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TICKET SCALPING BILL 2018 
Consideration in Detail 

Resumed from 8 May. 
Clause 3: Terms used — 
Debate was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Last time around we got down to the definition of “event”, which we determined was 
very, very broad. It could cover almost anything that is performed in any way in this state. The next term defined 
in clause 3 is “event organiser”. “Event organiser” is defined as — 

(a) the person who authorises the first supply of tickets for admission to the event, whether or not that 
person is also a performer, the promoter of the event or the operator of the event venue; … 

I will get on to paragraph (b) of the definition in a minute, but paragraph (a) of this clause deems, for the purposes 
of this bill, an event organiser to be the person who authorises the first supply of tickets. It indicates that it could 
be a performer, promoter or operator of the venue. In many cases, particularly large venues, it may very well be 
the operator of the venue who rings up or sends an email to Ticketek or Ticketmaster and says, “Go ahead and 
supply the tickets.” However, there may be contractual arrangements between performers and promoters, venue 
operators and the like. There may be contractual agreements between them to nominate who the event organiser 
is for other purposes. Are we likely to be in a situation in which an event organiser is nominated under contractual 
arrangements between various parties and a separate event organiser is nominated for the purposes of the 
provisions of this bill or act when it becomes an act? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not see that dichotomy at all. The event organiser is “the person who authorises the first 
supply of tickets”. It does not matter whether that person is also a performer, promoter or an operator of the venue. 
The event organiser is the person who hits the go button on the sale of tickets and authorises the first supply of 
those tickets to the public.  
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Given that the minister has the opportunity to seek advice from VenuesWest, if 
a promoter books an act to appear at a VenuesWest venue—let us say RAC Arena, or anywhere else that 
VenuesWest operates—in the ordinary course of contractual arrangements with VenuesWest, who would authorise 
the first supply of tickets? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Obviously, it will be the promoter, because the promoter will say what event it is and how 
much they want for the tickets, and that they want VenuesWest or Ticketek or someone else to market the tickets. 
But it will be the promoter of the concert who authorises the sale of tickets. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I want to delve into this a little bit. Tickets are issued by the ticketing company; they 
are offered for sale by the ticketing company. The minister suggests that, in the case of a concert at RAC Arena, 
the promoter would authorise the first supply of tickets. Does a promoter at a VenuesWest venue have a direct 
contractual relationship with the ticketing company used by RAC Arena? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No, they do not have a direct contractual arrangement with that ticketing organisation, but 
they are the person who authorises the sale of tickets. They are the person who is saying, “We are bringing along 
this particular entertainer and we want to book your venue, and we authorise you to sell the seats for X dollars”. 
That is the person who is the event organiser. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: So that person authorises VenuesWest to control the distribution of the tickets, but 
there is no supply of tickets at that point of authorisation; there cannot be. The first supply of tickets is the go-ahead 
to the ticket supplier to supply them, so I question, in the example we are going through of VenuesWest, whether 
under this legislation it will be the promoter who is deemed to be the event organiser or the operator of the venue. 
It is the operator of the venue who authorises the ticket seller. That is what I have just been told—that the operator 
of the venue authorises the ticket seller to press the button and put the tickets on sale. They authorise the first 
supply, not the promoter, as I understand it from what I have just been told. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It depends on who is organising the event. For example, when a promoter approaches 
VenuesWest for a concert to be held at RAC Arena, the promoter is the event organiser because the promoter 
contacts VenuesWest, enters into a contract or agreement with it to hold the performance there, and then 
VenuesWest builds the ticket inventory with the authorised seller of the tickets. But the person who authorises the 
first supply of tickets is the promoter. VenuesWest may decide to promote an event in Perth; it will then become 
the event organiser, if it is the promoter of the event, but it is the person who says, “I’m holding an event and I’m 
authorising the sale of tickets at this amount.” I agree that that person has first to enter into a contract with 
VenuesWest, but having entered into that contract for the availability of the venue on that particular night, it is the 
promoter who authorises the sale of tickets; it cannot be otherwise. VenuesWest cannot say, “Okay, we’ll sell your 
tickets for $10.” It cannot do that; it has to be the promoter who authorises the sale of tickets for a certain sum. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Based on the discussion we have had here, I am not satisfied that that would be the 
interpretation in any form of litigation. I say that with some—some, not great—knowledge of the types of 
agreements that are entered into between operators of event venues and multinational ticketing companies. The 
Minister for Commerce quite clearly specified that there is no direct contractual relationship in the ordinary course 
of events between a promoter of an event at RAC Arena and the ticket supplier—the authorised ticket reseller. I do 
not want to put words into anyone’s mouth, but I note that that is actually the case, as confirmed by VenuesWest, 
and as the Minister for Commerce said earlier. There is no direct relationship whatsoever between the promoter 
and the supplier of the tickets. That is not a criticism of RAC Arena; it has to choose between two ticket providers 
and enter into long-term contracts, and those two multinational ticket-providing companies essentially enforce the 
series of terms and conditions for RAC Arena, or VenuesWest generally. It has very limited room to move. That 
is its operating model. 

I do not raise this to be difficult. I raise this to get some clarity on who the finger will be pointed at as an event 
organiser. I also have some knowledge that terms like “event organiser” are often included in contracts entered 
into between promoters and performers. There is a possibility that, for the contract, there might be one event 
organiser, and, for the ticket selling, another person might be deemed to be an event organiser. I actually do not 
think that is a problem; it is just something that needs to be ventilated so that people who will be subject to this 
legislation are aware of it. However, I am not convinced by the minister’s answer that the promoter of an event at 
RAC Arena will, under a series of cascading contractual arrangements and under the provisions of this bill, be 
deemed to be the event organiser for the purposes of what will become the Ticket Scalping Act. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: This is not a question of cascading obligations or cascading responsibilities. The term 
“event organiser” is anchored back to the person who organises the first supply of tickets. We then have to look 
at other clauses in the bill. Why are we defining “event organiser” in the first place? We have to define the term 
to work out the original ticket price, because there is a definition of “original ticket price”. The original ticket price 
for a ticket for admission to an event means the amount for which the ticket was purchased when first offered for 
retail sale by the event organiser or an authorised ticket seller, and includes the booking fee. We have to look at 
why “event organiser” is defined. It is not to find out their contractual responsibilities with another ticket reseller 
or VenuesWest; we are trying to determine the original ticket price, which is the retail ticket price set by the event 
organiser. Who is the event organiser? It is the person who authorises the first supply of tickets. It is not a ticket 
reseller; it is the event organiser—the person who first organises the supply of tickets. It is so we know the original 
price of the ticket—that is, the price set by the event organiser. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I do not want to move away from paragraph (b) of “event organiser” but the minister 
brought the next term in the same clause into the discussion—“original ticket price”. Let us consider my discussion 
about paragraph (a) of who an event organiser is in conjunction with “original ticket price”. I hope this will 
highlight and crystallise why I raised this issue in the first place. The clause states — 

original ticket price, in relation to a ticket for admission to an event, means the amount for which the ticket 
was purchased when first offered for retail sale by the event organiser or an authorised ticket seller … 

I will restrict my discussion to the operations of a VenuesWest venue. Let us use RAC Arena as shorthand. It is quite 
clear that a promoter at RAC Arena never offers a ticket for retail sale. Who has the authority to authorise an authorised 
ticket seller to sell the ticket? Is it the promoter or RAC Arena? To put it in context, I was told a moment ago, and 
I agree, that there is no direct contractual relationship whatsoever between a promoter of an event at RAC Arena and 
the authorised ticket seller. I do not want to make a mistake. I am not sure whether it is Ticketek or Ticketmaster. 
It is one or the other. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is right. There is no contractual relationship, necessarily, between the person who first 
authorises the sale of tickets and the ticket seller. That will be effected by a contract between the venue operator 
and the ticket seller. However, the operator cannot ring up Ticketmaster and tell it to sell tickets to Post Malone 
for $100 each unless the promoter has, by contract, authorised the operator to do so, otherwise the operator would 
be sued. The operator has to receive authorisation from the promoter to offer tickets for sale. The operator does 
not run a ticketing window, so it rings up Ticketmaster on the promoter’s authorisation and enters into an 
arrangement with Ticketmaster for it to sell tickets to the promoter’s concert. The person who authorised the supply 
of the tickets is the event organiser—or as in proposed paragraph (b). 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: We will get to that. Do not worry. This is exactly why I raise these questions. I want 
clarity on this. I have heard in this explanation that somehow by contractual agreement VenuesWest agrees to act 
as an agent for the promoter and authorises, as an agent for the promoter, the first supply of tickets through 
a ticketing company. I put it to the minister that if that is correct, that would be a breach of the agreement that 
VenuesWest has with their ticket provider. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not understand the question. I am sorry. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: In that case, I suggest that if we do not finish today, this area be clarified between 
now and the time that we come back. If the responsible minister does not understand that question, this will lead 
to litigation. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member, I think that you may want to reword the question. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: No, I think my question is clear. 
I suggest that is one way forward—that between today and the next time that we consider this bill, we seek a bit 
of clarity about this issue, because it will become a discussion point. I do not want to stymie this legislation. I just 
want clarity so that people know who we are dealing with and it does not end up in litigation that may affect 
a government-owned enterprise. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: For one, I do not know what sort of litigation the member is contemplating. This bill is to 
do with scalping. There will be someone who has authorised the sale of these tickets. The member for Carine is 
looking at me blankly and saying, “Yeah, yeah, yeah”, as a cheer squad for the member for Hillarys! 
There will be someone who has authorised the sale of these tickets. If a ticket seller authorises the sale of tickets 
without ever having spoken to the venue or the promoter and offers the tickets for sale off their own stick, they 
will obviously be in trouble. We will know who it is. It will be the person selling the tickets. They will all be dud 
tickets, because they will not have been authorised by the entertainer, his agent, or the venue. The ticket seller will 
have just gone and sold some tickets. Or if Ticketmaster was authorised to sell those tickets, it will have been 
authorised by someone who has organised the event, be that the promoter or the venue. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: Who is it? Is it the promoter or the venue? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: What is the point? That is why — 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: He cannot answer it! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I do not have to answer it. 
Several members interjected. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Members! 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Members opposite are laughing at themselves. I will not join in laughing at them. They can 
laugh at themselves, as they are. 
That is why the legislation is disjunctive in its language. Disjunctive means that it can be this or that. That is why 
the bill states — 

… the person who authorises the first supply of tickets for admission to the event, whether or not that 
person is also a performer, the promoter of the event — 

Cop this — 
or the operator of the event venue; 

We are giving the full menu of options for who may be the event organiser. We cannot legislate that for this event, 
that person is the event organiser. Of course we cannot! We have to respect the contractual arrangements of the 
parties involved. We in the Labor Party fully respect that. I have already said in my reply to debate on the second 
reading speech that the opposition leaves me flummoxed with its socialist attitude to all of this. The opposition 
leaves me flummoxed with how it wants to have a bureaucracy to control who sits in the first 10 seats, what row 
and seat people are in at an event, and what is put on the tickets. That is the socialist perspective the opposition is 
bringing to this. What we are saying as the party of free enterprise — 
Several members interjected. 

Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: We are saying as the party of free enterprise that promotes small business that the event 
organiser can be one of several people depending upon the arrangements they in their contractual freedom wish to 
make. It can be the person who authorises the first sale of tickets for admission, whether or not that person is also 
the performer. It might be Mick Jagger who authorised it. Whether that person is the performer or Mick’s promoter—
it sounds as though I am on first name terms, does it not? I have known him that long, since I saw him in 1965, 
that I feel that way. Whether that person is the performer, the promoter or the event organiser. 
Mr D.R. MICHAEL: I would like to hear more from my comrade the Attorney General. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Attorney General, the member for Balcatta has asked you to continue 
speaking. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Comrades in the pursuit of free enterprise! 
Several members interjected. 
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Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: More power to free enterprise! That is what the comrades say. 
It is important to always keep in mind what this legislation is all about. Why are we trying to identify in any given 
case who is the event organiser? We are trying to identify who is the event organiser to find out what that event 
organiser fixed as the original ticket price. We need that benchmark information because a ticket cannot be resold 
for more than 10 per cent of the original price set by the event organiser. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am flabbergasted at where this debate has gone, because I am trying to seek clarity. 
We used the specific example of a venue owned and operated by the state government trading enterprise that is 
here with us today. We asked who would be the event organiser in the ordinary course of contractual arrangements. 
Initially, the responsible minister said that it would be the promoter. When I delved a little further and outlined 
a series of cascading obligations for a series of people and the types of contractual arrangements that exist in event 
promotion, concert organisation and the like, we ended up with the minister’s last answer in which he told us, 
“Well, it might be the promoter or the performer or the operator of the venue.” We have had no clarity about one 
specific venue. That is my point. My point is that in the complex contractual obligations entered into in the ordinary 
scheme of things at large venues dealing with international artists and overseen and controlled in many ways by 
multinational ticketing organisations, it is not crystal clear who the event organiser might be. 
I go back to the issue of the original ticket price. I take it from the minister’s answer that my concern that this is 
opaque and may end up being unclear and in litigation is actually correct. I am happy to move on because 
the minister told us that, but the event organiser could be any of them and we do not know. Clause 3 defines 
“event organiser” as — 

(b) a person within a class of persons declared by the regulations to be the event organiser in relation to 
a class of events to which the event belongs; 

Irrespective of what is said in the definition of event organiser at paragraph (a), this free enterprise government, 
these comrades in free enterprise, can by regulation say, “It doesn’t matter what you think, the act says or any of 
your contractual obligations might say, you dear sir, madam or organisation are the event organiser.” So much for 
free enterprise and allowing the market to do its thing. This clause—it is a legitimate clause—allows the 
government of the day to prescribe by regulations who is the event organiser. What is the current intention around 
persons within a class of persons that may be declared to be the event organiser and in relation to which classes of 
events is there an intention to regulate? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member is trying to run confusion through this debate. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: No, not at all. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Of course you are. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member started off by saying that in relation to a big venue he is unclear who is the 
event organiser. As I said, we respect free enterprise and the rights of parties to freely bargain to come to their own 
arrangements. In an arrangement for a big event, or any event at a venue, the parties themselves can decide who 
will authorise the price of entry. Whomever the parties agree on will be the person who is the event organiser and 
sets the original ticket price. That is clear enough. It can be any one of a number of people. Then we get to the 
situation of classes of events, like sporting events at Optus Stadium. Who would be the event organiser for an 
AFL game at Optus Stadium? Is it the AFL, the two clubs playing on the day — 
Mr A. Krsticevic: You’ve got to make up your mind. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Sorry? 
Mr A. Krsticevic: You’ve got to make up your mind who it is. We need some clarity—that’s all. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: That is why we have paragraph (b) in the definition of event organiser. That is what I am in 
the process of explaining. If I can keep going with the explanation, the member will see that. 

For some events, it will not be readily apparent who the event organiser is. Is it the AFL, or either the Eagles or 
the Dockers? If it is an eastern states club playing here, is it the home team that is the organiser of the event or is 
it a national sporting organisation that set the ticket price? For those sorts of events, the government can regulate 
who will be deemed to be the event organiser and can say the event organiser will be the AFL, for example, and 
whatever original admission price it set will be the original ticket price as defined in the next definition in clause 3. 
This is exactly why the New South Wales legislation introduced by, hang on, a Liberal government—introduced 
by the opposition’s colleagues on the other side of Australia—included exactly the same definition. We have 
followed that because we realised what the New South Wales Liberal government realised; that is, there will be 
events for which it is not readily recognisable which person authorised the first supply of the tickets. Was it the 
Australian Football League? Was it the Dockers? Was it the Eagles? Who was the person who authorised the 
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original sale of the tickets? Doubtless, that is why the New South Wales government included this definition. As 
I said during the introduction of this bill, it is why we are following the New South Wales model.  
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I said yesterday that I really sympathise with the minister because he has inherited 
this bill after it was introduced. His last answer simply reinforces the discussion that we have had so far today 
around the definition of “event organiser”. It is unclear. This was the point I was trying to make. My question in 
relation to proposed paragraph (b) of the regulation clause is: what is the intention? Does the government currently 
intend that it will regulate who the event organiser is for an AFL match? Does the government intend to regulate 
who is deemed to be the event organiser? Remember, as I explained earlier, there may be other contractual 
obligations that deem who an event organiser is. That does not matter; we can have those two things. But for the 
purposes of this bill, is it the government’s intention to regulate who the event organiser is for an AFL match or 
a class of persons related to international cricket or the promotion of a concert?  
There is a regulation clause in here, so clearly someone drafting this legislation has foreseen the issue that I am 
raising—that there can be a lack of clarity, and there may well be on many occasions. There might be a need, by 
regulation, to clarify exactly who the event organiser is. What is the intention around it? Who is going to end up 
being deemed, by regulation, an event organiser? Perhaps let those organisations know in advance so they can at 
least understand their obligations and comply with them to achieve the aim that we all agree with—to stop the 
general public being ripped off by either not being able to access tickets at all or accessing tickets only at inflated 
prices through dodgy resellers or, worst of all, paying inflated prices for tickets that do not work and they do not 
get to see the event. They are the evils we are trying to prevent. We are all in massive agreement. The minister can 
say, “We did what New South Wales did.” As we said yesterday, the legislation in New South Wales is very recent. 
It is highly untested legislation. That is well and good. It went down this path; this government has decided to go 
down this path. Once a regulatory power is included, what is the government’s intention around it? What is it 
going to do with it? Who will be deemed an event organiser under this regulatory power?   
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: When tickets are being sold for an event and it is not readily apparent who the event organiser 
is, we have the option to regulate and nominate who the event organiser is for one purpose and one purpose only: 
to find out the base price of the tickets that were set by the original event organiser. There is no mystery there. We 
are not creating an offence for an event organiser. We are just looking to find out what the base price for the tickets 
was. Whoever organised this event, what do they say the tickets are worth? What is the point of finding that out? 
It is simply to stop people from overcharging other people upon resale at a price exceeding the original ticket price, 
plus 10 per cent. There is no mystery. Members opposite can beat it up if they like, but at the end of the day, they 
will vote for it because they will not want to cross the public, which wants this legislation. We are including this 
option. What about events that are nondescript, such as the Red Bull Air Race or The Giants, which had a VIP area? 
Who was the event organiser? We can say that it was the WA government. What price did it set on a ticket? We 
have to have that option there. I know the opposition wants to constrain us and that it wants to criticise this 
legislation. I know I have to go through all of this because I know, at the end of the day, the opposition will support it.  
Mr A. Krsticevic interjected. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I know that the member for Carine will vote for it. He can say what he likes now, but he is 
going to vote for it.  
The ACTING SPEAKER: Anything further on this clause? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, I have plenty because there are a fair few definitions we need to get through.  
What saddens me is that we are in consideration in detail in order to determine and clarify how this legislation is 
going to work. We are raising legitimate concerns because they are going to matter. When a term is defined in 
legislation and someone is deemed to fall within that term, it has to be clear who that is. Even in the regulatory 
power, we asked the minister to stipulate who he is considering including in this and he said, “It might be this, it 
might be that or it might be that.” Essentially, by these answers, every person who puts on an event in 
Western Australia will be looking over their shoulder to see whether they are going to be deemed the event 
organiser or whether someone else is going to be deemed the event organiser. That is why we are seeking an 
explanation. Clearly, the minister has not contemplated it, because if he had contemplated a range of groups that 
he would regulate for, I am sure he would have told us. He is the sort of person who would want to tell us. He has 
not told us, which means he does not know, which causes even more confusion. There is a whole bunch of people 
who may be deemed to be event organisers, but who might not consider themselves to be event organisers. They 
might think the other party to their contract is the event organiser. That is why it starts to get confusing.  
We move on to the next definition, “original ticket price”. As the minister pointed out earlier, for the purposes of 
this legislation, we need to identify an event organiser so we can make reference to the original ticket price. 
“Original ticket price” is defined in this bill as follows — 

… in relation to a ticket for admission to an event, — 
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That could be loads of different events — 
means the amount for which the ticket was purchased when first offered for retail sale by the event 
organiser or an authorised ticket seller … 

In brackets, it says that booking fees, commissions payable and all of that sort of stuff are included in that sale 
price. That makes sense, because ticketing companies like breaking things down sometimes. However, what I want 
to establish, and what I know promoters of events, including football clubs, would love to have established, is: 
when is a ticket first offered for retail sale? Perhaps before the minister answers, he might seek advice from the 
people at the table. My next question will be: which tickets are never offered for retail sale? When is a ticket first 
offered for retail sale?   
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It will be when it is advertised for sale. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Are all tickets to events at VenuesWest venues offered for retail sale? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: No. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: So will this legislation not apply to tickets that are never offered for retail sale? 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: No, they will not apply or no, I am wrong? I would like to seek some clarification. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, they will not apply. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: If a ticket is never offered for retail sale, can it fall under the anti-scalping provisions 
of this bill? 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I think the minister should stand up. It does not matter. I know both he and I struggle 
with our knees sometimes, so that is okay. 
We have established that tickets that are never offered for retail sale will not fall under this legislation in any way, 
but will they continue to be offered at inflated prices by the types of nefarious bodies or resellers that the minister 
so eloquently described yesterday? 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: Complimentary tickets are provided on the basis that they are for the use of the person to 
whom they are given. If that person then offers that ticket for resale, they are dealing with the ticket contrary to 
the conditions upon which it was supplied. The venue can deny entry. I know that shadow ministers or members 
of Parliament are offered complimentary tickets. They are not permitted to offer those tickets for resale; those 
tickets are offered to those people to use personally. If they offer those tickets for resale, they are no longer valid. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: So there are complimentary tickets and there are complimentary tickets, and there 
are also other tickets that are not complimentary that are never offered for retail sale. Tickets that are offered under 
sponsorship agreements are not complimentary tickets but they are never offered for retail sale. In fact, under most 
contractual arrangements between promoters, venues and ticket sellers, a group of tickets are carved off for many 
types of uses. Tickets to Post Malone, or whomever people are interested in seeing, may be used by the venue 
operator. Tickets may be sold in packages to sponsors. Tickets are offered, in the example of AFL, as part of the 
overall contractual arrangements with the AFL to competing clubs to issue as they see fit to sponsors, members 
and, perhaps as was the example last Friday night, to young children and their families who have fallen on very, 
very unfortunate circumstances. There is a range of tickets beyond complimentary tickets that are never offered 
for retail sale. I hear the minister saying, sotto voce, that they are still complimentary. They are not. Some of them 
are, but some of them are not. They are offered as part of other contractual arrangements outside retail sale. 
I understand from what I have heard from the minister that those tickets will not fall under this regime. However, 
as the minister explained, there are still conditions on the issue of those tickets, and those conditions are imposed 
by the ticket seller, venue operator, promoter or the acts themselves. Later, I will talk about performers and how 
they may be impacted. There may be conditions on those tickets, but do they apply to a group of tickets that 
sometimes can amount to up to 40 per cent of all tickets offered to an event? The AFL grand final is not held here 
currently, but we may want to bid for it in the future. In that case, over 40 per cent of tickets are never offered for 
retail sale because at least half the ground is reserved for non-retail sale even before they kick off. In that case, this 
legislation and the compliance regime will not apply, so the only option that venue operators will have is to have 
a secondary inspectorate—if you like, a private inspectorate—trawling websites to catch tickets that are not offered 
for retail sale being sold. That raises the question: how do we ever determine the price of those tickets if it is not 
printed on the ticket? I am sure that the venue operator will confirm that some tickets are issued without a cost on 
them, because all tickets have to be printed by the ticket provider. 
Mr Z.R.F. KIRKUP: I would like to hear more from the member for Hillarys. 
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Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Tickets are often printed with a zero cost on them, which are never offered for retail 
sale, but the actual contractual arrangement between the person providing the ticket and the person buying them 
may have a price. I know, because I have seen that happen in practice. That is exactly how it happens. Why are 
we setting up a regime in which a whole bunch of tickets can be traded on secondary markets at inflated prices 
and rip off people to such an extent that they will pay a huge price and still not get to see the event that they want 
to see? Why are we not excluding those tickets from operation? Who are we protecting here? We are certainly not 
protecting the consumer, because this bill does not apply to them in those circumstances. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I rise again to protect free enterprise against this socialist onslaught! It is in a free society 
that companies and sporting organisations can give away tickets to their membership or friends on whatever basis 
they like to give them away. There is no law against that. This notion that they are going to give away 40 per cent 
of tickets to the venue is a figure that the member has pulled out of his back pocket. There is no factual basis to that. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: The AFL allocates about 58 per cent. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: It does not give them away. My friend talks about the AFL. The tickets are allocated to clubs 
that are competing in the event to distribute to their membership on the terms and conditions that those clubs set. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: They are offered for retail sale. 
The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr T.J. Healy): Member for Hillarys, I think he has concluded his answer; would 
you like to make a comment? 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am not talking about the tickets that are issued through the membership 
arrangements of AFL clubs, because I would believe that, in the ordinary course of events, as a member of an AFL 
club—West Coast, or Fremantle, when it comes to playing in the finals, or Collingwood or Essendon or Richmond, 
or any of those clubs—a person has an entitlement to a dedicated period in which they can access tickets before 
the general public can access them. I would imagine that, in the ordinary course, and in my understanding of the 
arrangements, which is pretty comprehensive as both a consumer and someone who has been on the other side of 
these arrangements, they would fall into the description of being offered for retail sale. I have absolutely no doubt 
that that is the case. I am referring to the tickets that go into that pool. Yes, we fully support the rights of promoters, 
performers, event organisers, venue operators, and even third party sponsors and the like, to access these tickets. 
It is all part of putting on a show, and sometimes having a guaranteed number of tickets that will not be sold on 
the open market underpins the entire operation. We applaud and support that. We start asking questions when the 
government wants to bring in a regime to prevent the scalping of tickets that ought to be going to the people who 
want to buy them and see the event, so that they are not ripped off, precluded from accessing the event, forced to 
access the event at highly inflated prices, or, as we keep saying, in the worst-case scenario, paying that highly 
inflated price and ending up with a dud ticket, a fraudulent ticket, or a ticket that was once a live ticket but was 
subsequently cancelled by the venue operator or the ticketing operation, and they do not get to see the event at all 
but have still been dudded of their money. We are trying to protect those people. We have identified a class of 
tickets that can then be passed on and resold. We are talking only about the resale. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, they can’t be. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: They can be. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, they can’t. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: They can be, and the only option — 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, they can’t. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: They can be, and they are right now. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: No, they’re not. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: Yes, they are. This is why we go through the consideration in detail stage. I say that 
these sorts of tickets are being offered right now on these third party sites that we are trying to control, and the 
minister is saying that they are not. If tickets are not being offered for sale on third party sites right now, we do 
not need this bill. If the minister is suggesting in any way that only the tickets that are offered for retail sale are 
being sold on the third party sites that we are trying to control, and not the ones that are being offered as non-retail 
and may never get on that market today, he should give me half an hour and I will bring one to him. I will go and 
buy one, print it out and bring it to him, if he wants. 
Mr J.R. Quigley: We do want, because we’ll be breaking for the budget soon, and I advise you to come back after that. 
The ACTING SPEAKER: Minister, he is still making his statement. 

Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I have not finished my contribution, given that the minister decided to finish his early. 
At the end of the day, if a venue continues to operate this secondary mechanism, it may occasionally catch the odd 
ticket sold on Gumtree, Viagogo or wherever, but we have quite clearly identified that a significant number of 
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tickets issued for an event will never fall under the provisions of this legislation. That is a failure. It is a mistake 
that will result in the general public being dudded by these bad ticket sellers in the future. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: I accept the challenge. The member has told this chamber that, in 30 minutes, he will 
purchase what had been a complimentary ticket that had not been offered for resale or sale by an event organiser. 
Mr P.A. Katsambanis: It’s not a complimentary ticket. 
Mr J.R. QUIGLEY: The member is squirming away now. Complimentary tickets are not covered by this 
legislation because they are not a problem. We are legislating to deal with a problem. The member has told this 
chamber that, within 30 minutes, he can purchase, from a ticket reseller, a ticket that was originally issued as 
a complimentary ticket. We want to see this in 30 minutes. I want to see that ticket, and I want to be able to ring 
up the person who originally received it as a complimentary ticket. VenuesWest and the industry trawl the internet, 
and they advised me that there is no problem with complimentary tickets being resold for inflated prices on the 
market. The member for Hillarys is saying the opposite, and is saying that he can prove this within 30 minutes. 
The budget will be presented shortly, so the member will have longer than 30 minutes, but he will be failing this 
chamber and himself if he does not, by the end of lunchtime, bring back into this chamber a complimentary ticket 
that he has purchase for an inflated price. We do not see this as a problem. 
We are legislating to deal with the problem of people who go to ticket sellers and, through the use of bots or other 
devices, purchase tickets with the intention of reselling them for an inflated price. We know that this bill is hitting the 
mark, because it is driving that Yank, Mr Miller, nuts. It is driving him nuts every time I stand up in this chamber and 
say, “This is going to be targeted at Viagogo.” He says that the government should be directing people to Viagogo, 
so that he can make a bigger dollar. It is driving him nuts. Even if the member for Hillarys does not know what this 
legislation is aimed at, Mr Miller knows that it is aimed at Viagogo’s business model. There is no problem with 
complimentary tickets that this government can identify, and that is why we have not included complimentary tickets. 
We say that, in a free and vibrant economy, people putting on an event are free to give away tickets to their event 
if they want to. They are not selling them; if they want to give them away, let them give them away. 
The people who give away complimentary tickets do not give them away for resale—they give them away for that 
person to use, and the ticket becomes invalid if the person tries to sell it. VenuesWest searches the internet to find 
out whether any of these complimentary tickets that go to the underprivileged or other classes of people are being 
abused. They are not. We could pass legislation to stop people eating moon cheese, but it is not a problem, because 
there is no cheese on the moon. If the member wants to invent a problem and say, “There is a problem with these 
complimentary tickets, because I can buy one in half an hour for an inflated price”, and bring it back as evidence 
to this chamber, we invite him to do so. VenuesWest has been searching the internet and has reported back to the 
government that complimentary tickets do not present a problem. 
Mr P.A. KATSAMBANIS: I am going to give the minister the benefit of the doubt. He is either confused or is 
deliberately misconstruing what I am saying. I am not talking about complimentary tickets. They are a small part 
of the tickets that are not offered for retail sale. There is another big group of tickets—corporate tickets and the like. 
Debate adjourned, pursuant to standing orders. 
 


	TICKET SCALPING BILL 2018
	Consideration in Detail


