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SYDNEY CRICKET AND SPORTS GROUND TRUST (SCSGT) - EXCLUSIVE DEALING NOTIFICATION 
N93 527 - INTERESTED PARTY CONSULTATIONS 

Dear SirIMadam 

We have received a copy of your letter dated 23 September 2008 addressed to Mr David Bell, 
CEO of the Australian Bankers' Association concerning the above exclusive dealing 
notification. 

As one of Australia's main payment card issuers under both the Westpac and Earth brands, 
Westpac is an interested party in respect of any proposed conduct that seeks to limit the 
utility of our customers' cards, particularly in a way that purports to negate the widespread 
acceptance that we so actively promote. 

In the case of the exclusive dealing conduct specified in notification N93S27, under the usual 
protocols determined by Visa and MasterCard, i f  a merchant (here the SCSGT) wishes to 
accept a global brand (such as Visa and/or MasterCard) then, subject t o  RBA's rules, it must 
accept allsuch VisaIMasterCard products. This ensures that the value of the 
Visa/MasterCard brand i s  maintained; provides cardholders with certainty that their 
VisaIMasterCard will be accepted where the relevant scheme's logo is displayed; and ensures 
that card Issuers participating in the relevant scheme cannot be discriminated against. 

Your future is our future 



Australian VisafMasterCard holders benefit directly from this universal acceptance 
mechanism when travelling in countries where the Australian Issuers, including Westpac and 
Macquarie Bank, are not widely known. It would be paradoxical for those cardholders to 
suddenly find themselves unable to use their VisafMasterCard at a major sporting venue in 
their own country, on the sole basis that it had not been issued by Macquarie Bank. 

If a precedent were now set, allowing an Acquirer (Macquarie in this case) to arbitrarily 
specify which Issuers' cards will be accepted at a particular venue (in this case only 
Macquarie's cards or other cards specified by Macquarie), this existing, competitively neutral 
'honour all cards' arrangement would be overridden by an anti-competitive regime that 
would operate to the detriment of the very consumers that the exclusive dealing provisions 
of the Trade Practices Act I974 are designed to protect. 

In this regard, while we do not dispute the assertion that proposed conduct will give 
consumers at the Grounds more choice than they currently have because the only form of 
payment accepted today is cash, the proposed conduct will certainly not give consumers the 
level of choice that they have come to expect when a previously cash-only venue or retailer 
expands its payment options to include creditfdebit cards. Significant numbers of those 
consumers will hold the creditfdebit cards of lssuers other than Macquarie Bank, yet will be 
deprived of the opportunity to use them and left with the single, existing mode of payment. 

While it i s  not entirely clear from Notification N93527 itself, we would also be extremely 
surprised if customers who availed themselves of the "opportunity to purchase a Macquarie 
creditfdebit card in the Grounds during sporting eventsn were able to procure a card at the 
time of attending the relevant sporting event for use on that day. Rather, we would imagine 
that this opportunity might lead (following appropriate assessment processes) to the 
issuance of creditfdebit card for use at a future sporting event. The exclusive dealing 
proposed would thereby permit an offering on grounds no more compelling than the fact 
that the Macquarie Bank card was the only alternative to cash at the Grounds. 

In a market for the supply of payment acceptance services where consumers make choices 
among a multiplicity of competing creditfdebit card lssuers on the basis of such features as 
interest rate; interest-free periods; rewards propositions; and annual fees, it would be 
anomalous to institute an exclusive dealing arrangement under which all such differentiating 
factors were rendered irrelevant. 

In respect of the claimed public benefit of "Introduction of new technologies and innovative 
payment systems", while we support the implementation of new, contactless, technology 
such as that which Macquarie Bank has said it "may developn as a result of the conduct, it is 
not apparent that any such development work would require the type of exclusive dealing 
conduct that Macquarie is proposing. Nor is it apparent that the creditfdebit card utilisation 
contemplated by the proposal actually lends itself to such development work given the 



irregularity of events at the Crounds; their relatively short duration; and the significant 
fluctuations in attendance levels depending upon the fixture. 

In summary, Westpac opposes the proposed exclusive dealing conduct on the basis that the 
public benefit of providing an alternative to cash for Macquarie Bank creditlcard holders is 
extremely limited; and i s  significantly outweighed by the public detriment that flows from 
preventing acceptance of the creditldebit cards of the myriad Issuers whose cards would 
occupy the wallets of consumers at the Crounds at any given sporting fixture - all of whom 
would reasonably expect, on the basis of long and world-wide experience, that if any 
credit/cards were going to be accepted at all, theirs would be included. 

We would be very happy to discuss the implications of the Notification N93527 with you 
further. 

Yours sincerely, 

gy%H 
Justin Moses 
Head of Lesal. Product & Operations 

C.C. Alex Holcomb 
General Manager Working Capital Solutions 


