt the card. The erronecus assumptions about restrictions
mentioned earlier; such as the ability of venue staff to access personal funds, may thus need
1o be addressed in some players. Similar concerns were raised about the potential for
invasion of privacy - T wouldn't want the club and the government to be watching everything |
do’. Supporting information about security and compliance with privacy provisions could
also be developed to address any concerns.

Despite general player reluctance to adopt the card, most players emphasised its
importance and benefits for the community and suggested that the card could be
promoted from a convenience perspective. One player said that he might use the card
because T hate carrying cash arcund’. He also said that | might save some rmeney os a side
bonws’, suggesting that the harm-minimisation benefits may become more evident as the
card is used.

Focusing promotion on the card's convenience and the benefit of limits for players may also
increase card take-up rates and have longer term benefits of which players were unaware at
the time of signing-up for the card,
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This section of the report briefly summarises the venue and supplier experiences with
the card-based gaming trial. This was based on a series of nine interviews with relevant
staff and stakeholders at the venue and with MaxGaming staff. it should be noted that
MaxGaming as the Licensed Monitoring Operator (LMO) was also the supplier of the
system SIMPLAY and for this reason, views of the LMO are no different from those of
the supplier.

Key sactions include:
*¢  Venue experiences of card-based gaming

*+  System supplier experiences of card-based gaming

R RN I N RN A R I R A I
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Venue experiences of card-based gaming

Early implementation
experiences

Promoting card
uptake

From a staff and venue perspective, the Redcliffe RSL generally had fairly positive
experiences of the SIMPLAY card-based gaming system and implementation. However,
it was also apparent, as with all trials, that a range of bugs and technical implementation
issues were experienced during the early phases of the trial. These were reported as
having led to some player frustration during the trial, including some players 'giving up'
on the system during the early post-implementation phase. Staff comments included:

ve  The system started in August 2008, We were live with roughly 20 players in the first
couple of days. Then we rolled it out further, In the next 2-3 weeks, we noted some
player frustretion. We lost a few, as players didn't have the time or patience to wait. One
lady was so frustrated, she was showing barriers to learming the new system. She refused
to follow instructions, os she was too impatient

ss [ know oncther lady who had so many frustrations with SIMPLAY, she gave up even going
to the club. It was afso due to a perception that her luck had changed, She believed that
the card was monitoring her spending and had changed how many times and how much
she'd win. She saw the whole thing as big brother. She saw the technology wos interfering
with the gaming machine, 50 she left. She thought the menu wos manipulating the
machines and SIMPLAY was tracking her winnings. This was also reloted to her difficuities
in understanding the system

s We had quite g few players drop the system at the start, as it wos teo confusing for
them, MaxGaming told us that they had to do some things to meet regulatory
requirernents - ke PIN numbers, for instance. But in the early bhases when there was a
short PIN number time-out period on the card, players were locking themselves out all
the time and became frustrated. The time was too short and also there was the added
issue that players got frustrated at continuelly having to re-validate their card by putting
in their PIN numbers at the kiosk.

v At the start, players were very confused, but after a while they started to get the hang of
it. At the beginning, they went off the system as there wos no balance bution on the
machine, so then they put on o balance button and people were more comfortable. They
found it an inconvenience having to continually get up to use the kiosk to check their card
balance.

o Somie players initially stopped, but are joining up again. At the start, there were many
frustrations as players couldn't keep track of their spending and didn't know how much
was left on thelr cord. After they put in the balance button, it's been better.

To promote uptake of card-based gaming, a range of promotions were held at the
venue, These promotions were supported by Max(Gaming as the product supplier:
Promotions included offering existing club patrons a $20 incentive to sign-on to
SIMPLAY (a cost carried by the venue) and the additional benefit of being able to
participate in a $500 weekly competition draw sponsored by MaxGaming.

In addition, staff were instructed to where possible target uptake in the ‘'more regular’
players, however; many of the players were reported to be ‘affluent and disinterested'
in the concept of precommitment. From this perspective, many staff reported difficulty
convincing players to take up the precommitment aspect of card-based gaming:

o We did quite a big drive to promote uptake of the card in players, We gave people $20
worth of player loyalty points. Some people joined and then quit just after the promotion
finished, Staff were asking what do we do about them. But we gave them the points, os
they met the terms of the offer. MaxGaming also sponsored a promotion of a $500
weekly cash draw spedifically for SIMMPLAY users. They offered it for 10 weeks.
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Supplier support
during
implementation

Staff training

o Wa've torgeted the dub players who are generally the mid to high spenders on gaming.
We targeted the bigger players to start with. Bul most are quite weaithy so they don't
need or want limits. Staff found it difficult to encourage them to adopt limits, so they
promoted the convenience of card-based gaming.

There was an overall view that the implementation process associated with card-based
gaming was quite seamless for the venue, despite some technical glitches in the early
phase of the trial. Fase of implementation was generally attributed to the system
supplier taking full responsibility for the entire implementation process. In addition, the
absence of major hardware changes to implement card-based gaming also implied that
there was minimal disruption 1o the venue:

*s  The entire implementation process was fairly straightforward to us. MaxGoming did ol
the work. The main change was adding o more secure server, We olso added a further
kiosk, but nothing much else.

*0  MaxGoming just came in and put in g new sticker on the GMI buttons and software
chonges dctivated the buttons to alfow cashless gaming, From our perspective, it wosn't a
big deal ot all.

sv  MaxGoming did af the woik - [t wasn't fabour intensive at alf for us.

As part of the support provided by the system supplier to the venue, venue staff
received both formal training off-site and on-site ‘mentoring’ during the early phases of
the trial. The off-site training was primarily provided for the benefit of 'back-of-house’
staff and approximately 6-8 staff attended this training session {the training was
reported to be approximately | hour in duraticn), On-site training, in contrast,
consisted of MaxGaming co-locating a technical staff member on-site at the Redcliffe
RSL to support staff in responding to player difficufties during the early phase of the
trial

During the early phase of the trial, there were reports by operational gaming flcor staff
that the training was ‘confusing’, given the steep learning curve associated with
implementation of a new system and new operaticnal procedures, It was also apparent
that early difficulties were primarily due to a few changes made to the systemn during
the early phase of the trial (ie. a few early ‘fixes' such as lengthening the PIN time-out
period, so that players would not have to re-validate their card, if they had stopped
play for a short period to talk to their neighbour).

Staff comments about the support provided by MaxGaming included:

se  MaxGaming were very proactive in fixing and enfiancing issues.

o Initilly, o staff member wos on-site for 2-3 weeks und then on-coll after that. They were
very helpful overall and we appreciated their support.

**  They handled the implementation quite professionally. They were ahways there fixing any
issues we experienced. It was more difficult when they lefl, but they were always on-call

*¢  We had one day of staff training off-site which was attended by 6-8 staf]. The only
difficulty was that we were one month into it and we didn't feel we knew enough about
it. The intermittent faults also led to a loss in player confidence. But now faults are
minimal and [ take this as a sign it's probably working fairly well. MaxGaming were
pretity supportive overafl,

o | found the training by MaxGaming very confusing ot the start due to the volume of
information. There was about seven staff there | think. It wos onfy about one hour or so.
But MaxGoming support during the trial was great. They were here for the first two
weeks or $0, but after that, it was pretly hard, as we then had to troubleshioot all the
problems curselves.
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Venue views about
player acceptance
of SIMPLAY

Despite some challenges in the early phase of the trial, there was generally a view in
the venue that player uptake of the system had been reasonable. However; it had been
expected that virtually all players would have adopted the system, rather than just a
smaller pool of players.

A comment made by one staff member included:

a4t

Player acceptance wos reosonable overall, but | did think it would be higher than it was.
This was alse after we put quite a fot of time into recrviting players. We were in the pre-
implernentation phase for at least six months and we were pearing up with the thought
that uptake would be really high. We have [7000 members and probably 2000-2500
players at an estimate (per month) would be players using the pokies. In total, there wos
only aboul 200-30C in the end that took up in the system, so  would have expected
uptake to be much higher.

There was also some discussion by staff about possible reasons to explain the player
acceptance issues, including a general view that the ‘older demographic’ of the venue
was a challenge in promoting system uptake:

(13

*»”

Hve identiffed two types of players. The elderly are not taking it up as they are reafly
resistant to change, Particularly with regards to new technology. Most are PC-ifliterate, so
this veriue is probably quite unique, given the older deregraphic. The other younger ones
are more used to technology, so it's not surprising that seme find it convenient. They ore
alse more open to change.

Some of the older people don't like using SIMPLAY because it's foreign. Then there’s the
issue that some have 'big brother’ perceptions. They think the card is watching them and
their play. Some people say I dont want it, becouse { don't want people watching me.

Adapling to the card-based gaming was not a huge change in terms of the way that
people used their card. Most people put the card fn the terminal anyway for bonus
points. It’s hard to say why some peoble didn't sign-ub. My best guess is that it’s o trade-
off between perceived benefits and the hasste of signing-up, Although it doesn't take
much, people don't give it @ chance and just say no.

Older people are having more difficulties. The main thing is that their cord may be left in
a machine for too fong and then they have to re-validate as it locks them out, but they
don't understand this. Many are older end don't remember these sorts of things. It's
possibly an age factor and the fact that many are not computer literate,

It has been quite difficult with some players though, as some are particularly high-
maintenance with training and are not understanding the system or are making the
same mistakes all the time, I'm sure it's partly got to do with their age.

There was also a view that fiture trials should endeavour to evaluate the perceived
benefits of card-based and cashless gaming from a younger player perspective:

L1

Fhope that in the fullre they do a trial with a younger venue as well. It would be
interesting to see the uptoke. | suspect it will be different from a younger player
perspective,

hope that the next site will be younger, as it would be interesting to see how younger
people uplake cashless gaming. We struggled to convert our clients ond it's because
because of their age demographic.
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Perceived benefits
from a staff
perspective

Venue staff provided comment about the perceived benefits of SIMPLAY from a player
perspective, There was an overall view that most players saw convenience as the major
benefit of card-based gaming and particularly being able to move around fraom EGM to
EGM more efficiently. Others liked the cashless aspect of play and were reported to
have commented about improved safety and security of gaming money. However, very
few players, if any, were reported by staff to see major benefits in the ability to set
precommitted limits,

Comments made by staff about perceived benefits from a player perspective included:

L1

L1

| think the only benefit for players is moving from machine to machine. If you're not
interested in the harm-minimisation part, the only aspect lefl is the cashless component.

I spoke to one lady who said she loves SMPLAY. She has a limit of $40 and fikes it
because it’s easy to know when your card is empty. Then she goes home. So for her, it
was a way of menitoring her spending.

| have heard that some players don't like it because they don't handle the money. | think
the psychological aspect of feeling the money won is part of it. Some like o hear the
coins drop, so they don't like the money going on the card,

The only feedback we've heard is when there are bugs. | haven't fieerd about any
benefits that people saw in SIMPLAY. | think it's just about convenience.

There's been a few comments about people thinking they have more in their account
than they have. At the start, they were fosing track. { think this was due to a lack of a
balance button {now rectified).

A lot of people don't want a fimit. They just use the card balance to keeb track of their
spending,

| think players mostly Iike the convenience of moving around from machine to mdchine.
Peaple con also have a win en their cord and don't need te get hand-pays.

| think some players also like it in that it gives them privacy when they win. You don't
hear the coins drop, so it's a bit more private.

Some people set a imit and keep $400-500 an their card. When they reach their limit,
they go home.

The fimit is probably worthwhile for the bigger gamblers. They can then make sure that
they only spend what they win.

At the beginning, sorne people got really put off by the bugs, so they dropped it. People
were also accidentally signing up to SIMPLAY. There was no confirmation yes - [ want to
join' on the kiosk But now they've put that in, it's helped a lot,

The major challenge is the oge demographic, It's hard to teach people who are PC-
iliterate. We don't have the man-power to spend hours with each indvidual to teach
them how to use it or to set-up their preferences.

Seme people signed themselves ub accidentally and pressed "Yes' for SIMPLAY and didn't
redlise that this means they are going cashless (now corrected by MoxGaning).

Some of the big gamblers think we've been moenitoring them. Some of the big gamblers
are even worried we're monitoring their bonus points.

Every now and then we get an abandoned card, | think most people have accepted it
here. The one'’s who haven't taken it up seemn to like it os it is.

There have been a few money transfer issues. But these ore fairly isclated cases,

| think it went very well - the players got used to i, but every now and then we do get an
abandoned card. The fact that people have accepted it surprised me,

I find it a bit sofer as well. With nioney on the card, it locks up and tells you where you

feft vour credits. It encourages you to go back to the place you left them and put in your
card. S0 it safeguards your money. Players like the card but some get confused when it

happens, as they are not aware of this fealure,

Peaple don't want limits, They want independence ond not limits. It works better with the
big players as they don't want to cash cut
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Kiosk difficulties

Types of
accounts

ss  Most people aren’t interested in fimits. People don't generally wont them. Main benefit
has o be independence, not limits. It works better with big players as they use the
midachines more.

tt was also apparent that most venue staff were not aware of the availability of
expenditure statements ‘behind the counter’ in addition to the statements offered
through the kiosk - 1 haven't had anyone ask for any other print-outs. | didn't even know
there was one’. One staff member who was aware also reported ne patron interest in
accessing such information - 1 cani issue themn from here, but no-cne wonts to see them as
ne-one osks for thern'. This appeared in part due to a player training issue {je. at least,
some - if not most players - were not given any information on the availability of more
detailed expenditure statements).

The kiosk which allows players to set-up their limits and other card parameters was
also reported as a source of some difficulty by venue gaming staff. There was particular
menticn of the playar difficulty understanding parameters in the kiosk set-up process.
Specific comments made by venue staff included:

s+ People don't understand the parameters on the kiesk - particularly the $20 transfer.
People say I've got more than $20 on my card!

s+ When people hit their daily spend fimit, the systern freezes up and they don't know
what’s going on. | think this is largely because people don't know that they've
programmed a limit. They mainly use it for convenience, as it’s easier to move from
machine to machine.

* Sometimes people have their cards locked-up inte the machine. It may say card active in
machine 5 or whatever when they fust went frori one machine to another. Then they
have to put their card back into the original machine to get their credits. So this generally
confuses them as they are not aware of whot they are doing.

*  Some cards come up on the system as ‘abandened cards), where in reality, there s just
someone talking to another person sitiing at the machine (and the card PIN has timed-
out). People program all these setlings in and don't realise what they are doing.

v People always need to re-validate their cards olf the time. It keeps locking it up. They
don't seem to be able to select the right settings or understand the seitings,

*  Some players didn’t ke it because they feared that it would do staff out of a job. The
other side is that many people like staff setting alf their preferences for them, as they like
the personal contact with staff. They also fike feeling the $20 and getting the hand pay.
With cashless, people don't get as much contact with staff.

vo \We had o few problems. Initially, there was a feature on the kiosk screen saying
‘turnover’ and beople then saw this and thought they'd spent $600. They panicked. This
was actually turnover, but players saw it as their expenditure. They got confused.

o+ [ think the $20 transfer (o default transfer imit setting) is teo low for seme players. |
think it should be $100. People want to transfer the maxirmum from the card to the
credit meter. Ultimately, people weant the leost inconvenience.

*v [t was hard to show people the kiosk part at the start. Everyone was realiy confused.

Many want you lo do the kiosk set-up for them. The elderly ladies really struggle, so it
often comes down to the venue to put the settings in for them,

While the SIMPLAY written information brechure promotes three types of card
accounts for players (a temporary visitor card, a standard card and a registered card),
staff made comment that no requests for different types of accounts were made by
players during the trial. It should be noted in this context, that only the standard
account was actually offered during the trial, however, players had written information
available on three accounts, so theoretically ather card types could have been
requested.
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Given the lack of requests for the other types of accounts, this is fikely to be in part due
to general player acceptance of the maximum account balance of $1000 on the card
(along with low motivation to seek alternatives to the standard account).

Staff comments included:

w  ['m not sure what level of uptake there would be of the registered player accounts', Most
players don't seem to keep a lot of money on their card, They just bring cash ana put it
on the card via the machine. They take large amounis off when they go home. So ! can't
see many people ever asking to put $10,000 on their card. Na-one seems Initerested
and certainly, it hasn't come up 0s yet,

se  We'e not offering the visitor card as vet, but | don't expect peopie will really want it. First,
jt’s not promoted, but [ think most cosual users will just be happy to play with notes and
Coins.

R N R A I I A R R SR I R

. 1. SIMPLAY accounts where players can store up to $10,000 on their card at a time. The standard account

has a $1000 limit
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Reported problems
and technical bugs

Benefits of card-based
gaming to venue

There were also reports by staff of a range of other more minor faults and technical
bugs encountered during the trial. A further staff member also believed that ‘the system
seermied to be designed from a technical perspective and initiolly didn't take account of how
people played",

Staff comments about faults and technical ‘bugs’ associated with SIMPLAY included:

oo With Aruze machines, there are some issues when money goes from the credit meter to
the card. It's apparently due (o g bug in the software that led to @ loss of money in
cyberspace. So money doesn’t seem to go on to the card or credit meter. We have to do
it manuatly. But there was @ log, so we could check it ond reinstate funds. It’s been
resolved by MoxGaming and | believed they developed a fix around another piece of
soflware,

*v  We have found a rondom fault in IGT machines. When collect is pressed, it spits meney
into the machine. So if it's under $50, it goes to coins and $50 and above, it goes to @
hand pay (‘cancel credits’). We are not sure why this occurs. It seems to have g rondom
element and has been a foult that is difficult to replicate.

so We notice that when you pulf the card out from machines, the card is stift oble to be
played for o period of roughly 8 seconds, So it's o risk for the next person that someone
can play and use the other person’s meney. But it’s probably a small risk, given that the
time frame is only very shert (also an issue identified during usability testing).

s+ People were initially focking themseives out, as the PIN time-out was set too low - Initiafly
it was onfy 30 seconds before the cord timed-out, but people would turn around and
chat lo their friend and they'd be locked-out straipht away. They then changed this to 90
seconds. This has been much better, but we still get peaple locking themselves out and
not understanding why.

“+  We find that sometimes the MaxGaring host server goes down - like a statewide
outage, I this happens, people can't get the bolance on their cord. It happened twice in
the past two months. Players then get concerned thot their money has disappeared,

»s  There's fitde bugs in the system from time to time. Sometimes we have to wait 24hrs
before the error pops up. So sormetimes we may be running a day or so Jate in recondiling
problems. But we have & days at the end of the month before our statistical reports
register; so it’s still able to be resolved in time o meet this time frame (Note - no
specifics could be given by the venue on promipting).

The Reddliffe RSL management generally reported being ‘at two minds' about the
benefits of card-based gaming io the venue. There had been an initial expectation that
the system would lead to major productivity gains for staff and particularly, a reduction
in time spent on hopper refills, hand-pay/cancel credit requests and other processes.

However; since implementation, the venue managemeant was not overly convinced that
significant "productivity gains’ would be achieved through card-based gaming. This was
attributed to the relatively small level of uptake by patrons and the perception that the
cost of SIMPLAY was substantial. There was also comment that, if all gaming went
cashless, the potential for productivity gains would be more significant, however; this
would be more difficult in the context of ‘dual systems’ (je. cashless and regular

gaming).
Comments made by venue management about perceived costs and benefits included:

s |fyou look at MexGaming stats, they say cancelled credils dropped 10-15%, bul if you
speak to staff, they say they notice no major difference, The whole idea is that if they
don't spend time on hopper refills, they con dedicate the rernaining time to custorner
service. MaxGaming has produced stats to suggest they are less, but it's not enough for
the staff te notice it. You would think that jackpot payments are less and cancelled
credits due to the fact that people can put money back on the card, but it hasn't made
a huge impact to be honest.

o | think that it won't increase gaming floor productivity until off machipes are made
coshless. At the moment, people put money into the system via the machine, so the
maney geing into hoppers will be maorginally fess, but overall it’s not significant. | stil think
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it's a road worth heading down, but before it went in, ] thought it was the best thing since
sliced bread. But there’s o fitle more to it - player acceptance issues and the broductivity
increase we haven't really seen, Unfortunately, | think our players would object to
cashless only, espedially due to their age profile. So cashless as the sole way Lo offer
goming won't work for us at this stage. Not yet anpway. Bul it is parl of the future, | do
think the industry needs to do more to protect players.

Given the limited benefits at this early phase, there was seen to be a need for OLGR to
relax requirements on venues to make card-based gaming more affordable for venues:

| have fooked at the costs involved for cashless gaming and they are considerable. It's
hard Lo consider paying such a large amiount when it's only used by 300 patrons per
vear. The return on the investment isn't worth it. $o I'm al two minds aboul what to do
about the systern when it comes to the crunch.

We haven't seen the productivity benefits that we hoped for. I'm prelly sure that OLGR
want to implement cashless gaming, so | wonder whether they could give venues like
ours concessions. Maybe different styles of games fike multi-terminal games. They've
taken away ol the voloUlity of games. Like $10 maximunt bets. Uinked jockpots now give
91-92% back to blayers. Sa now it's hard to make money from there, We're just turning
over money and make very little profit. If you make 10% per month now; you're lucky.
Three to four years ago, we used to make 1 3-14%. We don't make much fron food, so
gaming keeps us afloat.

To get the return on the investment, we need some more benefils to redlly see the value
of cashless gaming. P between a rock and a hard place. The price is expensive. As
miuch os we like not having to pdy hardware costs {as lease payments imply a direct tox
deduction), I'm al two minds about which way to go. lt was o product I'm really excited
about, but {'ve changed a bit cfter seeing the trial and the player acceptonce issues. |
realise that this decision could hurt MaxGaming given their investrnent, so I'm thinking
very carefully before we head down this road.

[ think OLGR need to lijt sorne of the very stringent requirements placed on goming
machine play to offset the costs of cashless garming. They don't allow any muld-terminal
interactive games, for instance, which atiract a different clientele, The younger generation
fike these, but we're not alfowed to have casino style pames in dubs.

Staff interviews relating to perceived benefits of card-based gaming to the venue also
showed that the duty manager had not noticed a significant improvement in
productivity, although there were a couple of comments by staff suggesting the
perception of some small productivity gains (afthough it is possible that this is due to
some ‘acquiescence’ as staff were told by the provider that time would be saved):

| haven't noticed much of a difference in hopper refills.

{ts hard to see what’s in it from the venue’s point of view. We thought it would cut down
work, but we haven't noticed that to be honest.

like it that it sofeguards player credits. If you feave your card, it locks up ond tells you
where you've lefl your credits. It encourages you Lo go back to the machine and
safeguards players’ money. That's semewhat of o benefit for the venue.

| don't think we'il notice much of a difference in terms of hopper refills until we're running
[uil cashless. Running dual systems, people are still using coins and cash a lot. They also
put money or their card through the machine.

| think it would be worth it, if you got the whale site on it. But not with 200-300 players.
We virtually do as many hend-pays as before. [ wos expecting everyone to take the idea
on, but it didn't happen.

We'rte now got more time te do things, but they've told us that from the start. There's
more time for deaning now. Like dusting, polishing and cleaning between the machines.
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The summary benefit statement made by the venue also related to giving players the
additional option for ‘choice’ in gaming:

¢+ The way | see it is that the product has added another level of choice. They can set
limit, so it's a further choice, But you do notice thal only a very small percentage of
pecple are using limits. Like about 10% or so. So it's only ebout choice at this stage.

Implementation The estimated costs of implementation from the venue's perspective are presented in
“timefcost estimate Table 6. In total, implementation consumed approximately 38.8 days of venue time and
amounted to a total implementaticn cost of approximately $31,040 to the venue,

Table 6. Estimated costs of implementation - excluding independent testing and R&D costs -
VENUE COSTS

Organising system set-up - induding system provider discussions 7 5,600
Marketing and promotion 2 1,600
Sign-up of players and training of players (assuming N=330) 0.3 8240
(ossumes opproximately 15 minutes per player)

Attendance of training by staff - on-site and off-site 10 8.000
Meeting regulatory compliance requirements specific to 4.5 3400
card-based gaming (mainly attributed to cashless reconciliation proce-

dures)

Treublesheoting technical fautts 5 4000
Total time and cost estimate to the venue 38.8 days 31040

a. Based on $800 per day (estimated)
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System supplier experiences of
card-based gaming

Overall From a system supplier perspective, the trial of the SIMPLAY card-based gaming

experiences system was generally considered quite successful. While the system provider had spent
censiderable time and cost implementing the system, the provider has also benefitted
from an opportunity to trial the product at a real gaming site and had been able to
refine the design of the product in a number of ways.

The provider also reported that the venue had been very supportive and cooperative
of the trial and that venue staff had been open to receiving training on the system. In
spite of the overall success of the trial from the provider's perspective, there was some
comment to suggest that the provider may also have expected uptake of the system to
have been higher than observed.

Player training issues were similarly reported as part of the challenge of system
implementation:

o We found it a bit difficult training players to press the colfect button. Pulling out the card
still works, but it's o fall back.

*e  Trying to get the players to set their poromelers correctly can be difficult

Market value of There were reports by the provider that the concept of precommitment had been a

precommitment difficuit benefit to sell, although the provider also believed that a certain proportion of
players had benefitted fram the ability to set limits on their gaming expendiure.
Cerments made about the value of fimits to players, as observed by the system
provided, included:

sv | think that the value of the limits will aff depend on how well individual venues promote
it. There's 10% of plavers in this venue using the limit, but in others, it may be much
higher.

o0 We tried lo promote uptoke of SIMPLAY by sponsoring a $500 weekly draw for peopla
on SIMPLAY. We thought this would help promote uptake, but in the end, not a lot took
it up relatively speaking. Maybe only about 40 people. So people weren't really after the
cash so much.

se  We have had about 230 instances to the best of my knowledge where pecple have
been locked out due to exceeding their imit. No-one seems interested in the session
reminder though - peaple dun't seem to care about time limits. Money is the only thing
that means anything as for as limits go.

*v | don'l see much polential for imits without cashless gaming. | honestly don't think that
people will see the benefits,

s | wos interested to see that no-one is interested in a time fimit (session reminder). Not
one person set it.

se  There's currently no advertising in the venue saying there's limits available. It's discrete
enough currently, but essentially it's up to the venue the way they promote limits,
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Implementation The system provider made a number of comments about the challenges of system
challenges and implementation, including the process used to support the venue to implement the
system across the player base. The approach used to build the capability of the venue

issues
to support the system was described by the system provider as follows:

v nthe first week, we gol about | 20 users. We had six people on-site and gave people
an overview of the product and signed-up people, Then we had a supervisor stay around
for ancther coupfe of weeks to make sure thal bugs were identified and to support with
troubleshooting of issues.

oo W tried to get staff up and running as quickly as possible. We did training sessions to
skill them up in the troubleshooting of faults and probfems.

»s W found that players inftially signed themselves up without knowing it. It also seemed
that many didn't process all the detail, because they were trying to come to grips with off
the design features.

The provider also reparied loss of patrons, as associated with early system design
issues and negative player reactions to the system, Comments made included:

o Seme players did become disenffonchised with the early system issues. The stoff seemed
to manage fine, but they did report difficulties with the system when we feft. Many
people also thought the card was broken when they got locked-out and had to re-
validate their PIN. Once people learned these features, it was aff a litle easier.

o Unfortunately, some of these early quirks reflected badly o the system, as players think
there’s something wrong with it. 5o we probably lost @ couple of patrons due to bugs.

*s  The other issue was that PINs were originally set to 90 seconds time-out, Bul every lime
o player stopped to talk to someone, they had to go and re-validate their card. This
caused a lot of problems, as players didn't seem to understand they could set this iming.

Productivity Comments made by the system provider about the productivity benefits achieved by

benefits the venue through implementation of SIMPLAY included:

. s There was some observed efficiency benefits for the verue. When you hit collect for an
amount ahove 350, it's a hand-pay. Bul with SIMPLAY, it goes on the card.

* t's hard to work out the cost-benefit when dual systems are running, When you talk tc
staff, it's probably likely that they don't see great benefits, os the effects are not that
obvious with dugal systems,

Technical issues Some technical issues were also reported as being problematic for the system supplier,
including some issues which appeared to not have been {ully resolved since trial
commencement. Comments relating to system fautts and bugs observed by the system
supplier included:

s Aruze machines were quite problematic for us. | believe that all the system issues are
fixed now and | feel confident to roll-eut. But there was a poinl where we said we may
not support Aruze machines. | don't think we've had any further issues since early
February, OLGR wanted us to demonstrate the fault. But we stif don't know what caused
it. We've developed o work-around lo address the issue by making on adjustment to the
meter and machine events, so it all batances out at the end of the doy. But it’s still
unclear why this fauil is occurring.

s Yes - there is a period after cord withdrawal when people can still play, but this delay is
duie to the Q-COM protocol (ie. card is removed and players con still spin the reel ond
money lost is taken off the cord),

oo Now we haven't had a call about SIMPLAY for at least six weeks. There have been no
new technical issues.
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Future developrnents Future developments were also discussed by the system supplier and it was apparent
that certain design refinements were being explored. Comments made included:

*”

”»

”»”»

We're thinking about o transfer button on the machine, This would ollow users lo make o
transfer while sitting af the machine. This would seem to improve the ease of use, People
mentioned this as something they'd like to have (afso identified through research).

We'e also fooking ot ways to use SIMPLAY in other parts of a venue. Like for purchasing
drinks or meats, for example.

We're thinking about re-bronding the machines, so there Js greater awareness of the fogo.
This will help increase uptake of the system, At the moment, it could be made more
conspicuous,

The biggest issue has been a reconciligtion difficulty between the card account and the
kiosk, Since the problem was identified, we changed the software to avoid the need for
manual fixes (also reported by the venue).

Our test bed had only certain machines on it, so we can't cover all bronds until we go to
another site. We did o fairly good job ot identifying ond resolving issues, but we may
need o second site to sort out more issues.

Some of the cashless gaming issues are linked to the Q-COM protocol

{ can understand OLGR's hesistance to go ohead with card-bosed garning without a
substantial trial, It's all very new for everyone,

We are locking into a new approach for Yeridian machines. They have a larger
touchscreen and ! think there'’s more potential for them. | think there’s potential to dlso
use such screens to corvert people to card-based goming. For instance, when people get
a hand-pay why rot say ‘Jo you want to avoid hand-pays - sign-up for SIMPLAY"

Other general Other general views and comments made about card-based gaming and
views precommitment by the systemn suppler inciuded:

Venues fike the idea of cashless, but fear the idea of Government making limits
mandatory. Maybe nol straight away, but down the track. So there is a farge section of
the industry, which is terrified that this will happen and are very negative about
precommitment. The hotels alsc think that it takes away anonymity. This is one reason
why we have the visitor card concept. People can just go in and play ond not hove their
privacy compromised.

The biggest task has to be meeting OLGR reporting requirements. The R&D started
about seven years age. The work on-site started at about January 2008. GLi did the
testing from recollection and ussessed the systemn against OLGR requirements. It took a
huge investment to get te the point of a trial so we dre obviously hoping for broad
approval.

| got the impression that some staff fear that the system may be doing ther out of a job.

| have been encouraged about OLGRSs toke up of the concept of a visitor card,
Particularly the fact that they seem to accept that there is a benefit of not showing 100
points identification, This would put peaple off. So in essence, with the visitor card, we've
jollowed Austrac standards and have developed a product for three separate segments
of players - the standard card, the visitor card and also o registered card for people who
waint to keep more money on their card. | think the concept of a visitor cord is important,
as if you don't affow ancnymity, vou essentiafly cul-out this proportion of the market
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The following section provides key insights relating to player behaviours during the
card-based gaming trial and a comparison of before and during card-based gaming
expenditure. Access to data was negotiated with MaxGaming and significant work was
required to extract data to deduce key trends relating to the system. lt should be
noted that data has been refied upon in good faith as being accurate and not
misrepresented.

It should also be noted that the format and type of analysis in the following section is
necessarily different from previous trials, given that the available data from SIMPLAY
had a different format and structure from other systems. In this respect, system-specific
design parameters will always imply that differences will exist in the type of data which
can be presented and extracted. SIMPLAY was also different in that detailed
transactional data was not accessible, given that the system apparently only stores 65
days of detaited retrospective data.

Accordingly, this section presents key findings relating to:

#»  Card play sessions during card-based trial
*+ Days spent on card during card-based trial
»+  Transfers to and from the credit meter

*¢  Players who set limits during the trial

*  Transfer amounts set during the trial

«+  Number of times players used kiosk

*+  Player expenditure changes since SIMPLAY

e+ Linking survey to player behaviour data
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Card play sessions during card-based trial

Card sessions

Card sessions
by agefgender

A session of gaming is defined as the period from inserting the card to removing the
card. Player sessions of gaming for the trial period is summarised in Table 8. As shown,
there was an average of 175 sessions for female players and 200 for male players
during the trial period. This suggests that males were generally heavier users of the
card during the trial compared to females. Across all players, the average figure for
sessions played was 186.5 sessions per player.

Table 8. Mean card-based gaming sessions during the trial -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=354 players, August 2008 to March 2009)

Mean sessions 124 175 200
Number of respondents 14 18§ 159

a. Gender wos not noted in system dato for 14 players.

Sessions of play by gender and age are shown in Table 9 and Fgure 25. While players
were few in number for some age groups within each gender; it is interesting to
observe that the older age groups were the biggest users and males 65 years and over
were the group recording the highest number of card-based gaming sessions during the
trial. In contrast, younger age groups had much less use of the card during the trial.

Table 9. Mean card-based gaming sessions by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (M=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

a. Based on only players who had thelr oge and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Figure 25. Mean card-based gaming sessions by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

Mean card-based gaming sesslons by age and gender
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a. Based on only players who had their oge and gender recorded In the EGM system.

PAGE 76 OF 105
schottler 4

consulting

insight from complexity



Days spent on card during card-based trial N

Days spend
on card-based
gaming

Days spent
by age and
gender

Mean days of card-based gaming during the trial period is shown in Table 10, As shown,
females spent an average of 13.8 days using SIMPLAY and males spent an average of
8.0 days. This implies discrete days of gaming, This once again suggests that males had
higher usage of the card compared to females and attended the venue for a greater
number of days during the trial (and used their card). Across all players, the average
time on the card was |5.7 days.

Table 10. Mean days of card-based gaming -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

138 180
159

ean days

Number of respondents 14 183

a. Based on only ployers who had thelr age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
b, Gender was not noted in system data for 14 ployers.

Days spent on card-based gaming by age and gender s shown in Table || and

Figure 26. Once again, findings suggest that males and particularly older males spent a
greater number of days at the venue using the card during the trial period. There was a
fairly even number of days in terms of card usage, however, for females in the 35 years

and over age groups.

Table | |, Mean days on card-based gaming by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players

August 2008 to March 2009)?

1.7 4.2 4.6 4.3 4 26 146 t8 231

Mean

17z o o 5 5 | 3 | 51 58

a. Based on only players whe had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.

PAGE 77 OF 105

O B
P2 consulting

@ Insight from complexity

schottler

D,

4



Figure 26, Mean days on card-based gaming by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

Mean days on card-based gaming by age and gender
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a. Based on only players who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Transfers to and from the credit meter

Overall transfers Qverall transfers to and from the card to the credit meter give an indication of how
much money pecple have ‘transacted’ via their card. From card to credit meter, the
mean transfer for the entire trial per player was $3238.71. From the credit meter to
the card, the same mean transfer was $3858.81 (Refer Table 12). It is also interesting to
note that males transferred a higher amount both ways during the trial peried
compared to females,

Table 12, Transfers to and from the card/credit meter during the trial -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=354 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

Mean transfers from card to credit meter during trial $322.20 $3169.60 $3354.10
{for entire: trizl)

Mean transfers from credit meter to card during trial $339.30 $3837.10 $3927.80
(for entire trial)

Number of respondents 14 181 159

o. Based or only players who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.

Transfers by ‘Transfers to and from the card/credit meter by age and gender are shown in Table [3
age and gender and Figure 27, Once again, it is interesting to observe that older players and particularly
older males tended to transact more money on the card compared to females.

Table 13. Transfers to and from the card/credit meter during the trial by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=354 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

From card to $11435 $93.56 $1,889.60 | $3,12650 | $472700 $271.78 $143934 | $155778 | $232750 | $5.94687

credit meter
From credit meter $161.93 $152.90 $2,49886 | $4,00389 $5,28382 $418.67 4175876 $2,098.44 $2,752.36 $6771.10

2300 sl osg

a. Based or only players who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Figure 27, Transfers to and from the card/eredit meter during the trial -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

Mean transfers to and from the card/cradit meter by age and gender
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0. Based on only blayers who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Players who set limits during the trial

Uptake of
limits

Uptake of limits
by age and gender

Analysis of system data showed that only 13% of all players efected to set a daily limit
during the trial. It should be noted, however, that discussions in focus groups suggested
that some players had set a timit and were unaware the purpose of the limit, hence this
issue needs to be considered when interpreting this result.

Uptake of precommitment was roughly 12% in females and 5% in males. It is plausible
that males may be more likely to use precommitment given that they appeared to be
higher expenditure players. Key findings of the analysis are shown in Table (4.

Table 14. Number of players who elected to set daily limits -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS {N=342 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

MNo daily limit selected (N) | 160 135
Deaily limited selected (N} | 21 4
% players by gender Afa 12% 15%

a. Based on only players who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.

Uptake of daily spend limits on SIMPLAY by age and gender is shown in Table 15 and
Figure 28. Analysis showed that uptake was generally higher in females 50-64 years
{14%) and in males 35-49 years (23%). It should also be considered that samples in
some cells were very small for meaningful interpretation.

Table 5. Number of players who elected to set daily limits by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=342 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

No limit (N) 5 19 6l 52 4 12 B | 45 | S
Limit (N) | 4 10 5 1 3 7 6 7
% group 25 17 9 4 9 20 20 23 12 12

a. Based on only players who had their age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Figure 28, Number of players who elected to set limits by age and gender -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=342 players, August 2008 to March 2009)*

Uptake of limits on card-bagsed gaming (daily spend limit) by age and gsnder
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PAGE 82 OF 105
schottler consulting

inslght fram complexity



Amount selected The range of limit values selected by players for their gaming card are shown in
for fimit Table 16, As apparent, it is plausible that some players wera not aware of the limit
function (as previously mentioned), given that some had programmed very small limits

(eg' $21 $5)‘

Hence, this may confirm the observation made about player understanding of fimits
during focus groups. It is interesting to note that most players set fairly conservative
limits with the maximum limit set of $100 and $100 was the most poputar limit for
both genders (6%).

Figure 29. Limits set on the SIMPLAY card by players -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=342 players, August 2008 to March 2009)>

w1

$0.00 (no limit)
$2.00
$5.00
51000
515060
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O o|lo— Q||| |jo|C
:"'CDM—OA——*OOS

>

181 00 159 T | 000 -

]

a. Based on only players who had thelr age and gender recorded in the EGM system.
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Whether fimit
was changed

Limit exceeded
warnings

Whether the limit set on the card was changed throughout the trial is presented in
Table 6. As shawn, nine players altered their card limits they had originally set. it
appeared that some players also experimented with their limits, possibly a reflection
that they were not sure about the functionality of the limit (eg, player | who seta $2
limit). Unfortunately, MaxGaming reparted being unable to supply detailed data back
more than 65 days, so the effects of limits were unable to be assessed in the analysis.

Table 16. Players who changed their limit on their card during the trial and limit selected -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=9 players, August 2008 to March 2009)

$200 YES %1, $100, $2,%20 $2
$60.00 YES $60, $40

%1060 YES %10, $5, $L2, $10, $15
$1060 YES $12,%10

$2000 YES $0, $20

10000 YES $20, $20, $50, $100, $50, $100
$100.00 YES $100, $0

$20.00 YES $20, $20

$50.00 YES $50, 330

In total, 30 players (of the total of 45 who set limits - fe, 67%} received limit exceeded
warnings during use of their SIMPLAY card during the card-based gaming trial. Key
results are shown in Table [7. As shown, warnings ranged from a singie warningto a
total of 48 warnings for one player

Table 17. Number of limit exceeded warnings during the trial -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=30 players, August 2008 to March 2009)

w
]
O

Mo warnings

2 warnings

3 warnings

4 warnings

S5 warnings

& warnings

7 warnings

8 warnings

10 warnings

|2 warnings

14 warnings

15 warnings

|6 warnings

18 warnings

— || — ] =r|m || —emiw | — ]|~ ]|w
ol—|o|loi—|=|—|o|e|—|e|—=|—~|—

24 wamnings
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Table 17. Number of limit exceeded warnings during the trial -
SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=30 players, August 2008 to March 2009)

42 wrarnings i 0

48 wamings t ¢
‘Session While one of the limit parameters that could be set on SIMPLAY allowed time-based
reminders’ gaming limits (fermed ‘session reminders’), not a single player elected to set this fimit

during the trial. This further reinforces findings of previous trials and general player
feedback that time is not an important concept that warrants precommitment.
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Transfer amounts set during the trial

Transfer amounts

selected

As players expressed some difficulty understanding the concept of the transfer amount
(ie. the amount that was sent from the card to the credit meter on card insertion),
analysis of transfer amounts set by players using EGM system data can present
interesting insights about player experiences and behaviours, The specific transfer
amounts selected by players are shown in Table 18, t should once again be noted, that
the $20 transfer amounit was a default value, hence it was up to the discretion of
players to change this amount (on the kiosk) if they deemed it to be inappropropriate.

In total, 41 players adjusted their transfer amount during the card-based gaming trial.
From observation of the specific values set after changing (particularly the multiple
values), it is apparent that many players are likely to have experimented with this
parameter, not fully understanding its application.

While many of the players verbally mentioned that the notion of smaller values would
be useful than the defautt $20 amount, it is interesting that most players increased their
transfer limit, rather than decreased the limit to smaller amounts. Fifteen of the 41
players also changed this amount multiple times, which may hint at some parameter
experimentation.

‘fable |8. Playets who changed thelr transfer amount on their card during the trial and limit
selected - SIMP EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=41 pla August 2008 to March 2009)

$£50.00 $50,530

$5000 $50,$100
$5000 $5000
$5000 $5000
%5000 $5000
$5000 $5000
$5.00 $5.00
$5.00 $5.00
$5.00 $500
$4000 $40.00
$4000 $4000
$40.00 $4000
$4000 34000
$2000 $30,%20
$30.00 $30.%1
$20.00 $20,%5
$2000 $20.$49,%5
$2000 $20,%25,%15, %10
$20, 320, $25
$5.00 $2,%5,%5.$25
1400 $15, %14, $30, $5
$10, 314, %12
$2000 $100, $50, $20,
$20
$100.00 $100,$50
$40.00 $100,%40
$100.00 $100,%20,%25
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Account
balance
fimit

Table 18. Players who changed their transfer amount on their card during the triat and limit
selected - SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=4] players, August 2008 to March 2009)

$10000

$10000

$100.00 $10000
$100.00 £100.00
$100.00 $100.00
$100.00 $10000
$100.00 $100.00
$100.00 $100.00
$100.00 $10000
$100.00 $100.00
$100.00 $100.00
$10000 $100.00
$10000 $10000
$10.00 $10.00
%000 $10.00
$1.00 $1.%5
$5.00 $1, 51, $20,3100
$5 81,5100, $2
$1.00 $1.00

Mo players on card-based gaming elected to change the maximum amount which
could be kept on their card, suggesting that all players accepted the maximum $1000
card limit. This may provide some indication that the balance limit of $1000 is likely to
be acceptable to most players and that the concept of a registered account {which can
have up to $10,000) may have very limited market appeal in club gaming situations.
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Number of times players used kiosk

Use of kiosk Unlike previous card-based gaming systems where kiosk use was optional (eg. to check
card balances), use of the kiosk in SIMPLAY was necessary to be able to use the card
during EGM play. In this respect, the card would need validating with a PIN entry prior
ta commencement of the initial gaming session. For this reason, kiosk useage is partly
related to the amount of EGM play using the card. Other reasons for kiosk use may
also relate to the card timing-out or breaking up gaming with other activities (hence the
card may require revalidation each time at the kiosk). In addition, some players who are
highly motivated to track their expenditure may be more likely to use the kiosk at a
higher rate, compared to ather players.

While the reasons for kiosk use are hard 1o decipher; the rate of kiosk use relative 1o
gaming sessions was examined using system data. Key results are shown in Table 19.
Low figures (representing mean sessions of EGM play for each kiosk use) tend to
represent that kiosks are used at a higher rate {(eg. 5.9 for 18-24yr old females implies a
kiosk use occurs once every 5.9 session on average), while larger numbers imply that
kiosks are used at a lower rate relative to the number of sessions.

In this respect, it should be noted that based on absolute figures, older females and
males had the largest number of total kiosk uses across the trial (probably because they
were more frequent players). However, when mean gaming sessions per kiosk use was
examined, results suggest that females are using the kiosk less than males and older
people (both males and females) are also using the kiosk less, This may be due to less
comfort with technology, atthough it is difficult to be certain why this result emerged.

Iftechnology literacy does present as a barrier for use of the kiosk, this may be an issue
with some potential relevance to both future system design and policy in gambling
harm-minimisation.

Table 19, Rate of ldosk use relative to gaming sessions
- SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (N=340 players, August 2008 to March 2009}

Mean times kiosk was used

194 | 2163 | 442 | 1239 | 1126
167 ‘83 | a3

Kosk use
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Player expendrture changes since SIMPLAY

Overall expenditure

As part of the EGM system data analysis, player expenditure changes were examined
from the same six monih pericd (during 2007-08) before the trial and during the trial.
This implied a comparison of EGM expenditure per month (per player) from Sept 07-
Feb 08 with Sept 08-Feb 09 (ie. with the SIMPLAY trial in the latter period).

SIMPLAY player expenditure was also adjusted to account for the fact that players
signed-up during different months of the tral. For instance, if 2 player signed-up in
December; only two months expenditure were counted towards the mean
expenditure figure in the adjusted figure. This figure is more reliable, as it makes sure
that afl players had signed-up to SIMPLAY before their spend data was counted.

A non-adjusted figure was also summarised for SIMPLAY players, howevey; this is not
very reliable, given that it includes all player expenditure during the period from Sept
08 to Feb 09, even if the player ONLY signed-up to the system well into the trial
{hence was playing regular gaming for at least some of the trial period). This latter
figure was supplied by MaxGaming and is only presented for general comparison.

While difficult to decipher; findings overall showed that SIMPLAY player expenditure
overall increased 4.44% comparing the trial to the same months in the previous year: In
contrast, non-SIMPLAY players increased only §.35%.

While this suggests that SIMPLAY is unlikely to increase gambling significantly, it is
interesting to observe this increase, in view of the decrease observed in the previous
trials. it should be noted that it is not possible to determine whether this increase was
any larger or smalier than other increases observed in other venues (mean EGM
expenditure per month figures would be required across muttiple venues). It is also
likely that an increase would be expected in average expenditure given inflation and
other factors.

It should also be noted that it is not a like comparison’ to compare the percentages
based on average daily turnover to the mean player expenditure percentages. Hence,
data is only indicative and has been analysed based on all available data able to be
supplied by MaxGaming,

Table 20. Summary of expenditure before SIMPLAY and during the SIMPLAY trial -

SIMPLAY players

SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (C

i

Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Sept 2008-Feb 2009)

Sept 07- February 08 $266.85

EGM spend
(adjusting for month of 1 SIMPLAY trial (Sept 08-09) $27871
sigrup to SIVPLAT) Difference $11.86
MORE RELIABLEY ‘Differerice expressed 4s a percent
SIMPLAY players Sept 07- February 08 EGM spend $30662
(NOT adusting for month | SiMPLAY trial (Sept 68-09) $273.77
of sign-up 1o SIMPLAY} .
Difference 311432
LESS RELIABLE!  Difference expressed as a percent 0719
Non-SIMPLAY players Sept 07- February 08 EGM spend $96.77
Sept 08-Feb 0% (Same peried as SIMPLAY trial} $9807
Difference $1.31
Difference expressed asa percent - 1.35%
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Table 20. Summary of expenditure before SIMPLAY and during the SIMPLAY trial -
. SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (Comparing Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Sept 2008-Feb 2009)

Redcliffe RSL overali Sept 07- February 08 Awerage daily §1767.83
Sept 08-Feb 09 {Same period as SIMPLAY trial) tumaover $1882.15

Difference $114.32

Difference expreSSed a8 apercent o . L 647%
Brisbane North Sept 07- February 08 Average daily $1349.86
Sept 08-Feb 09 (Same period as SIMPLAY triaf) turnover $1426.33

Differenca $7647

" Differénce ¢ d a5 a percent - e 1567%
Queensland Sept 07- February 08 Average daily $1147.44
Sept 08-Feb 09 (Same period as SIMPLAY trial) tumaver $1218.37

Difference %7093

S h8%

sipressed as 2 percent

a. This includes only the months since each individual player signed-up for SIMPLAY in the average spend calculation. Hence, ron-SIM-
PLAY data excluded fromn the andlysis.

b, All months counted as SIMPLAY months pastimplementation, even though player may have been on nori-cashless system for some of
those months (eg. a player may have only taken up SIMPLAY In October, rather than in August}

Comparison of
amount spent
by spend band

Comparison by
whether limits
were set

Of the 222 players who had sufficient pre and post-SIMPLAY expenditure for
comparison {with the minimum of at least some expenditure during each period),
findings showed that 42% of players spent less when on SIMPLAY, 5% spent about the
same (allowing some tolerance of $10 within the original expenditure) and 53% spent
mare than in the previous 07-08 period,

Table 21. Level of expenditure change before/after SIMPLAY - SIMPLAY EGM DATA
ANALYSIS (Comparing Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Sept 2008-Feb 2009)

510,000 to - {Spent less) 94 42
£0 through to $10 (about the same expenditure) 10 5
%11 through to $50 more {a litte more) 32 14
$51 through to $100 more (guite a bit more) 21 10
$101 through to $500 more (a lot more) 45 22
More than $500 more (significantly more) 16 7

Findings showing a comparison of player expenditure before and during the trial, based
on whether players efected to set a limit, is shown in Table 22. Interestingly, findings
showed that players who elected to set a limit actually DECREASED their spending by
8.2%, while players who elected not to set a limit INCREASED their spending by 5.6%.
This may be a positive impact of precommitment in assisting to help players better
control their spending. However; an afternative explanation may be that players who
set a limit were more conscious of their expenditure in the first place.

A basic demographic comparison showed that those who set a limit were broadly the
same age as those who didn not (Mean age for those who didn't set a limit - 57.6yrs,
Mean age for those who did set a limit - 53.2 years). However, there were slightly more
females in the group which did not set a limit (54% in the no limit group, versus 46% in
the limit group).
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Whether limits
were changed

Table 22, Mean expenditure comparison of players who set [imits versus those who did not -

SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS (Comp 5

2007-Feb 2008 AND S

2008-Feb 2009

Mean SIMPLAY spend for same émths as the trial but in 07-08 $280.47 $188.48
Mean SIMPLAY spend as a single variable across all players $296.03 $173.02
Mean change since implementation of SIMPLAY %1556 %1546
9% change in expenditure since implementation of SIMPLAY. 158% LE20%

Findings also showed that a greater proportion of players with a limit spent less when
on SIMPLAY compared to players without a limit (53% compared to 41% - Refer
Table 23). This table present ranges of pre- versus post-SIMPLAY implementation
expenditure and hence can show the number of players who actually spent less since
SIMPLAY. This further reinforces that players on limits were likely to spend less, than

players who elected not to use limits.

Table 23. Level of expenditure change beforefafter SIMPLAY based on
whether players set a limit - SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS
(Comparing Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Sept 2008-Feb 2009)

$10,000 to -1 {Spent less) 41 53
$0 through to $10 (about the same expenditure) 5 3
%11 through to $50 more (z little more) 14 0
$a 1 through to $100 more (quite a bit more) 10 3
%101 through to $500 more (a lot more) 23 17
More than $500 more (significantly more) 8 3

Player expenditure pre- and post-SIMPLAY expressed as a function of whether people
{who set limits) changed their limits during the trial period is shown in Table 24.
Interestingly, while only based on a small sample, findings suggested that players who
did not change their limits tended to spend less, while players who constantly changed
their limits tended to spend more. This may also be a reflection of players being
committed to their limits (while players who changed limit had lower levels of

commitment).

Table 24. Expenditure change before/after SIMPLAY based on whether players who seta
limit changed their limit - SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS

(Comparing Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Sept 2008-Feb 2009)

Mean SIMPLAY spend for same 6mths $2E4.10 $5040
as the trial but in $7-08
Mean SIMPLAY spend as a single variable $198.20 $74.20
across all players

[MPLAY %1580 $23.80
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Impact of
fimit exceeded
warnings

Findings showing the possible impact of warnings for players who set a limit is shown in
Table 25. Findings showed that players who received a warning were more likely to
decrease their expenditure during the SIMPLAY trial, compared to players who set
limits, yet did not receive warnings. This may highlight some potential role of wamings

in assisting players to adhere fo precommitments.

Table 25, Expenditure change before/after SIMPLAY based on whether players who set a
limit received a Ylimit exceeded® warning - SIMPLAY EGM DATA ANALYSIS

{Compating Sept 2007-Feb 2008 AND Se

2008-Feb 2009

Mean SIMPLAY spend for same émths as the trial but $7698 $255.38
in 07-08

Mear: SIMPLAY spend as a single varigble across all $i08.85 $201.54
players

Mean change since implementation of SIMPLAY $31.87 $5384
"% chanige’ In expend; lementation " '

“of SIMPLAY. =
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Linking survey to player behaviour data

Whether a limit
was set during
trial

Expenditure by
risk for problem
gambling

Findings showing how frequently players set a limit by their risk status for problem
gambling are presented in Table 26, Interestingly, while only based on a small sample of
40 players, at-risk players appeared to be more likely to use card limits, compared to
non-problem gamblers. This may point to some positive potential impact of
precommitment options for at-risk players and contradicts previous reports by past
trial venues that problem gamblers don't seem interested in limits. This woutd be an
interesting concept to test on a wider network card-based gaming trial.

Table 26. Whether a limit was set durlng the trial by risk for preblem gambling

(N=40 p!

t's

ho had sufficient SIMPLAY system data) - LINKING EGM DATA TO SURVEY

No limit set 8 (B 13 2
Limit set | | 3 [
Total N 9 12 16 3
% 'sepn ' ) 83 188 133

While samples were too small for meaningful analysis, it was also interesting to note
that the moderate risk and problem gambling groups ware the only ones to elect a
$100 limit (while other groups opted for much smalfer limits),

While mean expenditure figures were too distorted to provide meaningful information,
given the small sample of players, some interesting trends relating to the change in
expenditure by risk for problem gambling are shown in Table 27. Respondents were
divided into non-problem/low risk and moderate risk/problem gambling groups to help
balance sample numbers.

As shown, the higher risk group of players on SIMPLAY was more likely to have spent
less overall since uptake of card-based gaming. compared to the lower risk group. This
may also be a reflection of different income levels or other factors, but nevertheless
presents some interesting trends for consideration,

Table 27, Change in expenditure by risk for problem gambling {N=40 players
who had sufficlent SIMPLAY system data) - LINKING EGM DATA TO SURVEY

-$10,000 to - {Spent less) 26 44
$0 through to $310 {about the same expenditure) 5 0
$1 1 through to $50 more (somewhat more) tl 12
$51 through to $100 more {quite a bit more) & 2
%101 through to $500 more (a lot more) 16 25
More than $500 more {significantly more} 26 6
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Appendix A - Card-based gaming survey

YOUR VIEWS ABOUT THE NEW REDCLIFFE GAMING CARD

Good morning/evening. This is XX calling from Schottler Consuilting. | understand that you have expressed interested in
taking part in a social research study into card based gaming at the Redcliffe RSL Now that the card based gaming has
been operational for several months, | was wondering if you would take part in survey to give feedback into this important
social research study.

People who agree 1o provide feedback and agree to provide their loyalty card data for analysis will be rewarded with a
$50 Celes Myer Shopper voucher. All information is confidential and no individual results will be revealed.

Would you be interested to take part in this study? RESPONSEY/IN

Are you happy to give consent for your survey and play data to be analysed as part of the study? RESPONSE Y/N

Please note that you must be on SIMPLAY to do the survey and if we find that you are not on SIM-Play, we cannot issue
the voucher.

Other info

Ifthey ask about the company: Schottler Consulting web site is www.schottler.com.au or put on to Sarah Hare (07) 3166
9096, This project has been commissioned by the Office of Liquor, Gaming and Racing which is part of the State
Government of Queenstand This project is exploring the harm-minimisation potential of card based gaming for poker
machine players. This important study has been sponsored by Policy, Legislation & Harm Minimisation of the Cffice of
Liguor, Gaming and Racing

A. YOUR GAMBLING OVER THE PAST 12MTHS

The first questions refer to all your gambling in the past | 2miths. Please consider your pokies play as a type of “gambling”
for the purpose of the study, as well as any other types of gambling you do (eg casino table games, lotleries, competitions,
punting etc.)

1. Thinking about the past |2 months, how often have you bet more than you could really afford to lose? Would you say
(PROMPT):

0. Never

. Rarely

1. Sometimes

2, Often

3. Always

2. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often have you needed to gamble with larger amounts of money to get the
same feeling of excitement? (PROMPT): WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

[. Rarely

[. Sometimes

2, Often

3. Always
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3, Thinking about the past |2 months, WHEN YOU GAMBLED, how often have you gone back another day o try to win
back the money you lost? (PROMPT): WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

1. Rarely

[. Sometimes

2. Often

3. Always

4, Thinking about the past |2 months, how often have you borrowed money or sold anything to get money to gamble?
(PROMPT) WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

[. Rarely

[. Sometimes

2, Often

3. Always

5, Thinking about the past |2 months, how often have you felt that you might have a problem with gambling? (FROMPT)
WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

[. Rarely

[. Sometimes

2. Often

3. Always

6. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often have people criticized your betting or told you that you had a gambling
problem, regardless of whether or not you thought it was true? (PROMPT) WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

{. Rarely

1. Sometimes

2. Often

3. Always

7. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often have you felt guitty about the way you gamble, or what happens when
you gamble? (PROMPT) WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

|. Rarely

|. Sometimes

2, Often

3. Always

8. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often has your gambling caused you any health problems, including stress or
anxiety? (PROMPT) WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

I Rarely

I. Sometimes

2 Often

3. Always

9. Thinking about the past 12 months, how often has your gambling caused any financial problems for you or your
household? (PROMPT) WOULD YOU SAY

0. Never

1. Rarely

[. Sometimes

2, Often

3. Always
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B. HOW THE CARD AFFE UR POKIES PLAY

If at all, how do you believe that using the gaming card at Reddliffe RSL affected your pokies play? (describe)

C. YOUR VIEWS ON THE NEW CARD

Using a scale where | =strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree (3 is neutral), please indicate to what extent you
agree or disagree with the following staternents about the gaming card...

OUR AGREEMENT LEVE
28 8 - >
STATEMENTS o £ 2 £ ¢ 3
E O o - [=4 = s
g8 B 3 2 |g¥®
58 | a8 | 2 &
SIGNING UP FOR THE NEW GAMING CARD
1. Signing up for the new gaming card was easy and straightforward 1 2 3 4 5
2. Signing up for the new gaming card was time-consuming I 2 3 4 5
3. Were you provided with wiitten information prior to signing up? (Circle below)
I, Yes
2. Ne
4. Did you read the written information? (Circle below)
I. Mot at afl
2. Read a little
3. Read most of it
5 (If Q4=yes) The written informaticn provided on the new gaming card clearly
. , 2 3 4 5
explained card based gaming
WORKING OUT HOW TO USE THE NEW GAMING CARD
6. It was easy to work out how to use the gaming card at the start of the tral I 2 3 4 5
7. Staff provided good training or instructions on how to use the gaming card | 2 3 4 5
8. It was easy to reach staff if | had any queries or problems with the gaming card ] 2 3 4 5
9. | felt confident using the gaming card the first time after my first day of using it ! 2 3 4 5
0. | now fee! quite confident using the gaming card | 2 3 4 5
[, The card based gaming system is quite easy to use and user-friendly I 2 3 4 5
YOUR ENJOYMENT OF THE NEW GAMING CARD
12, lenjoyed using the gaming card for pokies play at the Reddliffe RSL 2 3 4 5
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OUR AGRE L

E
>8 @ = 2
STATEMENTS 5 @ ¢ o g S 9
£ o o & g c g
s§| % |3 |7 |28
%o a z 7
[3. Using the gaming card helped me enjoy my pokies play more than | 5 3 4 5
regular cash gaming
YOUR EXPERIENCE OF THE NEW GAMING CARD
14, Using the card encouraged me to think more about my pokies expenditure, | 5 3 4 5
compared to regular cash based gaming
15, Playing with the card encouraged me to set myself a spend limit for my pokies | 5 3 4 5
play, compared 1o regular cash based gaming
|6, Playing with the card encouraged me to think more about how much § can afford 2 5 4 5
1o spend on pokies play, compared ta regular cash based gaming

D. WHETHER YOU NOTICED ANY PROBLEMS WITH THE GAMING CARD

. Did you come across any problems with the gaming card while using it? (eg. technical hitches)

[. Yes
2. No

2. If YES - Please describe the problems and your experiences in detail...

3. How do you believe that the design of the gaming card system could improve!
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HOWT MING CARD AFFECTED PLAY

I, To what degree you believe that using the gaming card affected the total money you spent
playing the pokies? {or perhaps it had no effect) (PROMPT)

|, It reduced the money | spent on the pokies guite a lot

2. It reduced the money | spent playing the pokies a little

3. It had no impact on the amount of money | spent playing the pokies
4. It increased the money | spent on the polies a little

5.t increased the money | spent on the pokies a lot

2. Which type of poker machine gaming do you believe makes it easier to keep track of and
monitor your pokies spending? (PROMPT)

|. Regular coins/notes (cash) based gaming (ie. normal gaming before the new gaming card was
introduced)

2. The new card based gaming card

3. Both the same - can't see any difference

E. LIMITS SET FOR YOUR CARD BASED GAMING

[. Did you set a daily spend limit on your card? Yes/No
2, How much did you choose for your daily spend limit? $

3. [f no limit, why did you not choose a limit?

4. (if has a limit) Did you increase your daily spend limit at any point while playing with the card or think
about increasing the limit, even if you didn't actually increase it?

[ Didn't think about increasing limit at all
2, Thought about it, but didn't increase it
3. Actually increased the limit

5, To what extent did venue staff actively promote the benefit of having limits on the gaming card?
{I=not at all, 5=very active promotion)

6. How many times if at all did you ask staff at the venue for a statement of your expenditure for your gaming

cardl

times

7. How useful was it getting the expenditure statement? (PROMPT)
I. Not at all useful

2. Somewhat useful

3. Quite useful
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G. RECEIPT OF WARNINGS

I. Did you receive any warnings during card based gaming in refation to your gaming card lirnit?
. Frequently

2. Sometimes

3. Not at all

2. If you received wamings - If | =strongly disagree and 5=strongly agree (3 is neutral), please rate the impact
of these wamings on you personally in terms of the following...

ou EEME EVE
: 23 8 Kl 9 =
Avreas of impact 2L s E 8 D g
S ¥ |2 |3 |28
&% | a z | < | &°
1. Receiving warmnings made me think about my gaming expenditure ] 2 3 4 5
2. Receiving warnings helped me keep to my gambling spend limit 1 2 3 4 5
3. Ifyou set a session reminder on your card (to help you keep track of time spent gaming), how useful would
you rate the reminder out of 5 (where |=not at all useful and 5=very useful)?
{. Rating
98, Didn't set a session reminder
4, To what degree, do you believe that gaming cards should be made compulsory or voluntary for all players
to use as a consumer protection measure?
. They should be made compulsory for all players
2. They should be made voluntary as an option for players
3. Don't see any reason to even offer gaming cards voluntarily
H. PROFILE OF YOURSELF
The following information is for background demographics only and all information is strictly confidential.
No individual responses will be revealed,
{a) What is your Joyalty card numbet (b) Please praovide your fuil name (c) What phone numbers may we contact
for Redcliffe RSL? (first name + surname) you on to discuss other interview times?

First mame (i) Home -
Surname (i) Work -
Maote this is compulsory for research {iiiy Mobile -

MNote that individual results are stricily

Ficination. rd thi
participation, Make sure you record this ANONYMOUS

with 100% accuracy, as incentives cannot be
paid if this number is incorrect

booking)

(only provide contact numbers which you are
happy to be contacted on for purpose of interview
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{d) What is your email address?

(e) What is your home
postal address?

(f) What Is your gender?

() Ernait

{Only provide if you are able to
regularly check your email)

Address

Subuib, Postcode

(For mail correspondence only - note that

we may send you rmail about this study and
wll forveard your voucher to this address -
the voucher may take up for 4vks)

I. Male
2. Female

(2) What is your age?

(i} On what date did you
complete this survey?

Would you be interested in taking partina
focus group discussion at the venue for a

further $50 voucher?

l. Yes - interested
2. No - not interested

Before we finish, the Redcliffe RSL was also wondering if you would be happy to also answer few quick
questions about the venue itself to further improve service? These are not required for the voucher,
but your participation would he appreciated.

I, Apart from the Redcliffe RSL, what is your other most preferred venue for recreational and leisure outings?

A, Just the Redcliffe RSL
B. Anather venue (which):

2, Using a 5 point scale where | =very poor and 5=very good, please rate the following (two ratings if Redcliffe and another

venue)...

Aspect of service

Rating

RedcliffeRSL

Other
preferred
venue

1. Quality of customer service

2. Quality of facilities in the venue

3. Quality of food in the venue

4. Pricing of food in the venue

5. Quality of live entertainment in the venue

6. Quality of mernber prizes

3. Is there anything about the Redcliffe RSL, which you would suggest could be further improved?
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THANK YOU - TH!S COMPLETES THE SURVEY.

As a Research company, we compily with the requirements of the Privacy Act.
Would you like me to read out our full Privacy Statement?
LLYES
2, NO

In accordance with the Privacy Act, once information processing has
been completed, please be assured that your name and contact details
will be removed from your responses to this survey.
After that time we will no longer be able to identify the responses provided by you.
However, for the period that your name and contact details remain with
your survey responses, which will be approximately 2 weeks, you
will be able to contact us to request that some or all of your
information be deleted. If you request information or your survey to be deleted,
please be aware that respondents who request this will not be eligible for the $50 shopping voucher.
If you have any questions, please feel welcome to contact our Director Sarah Hare 3 166 9096,

ERYIE R-PL HE AT UES SA oM E
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Appendix B - Usability testing of card

USABILITY TESTING OF REDCLIFFE CARD-BASED GAMING

Ask player to complete all forms assaciated with usabifity testing. This should include the (1) limit sign-up form and asking
players to also read {2) the supplied written information brachure, Players should also be told about (3) expenditure statements
ond (4) that losing the card does not mean losing the money (but players should keep PIN safe).

f. Using a 5 point scale where |=very poor and 5=very good, how would you rate the averall ease of card set-up?

2. Using a 5 point scale where |=very poor and 5=very good, how would you rate the overall time reguired for card set-
up of card based gaming?

3.0f 1=very difficult and 5=very easy, how easy or difficuit was it to understand the supplied written information provided
to assist players during set-up?

4. Could you suggest any ways to further imprave the written information supplied to players on card based gaming or
the sign up process?

Now ask the player to describe the limits on the card (daily spend, transfer and card balance) and rate their understanding

5. What are the three types of limits available on card-based gaming? (UNPROMPTED)

6. If | =very difficult and 5=very easy, how easy or difficult was it for the player to understand the concept of a:
(A) Nett daily expenditure limit
(B) Transfer limit

(C) Maximum card account balence limit
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{D) Record any player experiences/comments

Ask the player whether they would set a DAILY SPEND UIMIT in real life and how much they would elect to have their fimit.

7.In a real life situation, would you set a daily spend limit?
. Yes
2.MNo

8, Why do you say Yes or No?

9. Would you set a session reminder to help you keep track of tima spent gaming?
1. Yes
2. No

Next task is to train the plaver to use the card using a consistent training methodology. This should include clarifying the steps of:
{1) card insertion and PIN entry

{2) placing money on the card using the EGM

{(3) transferring money from the card to the credit meter on the EGM

{(4) transferring money from the credit meter te the card automatically by just reroving the card

{5) chacking the balance held on the card (via the EGM, not the cashier)?

Then ask the player to do the same steps above.

10. How well did the player perform the above tasks?

(1=couldn’t do i, 2=needed a lot of help, 3=needed a little help, 4=did it without problems) {(No prompting)
(a) Card insertion?

{(b) PIN entry?

(<} Placing money on the card using the EGM!

(d) Transferring money from the card to the credit meter on the EGM?

(e) Transferring money from the credit meter to the card automatically by withdrawing it?
(f) Checking the bajance held on the card!

Add notes on the above about usability issues,
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Then ask play to continue to play for 2 minutes and then ask for any comments on ways to imprave system design.

Then show player an expenditure statement (to be printed out prior to commencement) and then ask for feedback.

FILIf I=not at all useful and 5=very useful, how useful is the information on this expenditure statement

[2. How would you improve the statement or the way that information is presented?

[3. Based on usability of the gaming card, how interested are you 1o take up the card? {1=nat at all, 5=very interested)
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