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29th March 2017 
 

The Hon Alan Tudge MP 
Minister for Human Services 
Parliament House 
CANBERRA ACT 2600 
 

Dear Minister Tudge, 

I write to you regarding the Federal Government’s response to the O’Farrell review into Illegal Offshore 
Wagering, which was highlighted by the passing of legislation in parliament last week. 

At Champion Bets we’re committed to educating and advocating the interests of Australian punters.  The 
feedback we receive from punters every day indicates to us that betting restrictions placed on them by 
bookmakers continues to be a major hurdle and source of frustration. 

Unfortunately, it would appear that the submissions to the O’Farrell Review lacked any type of collective 
voice for those most affected by any subsequent changes in legislation: the punters themselves.   

However, it did recommend further research into the impact of betting restrictions; a recommendation the 
Government committed to in its response to the Review in April 2016: 

RECOMMENDATION POSITION COMMENTS 

15: Further research should be 
undertaken on the impact of 
betting restrictions on illegal 
offshore wagering and the 
identification of options to 
improve the situation. 

AGREE The Government will examine the existing literature base 
on betting limits, commission further research, and 
undertake further consultations to explore options to 
address the impact of betting restrictions imposed by 
Australian licensed bookmakers, which have been cited 
as a factor in decisions to gamble offshore. 

 

We recently ran a survey of our members and readers to help understand their habits and views regarding 
various issues related to wagering and bookmaking.  As a result of aforementioned feedback we receive, 
part of the survey explored the area of betting restrictions. 

Of the 266 punters surveyed, in response to the question “Which of the following bookmakers have closed 
your account, or limited the size of your bet at least once?”, a total of 170 (64%) answered in the affirmative 
for at least one of the bookmakers listed 1.  These results are summarised in Table 1: 

 

                                                           
1 Bookmakers listed on survey were Bet365, Betting.club, BlueBet, Centrebet, ClassicBet, CrownBet, Ladbrokes Group, 
Luxbet, MadBookie, Palmerbet, Sportsbet, TAB.com.au, TABtouch, TopBetta, TopSport, UBET, Unibet and William Hill. 



Question: Which of the following bookmakers have closed your account, or limited the size of your bet at 
least once? (select as many as applicable) 

Number of bookmakers 
indicated in the affirmative Number of respondents % 

0 96 36% 
1 46 17% 
2 26 10% 
3 16 6% 
4 18 7% 

5 + 64 24% 
Sub-total: 1 – 5+ 170 64% 

Total 266 100% 
Table 1: Number of bookmakers who have closed respondents’ accounts, or limited the size of their bets. 

Of further interest was the same responses when viewed in the context of a punter’s typical turnover. 

The practice of banning or limiting the bets available to punters may be seen as bookmakers managing an 
unacceptable level of risk from punters betting extraordinary volumes.  To measure this, we also asked 
survey respondents to indicate their typical bet size.  We then cross-referenced their responses to this 
question with the responses summarised in table 1.  The results of this are summarised in table 2. 

What is a typical bet size 
for you? 

Number of 
respondents 

Account closure / limiting of bets 
No Yes Yes (%) 

Less than $20 37 30 7 19% 
$20 - $50 64 33 31 46% 

$51 - $100 70 17 53 76% 
Sub-total: Less than $100 171 80 91 53% 

$101 - $200 45 10 35 78% 
$201 - $500 30 3 27 90% 

$500 + 13 1 12 92% 
Prefer not to say 7 2 5 71% 

Total 266 96 170 64% 
Table 2: Number of respondents who’ve had an account closed or bet limited, by typical bet size 

As the table indicates, a disappointing 53% of punters who indicated a typical bet size of less than 
$100 have had an account closed or a bet limited at some point. 

We believe these survey responses are very relevant to the Government’s response to 
Recommendation 15 of the O’Farrell review, and raise the following issues: 

 The need for debate regarding the role bookmakers play in our community.  The traditional 
role of bookmakers has been to lay wagers from punters, whilst making a profit for 
themselves via an increased overall market percentage.  The benefit to the community of 
having legal and licensed bookmakers is that betting activity is monitored to ensure 
integrity, and appropriate levels of tax returned to the economy.  If bookmakers are not 
accepting of all reasonable betting activity, then what is the benefit to the community? 
 

 If bookmakers are free to be selective with punters they deal with, it presents a situation 
whereby only those punters providing a high margin of return to the bookmaker may be 
accepted.  These are punters that lose the most money, a group which logically includes 



problem gamblers.  Is the community comfortable with a situation where bookmakers are 
free to potentially deal with only these losing gamblers, and nobody else? 
 

 The focus of the O’Farrell review was on the impact of illegal offshore wagering.  Logic 
dictates that where an Australian punter is refused service with a local, legitimate 
bookmaker, they’ll be forced to look for options offshore.  Wagering activity offshore is 
obviously unmonitored (leading to integrity concerns for racing and sport) and untaxed 
(providing zero benefit to the wider community).  Whilst measures put in place by 
Government to curb offshore wagering are necessary, surely ensuring that punters can bet 
locally to a reasonable level is an effective way to assist keeping Australian wagering activity 
where it belongs: in Australia. 
 

Recent moves by racing authorities to implement minimum bet rules in Victoria, New South Wales 
and Queensland are a positive step which address these concerns.  However, the growing 
popularity of sports wagering amongst punters points to the need for greater measures across the 
industry.  Chart 1 gives an indication from survey respondents of their betting habits across 
different sports. 

 
Chart 1: Percentage of punters betting by sport 

This is not to advocate a “free-for-all” situation where bookmakers should be required to accept 
any bets whatsoever, regardless of volume.  Such measures would obviously present an 
unacceptable level of commercial risk for bookmakers.  A balance needs to be found between the 
need to provide for reasonable wagering activity locally, and the ability for bookmakers to balance 



and manage their own risk.  The survey responses shown in Table 2 however show the current 
situation is falling short of that balance: 53% of punters who indicated a typical bet size of $100 or 
less also report having had at least one account closed, or bet limited. 

The bookmakers included in the survey are all corporate entities operating online, with some being 
foreign-owned multi-national companies operating on a global scale.  The question needs to be 
asked; if they’re theoretically unable to lay a bet of $100 on some markets, for what purpose is the 
market being offered? 

To paraphrase Richard Irvine of Fair Wagering Australia when he appeared on our podcast last year: 
how can you have wagering where it's literally not possible to win? 

We hope you find these survey results interesting and helpful.  We look forward to your response. 

 

Regards 

 

Mark Haywood 

Content & Member Manager 

Champion Bets 


