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TICKET SCALPING BILL 2021 
Committee 

Resumed from an earlier stage of the sitting. The Chair of Committees (Hon Martin Aldridge) in the chair; 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan (Minister for Regional Development) in charge of the bill. 
Clause 1: Short title — 
Committee was interrupted after the clause had been partly considered. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Before I ask my substantive question, we are still seeking clarification on 
recommendation 5 in relation to the powers of investigation by police officers. This was a recommendation in the 
forty-first report of the Standing Committee on Legislation titled Ticket Scalping Bill 2018. Recommendation 5 
was that clarification be sought on the decision of government for police officers to be excluded. I can see from 
the briefing note that we received that recommendation 5 was not adopted. It seems odd that — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Member, I will provide that at clause 14, when we get to it. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Okay; cool. That will be important. 
I am trying to finalise this section around packages. I think we are close to the end of this particular part. I will try 
to summarise and get the minister to confirm this: effectively, packages endorsed by the event organiser or the 
operator of the venue, or a combination of the two, will be allowed upon the passage of this bill, but packages 
that are not endorsed will not be available until the enactment of the regulations. Once we get to the enactment of 
the regulations, what will be the overall power of either the event organiser or the operator of the venue to control 
packages that occur within that venue? Presumably, the venue operator is still empowered for any activity within 
the venue. Will they effectively have to get endorsement for any activity or any part of the package within that 
venue? I will start with that. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Absolutely. An organiser planning an event has a lease or some other licence 
arrangement that gives them access to that venue and to the provision of various hospitality options within it. This 
legislation will not override that. It is not intended that the regulations would interfere with the contractual relations 
between, say, VenuesWest and the operator of Optus Stadium. This is about ticket reselling. We will put regulations 
around packaging for the reasons I explained earlier; that is, packaging can be used to disguise what is in fact the 
rorting of the ticket price. I used the example of people buying a package and ending up getting a ticket and a bottle 
of water but had paid an inflated price, allegedly for the bottle of water. The only way that we can make this work 
is by putting some rules around packaging. We do not care what people charge for the limousine ride or the bottle 
of champagne or whatever; that will be totally up to them. We will be limiting the price that can be charged for 
that ticket so that it is not 10 per cent beyond the listed price. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I think we have got to the end of that section and we look forward to seeing what 
the regulations look like in the future. 
I will jump to an area that is not my area of expertise—the IT bots situation. Do we have an indication of the risk 
and the effect this has on events marketing in Western Australia or across the country? Do we have a level of its 
extent to date?  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No detailed research has gone on here. In the regulatory impact statement, which 
we referred to earlier, the commonwealth consultation in 2018 reported that purchasing by bots was estimated to 
account for up to 30 per cent of traffic to primary selling sites. That is pretty incredible. That was that commonwealth 
work. It was also noted in the Standing Committee on Legislation report. The evidence of the bot presence is the 
speed at which the tickets are sold. The robotic software automates the execution of a pre-programmed set of 
instructions with lightning speed. As I said, based on that commonwealth report, there is some evidence that bots 
account for as much as 30 per cent of ticket purchases, and there is consensus in academic literature that the 
ticket-buying bots reduce consumers’ fair access to tickets. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Finishing up then, do we have the capacity to detect this? Do we rely on federal activity, 
particularly the Australian Federal Police under the federal communications legislation, to do that? Is there an 
additional cost with the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety being able to manage that sort of IT risk? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The work involves working with event organisers to have protective measures 
in place, but this is to make it clear that this is an offence. In relation to Viagogo, we will be working in liaison 
with the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission to try to intercept the activity by the bots. Clause 12 is 
required because at the moment it is not illegal to use a bot, provided people do not offend the ACCC’s misleading 
and deceptive conduct provisions by representing themselves as the primary ticket seller. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In response to the Leader of the Opposition’s question about the bots, the minister mentioned 
Viagogo. It reminded me that earlier under clause 1, I think the minister mentioned that the department has at its 
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disposal information that apparently tickets are already being sold by Viagogo to the 2021 AFL grand final. I share 
the minister’s agitation that people do these things. Will this bill address that issue? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Certainly, it will be making it illegal. The bill states — 

A person must not use any software to enable or assist the person to circumvent the security measures … to 
purchase tickets in contravention of the published terms … 

It will do that. As we discussed before, there are also fraud provisions. If someone is selling tickets that do not exist, 
that is fraudulent. They might argue that they have a conditional thing and will only sell tickets once they get the 
tickets through, but this new legislation will make it very clear that they cannot use software to circumvent security 
measures on a website to purchase tickets in contravention of the published terms of use on the websites. The AFL 
and Ticketmaster will have conditions on their sites. They would presume that the people selling these tickets would 
be in breach of that measure, and there may be the potential for fraud if the tickets do not sell. It is not just a reselling 
issue; it is the fact that the tickets do not exist. Of course, there is that Australian Competition and Consumer Commission 
capability if they are pretending or making out as though they are the primary seller. Today, in a media release, 
the Consumer Protection division has told people to — 

• Only buy from official authorised sellers 
• Scalped or on-sold tickets may be invalid 
• Refunds for cancellation go to original buyer 

While we are going into this level of detail, I am pretty keen for this to be done. I do not want to do this all again 
when we get to the particular provisions. As much as we need to talk about the general scheme of the bill, which we 
have really done under clause 1, if we want to go into detail, I would urge members for us to make some progress 
and get on to some of the clauses. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The issue that I have is that I am not sure that there is a clause in the bill that will address 
the problem. The minister mentioned earlier that at the moment, someone is selling tickets to the grand final on 
Viagogo. The issue of the bots is not my concern. I mentioned in my contribution to the second reading debate that 
that is one clause in the bill that I support the government on and commend it for introducing. I take the minister’s 
point that this bill will prevent any person from using bots or software to, effectively, harvest those tickets. The issue 
here though is that the tickets do not exist. The sellers are not even using bot software to obtain the tickets because 
there are no tickets to obtain. But they are out there at the moment, as I understand it, from the information that the 
minister provided to the house, purporting in public to Western Australians that they can buy these tickets. I want 
to see clarification about whether a clause in the bill will expressly address that particular situation. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, because that is a criminal matter. I do not know the precise terms of the 
offer that these sellers are making. They may be talking about it as a pre-purchase and they might contravene the 
bill when they actually buy the tickets if they use a bot infrastructure, buy that ticket and give it to the people 
who have pre-purchased. Whether it is fraudulent will depend on the precise circumstances. I certainly have not 
had time to look at that site. If that is what they are doing, that would constitute fraudulent behaviour and there are 
Criminal Code provisions that would be available to deal with this. This will not necessarily stop Viagogo, but it 
would make it an offence for it to use that software and mark up resale tickets by more than 10 per cent. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I am glad we have that clarification. I want to make sure that we pre-empt any possible 
media release from the Minister for Commerce referring to what is happening at the moment and purporting that 
the bill will address that situation. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: In one sense, the bill will. As I said, the bill will provide a vehicle for highlighting 
these issues. For example, say Viagogo has a pre-sale provision that would rely on it being able to use its bot to 
make sure that it got the tickets that it could onsell, this legislation would have some capacity to stop that once it 
is assented to. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To conclude on that point, I am not, as I said, concerned about the mechanism by which 
the tickets are harvested. I agree with the minister that whether it is that example or anything else, this bill addresses 
that. But the concern at the moment is not the harvesting of the tickets. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It might be, because the member does not know; the member has not read the 
terms that it has put out and it might refer to pre-purchase. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: My point is that there are no tickets to harvest at this point in time.  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have explained it. I have not looked at the site. I have not looked at what it 
is placing on offer. It is potentially the case that if the site refers to a pre-purchase arrangement, it might not strictly 
be committing a fraud. If that is what it is offering, it will be relying on being able to use its bot software to get these 
tickets the moment the AFL opens sales. In any event, all the possibilities are covered. If it is selling them as tickets 
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and it does not have tickets, that is covered by fraud. If it is selling them as a pre-purchase and then relying on its bot 
software to put itself into a position to then be able to convert those to sales, it also will be affected. Either way, 
we have it covered. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It gives great comfort that that is the case. Is this scenario that the minister raised earlier 
under active investigation by the Consumer Protection division? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It has already put out a notice, so it is aware of it and acting to alert consumers. 
It will take the appropriate action to make sure that everyone is totally aware of what is going on. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Awareness is one thing; enforcement is another. I am pleased to hear that the Consumer 
Protection division has issued a media release effectively warning consumers not to be conned by this scam, if indeed 
this scenario is a scam. The minister has quite correctly and helpfully explained that there could be a scenario in 
which what is being done is not improper, but equally there could be some improper action in the future. The warning 
to consumers—if you like, the education campaign—is important. If that is being done by Consumer Protection 
at the moment, it is to be commended. That is one side of it; that is looking after the consumer. But, equally, I think 
we want to ensure that the laws are being enforced against the potential perpetrators in this instance. I do not 
necessarily need a response from the minister on this unless she particularly wants to give one, but I encourage 
Consumer Protection to take every avenue available to it to make sure that those laws are enforced. 
I have a couple more questions on clause 1. One is in reference to the Law Society of Australia’s submission to 
the Standing Committee on Legislation, which I referenced in the second reading debate. It noted in its submission 
to the standing committee — 

… limiting resale prices seems particularly problematic when one of the reasons for the existence of 
a secondary market is primary sellers restricting supply. The solution forecloses the potential for adequate 
disclosure and competition to resolve consumers’ discontent … 

What is the government’s position on that and will the bill address that concern in any way? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The bill will enable people to resell tickets. If someone simply wants to buy 
a ticket to resell, they will be able to do it, but there will be a limit of a 10 per cent margin. Quite frankly, what the 
member said does not make sense to me. The member said that somehow or other this will overcome event organisers 
artificially constraining tickets so a bot can buy them and inflate the price. That simply does not make sense. I do not 
get the mischief that the member is talking about here. He said that these people could buy tickets that would otherwise 
be available to the public and onsell them. I do not understand what mischief the member is talking about. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: To be clear, minister, it is not me who is raising the mischief. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You are. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No; it is the Law Society of Western Australia. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Can you explain to me what those concerns are? You’re the member, so you tell us 
what the concern is. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Minister, I will repeat what I said: I am not raising the mischief; the Law Society put it in 
its submission. I am simply asking the government what its position is. If the minister is saying—I am interpreting 
what she is saying—that the Law Society’s concern is misconceived, that is fine; that is the response of the McGowan 
government to the Law Society. I will let the Law Society know and provide it with the Hansard transcript of that 
response. I am simply relaying the concern of one key stakeholder in Western Australia. The Law Society expressed 
its concern to the Standing Committee on Legislation. The minister’s response is that she, on behalf of the government, 
does not understand that concern. I have no problem with that, but do not shoot the messenger. 
My last question on clause 1 is about the development of a black market. The minister will appreciate that this matter 
was enunciated on more than one occasion in the inquiry of the Standing Committee on Legislation in the fortieth 
Parliament. Is the government at all concerned that the bill will create a black market; and, if it is, what steps will 
the government take to address that problem? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I want to pick up on why we do not believe that the Law Society position is valid. 
The committee report includes the argument put by the Australian Taxpayers’ Alliance. It states — 

Promoting transparency in the secondary ticket market, such as requiring the display of the original price of 
the ticket and a link to information on legal protections available and the terms and conditions imposed 
by the primary seller, will provide sufficient consumer protection while ensuring that the freedom of choice 
of the consumer is upheld. Consumers are already protected from scalping by existing laws and policy. 

The Australian Taxpayers’ Alliance promotes option 4, not option 3. Our view is that the interest of the consumer 
is best served if people are allowed to put packages together but to limit the resale price so that it is more accessible 
for people to purchase tickets. That means that the consumer will not be priced out of the market by resale. To me, 
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this is common sense; there is a finite number of tickets available. If we allow resellers to inflate the price and use 
bot software to gain access to large swathes of tickets, it will reduce the availability of tickets for the average bear. 
In our view, that is a bad thing, and I presume the opposition also believes it is a bad thing because it is apparently 
supporting the legislation. Will there be some black market operations? Absolutely; there will always be black market 
operations, but we believe that this law will go a fair way towards increasing consumer awareness of what the issues 
are and, we think, make these activities less frequent. We do not pretend otherwise; we pass laws against murdering 
people, but we do not pretend that by passing laws against murdering people we will stop murder. It does not happen 
like that. We think the suite of measures that will be put in place will, most likely, mean that more tickets will be 
available to the punters at their original price, and that is what we are after. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If indeed that happens to be the case, it will be an excellent outcome. With regard to dealing 
with the acknowledged problem of the black market, what steps does the government intend taking to address that? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is like the sly-grog market; there are people who are breaking the law, so 
we go out and investigate, attempt to find out who is breaking the law, and when we find them, we prosecute them. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is a statement, minister, not a question: that then leads to the question of resourcing 
Consumer Protection to carry out those investigations and enforce the law. I want to clarify with the minister that 
she is quite happy to take questions in respect of that matter at clause 14? 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: Yes. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 2: Commencement — 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I move — 

Page 2, line 8 — To delete “a day fixed by proclamation.” and insert — 
the day after that day. 

Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Can the minister confirm that the reason for this amendment is to get the legislation 
in place and enacted in time for the AFL grand final? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is correct. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This issue of the commencement period was also addressed by the Standing Committee 
on Legislation in its forty-first report in the fortieth Parliament. Finding 10 of that report states — 

The reason advanced for leaving the commencement of the key operative clauses of the Ticket Scalping 
Bill 2018 to the Executive is justified. 

This was a circumstance in which, in the fortieth Parliament, the government had chosen for the operative provisions 
of the bill to commence on a day fixed by proclamation, and it was evident that the government still held that view 
up until today, when this new amendment was foreshadowed. I understand the response the minister has just provided 
to the Leader of the Opposition with regard to today’s announcement. My question is about the explanation that 
was provided by the department to the Standing Committee on Legislation. The explanation that was provided to the 
standing committee was in an answer to question on notice A4, asked at the committee hearing on 16 August 2019, 
although that date may be the date of the answer to the question on notice. The answer was as follows — 

The Department understands that it is the Government’s intention that the legislation should commence 
as soon as possible. Drafting of regulations in support of the Act is likely to take around three months. 
Some additional time will be required to undertake initial information campaigns to ensure that industry 
and consumers have reasonable notice of the proposed changes. Our best estimate is that the Act will be 
proclaimed around six months after the Bill completes passage through Parliament. 

My question is: what are the implications of the bill commencing the day after assent in light of the response that 
has been provided by the department to the standing committee? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As we set out in the extensive debate on clause 1, one of the implications of that 
is that the regulations will not be ready. We have the extraordinary opportunity of hosting the grand final, let alone the 
preliminary final, in Western Australia, which was unanticipated some months ago. We have decided that it is important 
to get the main provisions through, which includes those provisions that we just had lengthy discussions about on the 
use of bot software and the general prohibition on inflating ticket prices. Those provisions will be in place. However, 
we will not have in place the provisions for external packages. Parties wanting to put together external packages will not 
have the capacity to do that. We have to make a decision on what is in the best interest of the consumers in this instance. 
Is it moving forward now and having this bill come into effect prior to the grand final? Our very clear determination 
is that it is. We want that minimum protection. The opportunity to do these add-ons will be reduced, but we expect 
that over the next three to six months we will be able to get those regulations in place. If Western Australia can continue 
its incredible COVID record, events will continue to be held for which people can actually develop external packages. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I thank the minister for that comprehensive response. In summary, will all the provisions 
in this bill have full force and effect from the day of assent, with the exception of clause 9? When I say “with the 
exception of clause 9” I mean with the exception of clause 9 in whole. I understand from what the minister said 
that certainly clause 9(1) and 9(2)(a) will have full force and effect, but that part of clause 9 will not have full force 
and effect. That may happen over the next three to six months, but will the rest of the bill have full force and effect 
on the day after assent? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, the whole bill will have full force and effect. Part of the bill is a head of power 
to make regulations. That will have full force and effect, but there will be no regulations. Therefore, the activities that 
will be made possible by the existence of the regulations will not be there, but the bill will have full force and effect.  
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Those agreements, which will need to wait for the regulations, will work in favour of the 
suppliers of those tickets. Is that right? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They will be people who want to develop packages that include a ticket. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In other words, the regulations will be for the benefit of those people who develop the 
packages. This is not a criticism, minister; I am just making sure that we have got this right. There will be a benefit 
to individuals whose business is to conduct these packages and so forth. However, there will be a short delay of some 
three to six months until they will be able to provide those packages; perhaps we can agree on that. In the meantime, 
they will be at some disadvantage, but the government has undertaken to consult with those people in due course 
and to make their businesses capable of complying with the legislation. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: That is correct. 
Amendment (deletion of words) put and passed. 
The CHAIR: The question now is that the words to be inserted be inserted. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: During the work undertaken by the Standing Committee on Legislation on this bill, the 
department indicated in response to a question from the committee that its best estimate was that the legislation would 
be proclaimed around six months after the bill completes its passage through the Parliament. The minister has just 
successfully moved an amendment to make the legislation apply immediately. Is it still the intention that the regulations 
will take six months? The reason I ask that question is that the response provided by the department to the standing 
committee referred to two things—an education campaign and the development of the regulations. The education 
campaign pretty much falls away. The department may well still do it, but it is not going to delay the introduction and 
commencement of the legislation; it will commence immediately. However, the regulations will take some time. I want 
some clarification on whether the six-month period still applies to the regulations or whether it might be a shorter period. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There is some possibility that we might be able to move that forward, given 
the new set of circumstances. The legislation will come into effect earlier. The department will do what it can to 
see whether it can bring that forward. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is my final question on clause 2. In response to the standing committee during the 
last Parliament, the department said — 

Drafting of regulations in support of the Act is likely to take around three months. 
Is it fair and reasonable for the operators of the packages that we have been discussing to be operating on the 
assumption or understanding that the government will use its best endeavours to undertake all the consultation on 
and drafting of the regulations within three months? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I am advised that the departmental officers will be working towards a time line 
that looks a little more like three months than six months. It will be somewhere within that three to six-month period, 
but, as I said, given the changed circumstances, they will be working to get that happening probably more in the 
three to four-month period. 
Amendment (insertion of words) put and passed. 
Clause, as amended, put and passed. 
Clause 3: Terms used — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: On page 3 of the bill there is a definition of “event organiser”. Paragraph (a) of the 
definition makes sense. It states — 

… in relation to an event, means — 
(a) the person who authorises the first supply of tickets … 

That is pretty obvious; they manufacture the tickets and get everything going. However, I find paragraph (b) a bit 
hard to understand. It states — 
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a person within a class of persons prescribed by the regulations to be the event organiser in relation to 
a class of events to which the event belongs; 

It sounds a bit Sir Humphrey to me! What does “a person within a class of persons” actually mean? Are there any 
examples of what might be done there? Presumably, regulations will be prescribed under clause 16. I really have 
no idea what paragraph (b) means. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It could be, for example, that Cricket Australia is prescribed to be the event 
organiser. There are two reasons why it is necessary to determine who the event organiser is: to establish the point at 
which the ticket is first offered for retail sale and to provide a mechanism for approval of event packages. In most 
instances, for those events in Western Australia that are likely to give rise to scalping activities, the event will be held 
at a VenuesWest facility, and VenuesWest will be the event organiser. VenuesWest will contract with an authorised 
ticket seller. The original retail price of the tickets will be set in a contract. VenuesWest will approve the packages. 
Paragraph (b) of the definition of “event organiser” provides a power to prescribe someone in a class of persons to be an 
event organiser. This could be used if a situation were to arise in respect of a particular type of event where it is difficult 
to determine at what point tickets are first offered for retail sale. We do not believe this is likely to be an issue in practice. 
The main reason for the existence of this regulation-making power is to permit someone who does not come within 
the definition in paragraph (a) to permit packaging. For example, a sports association such as WA Cricket Association 
has a number of corporate sponsors and may wish to provide packages to commercial sponsors across multiple venues. 
Designation of a class of persons—for example, committee members or the CEO of WACA—as an event organiser 
would permit the association to do that. VenuesWest might be the event organiser, but WACA might have some 
independent corporate arrangements and might want to sell packages as part of its overall sponsorship deals. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Thank you, minister. I think I get that. It just seems to be a really awkward way of 
saying it. I just want to confirm that paragraph (b) of the definition of “event organiser” is to deal with the packaging 
issue. I think that is what the minister said—it is effectively to deal with packaging. The question that would 
automatically lead from that is: if packaging is not authorised by the event organiser—as we discussed previously—
would this open the door for authorised people other than, in the first instance, VenuesWest to package while we 
are waiting for the regulations to be put together? Is this a backdoor way for packages to be put together rather 
than waiting for the regulations to come forward over the next three to six months? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: We will still need regulations because it has to be a prescribed body. However, 
we recognise that there are complex arrangements. Football teams and cricket associations will have sponsorship 
arrangements, so their head arrangement with an event organiser—part of the deal—would be that they are able to 
sell a certain number as part of the largesse that they give to their corporate sponsors. This provision is not necessarily 
going to be used very often, but it was to get some flexibility into the system, recognising the complex sponsorship 
arrangements, particularly for sport. 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: It refers to a “person”; would it be an individual person as in “John Smith” or 
“Jean Smith”, or would it be a position, potentially, that would have to be in a regulation? Also, would there be 
a regulation for each instance of this different arrangement? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It refers to being within a “class of persons”. Although the member was a vet 
rather than a lawyer, I am sure he would know that the word “person” can include a corporate entity. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The standing committee in the fortieth Parliament made seven recommendations, two of 
which pertained to clause 3. Can the minister confirm that those two recommendations have been adopted by the 
government and are addressed in the 2021 version of the bill? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Yes. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 4 to 8 put and passed. 
Clause 9: Supply of tickets not to be made contingent on other purchases — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Clause 9 is the contingency component. A ticket for admission cannot be supplied 
when there is a contingency to pay the supplier. Can the minister give us an indication of precisely the circumstance 
that this clause is trying to prevent occurring? What does it look like for this clause to be used? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I think we have dealt with this before. I am not going to go over all the stuff we 
discussed in debate on clause 1; I was very clear about that. I used the example of a ticket with a hospitality package 
that consisted of a bottle of water. The whole goal of this legislation could be undermined if a person were allowed 
to sell a package, saying, “We’re charging $500”, and the ancillary services they were providing were worth $200 
and the ticket was worth $100. Effectively, that would be a 300 per cent mark-up of the ticket price. For the 2019 
grand final, members of the Ticket Brokers Association of Australia were offering tickets as part of a package without 
disclosing the content of the hospitality component, which, in some cases, consisted of as little as a bottle of water.  
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Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: I will give the minister an example. Presuming that the giveaway or cheap sale of 
a ticket is in relation to a purchase—somebody buys a washing machine and gets a handout of tickets to the AFL 
grand final or a concert or something else—will that be caught up by what would come in under clause 9, if someone 
is getting the ticket only if they are purchasing something? It might help if I extend the question a bit. Really, the 
question is: does this clause stand alone in precisely what it says outside of it applying only, for example, to the resale 
of tickets? The question is whether clause 9 would stand by itself in other circumstances, or whether it only ties in 
with the rest of the bill. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I think it could be problematic to give a free ticket as part of the contractual 
arrangement. If someone were to say, “We’ll sell you a washing machine plus an AFL grand final ticket for this 
price”, that would be prohibited and the seller would have to seek a licence under the regulations. If it were generally 
a gratuity, absolutely, but if it were part of a package being offered—a washing machine plus an AFL ticket—that 
would, in my assessment of this, require regulatory approval. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas: That is what I was asking, thank you. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Minister, this clause, which is clause 9 — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: We know that. We know it’s clause 9. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Thank you. It is the equivalent of clause 8 in the Ticket Scalping Bill 2018 that was before 
the last Parliament. That clause was considered by the Standing Committee on Legislation. Finding 14 in the 
committee’s report stated — 

The Committee finds the evidence of the Ticket Brokers Association of Australia to be persuasive and that 
the contingent sales prohibition in clause 8 will have a significant, deleterious impact on ticket brokers’ 
livelihood. This can be ameliorated by amending clause 8 to better reflect the effects of the Victorian 
model where there is no contingent sales prohibition. 

The committee went on to note — 
The Committee notes that one way in which amelioration could be achieved is by making the following 
statutory form amendment. 

Page 5, after line 25 — To insert: 
The committee then suggested a particular provision. The reason I am drawing this to the minister’s attention is 
that in the last Parliament, there was an amendment on the supplementary notice paper standing in the minister’s 
name. It was not identical to the amendment proposed—I should not say “proposed”—or noted by the committee 
at paragraph 5.115 at page 47 of the report, but I think it was certainly an attempt by the government at the time to 
put forward an amendment that would address this particular concern. All of that seems to have been abandoned by 
the government. Can the minister provide an explanation about why the government has had a change in view? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I have explained this. This is why I think there is a problem with these 
laborious debates on clause 1. We have to go through it over and again. 
Hon Nick Goiran: I’ve never asked this question. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, but we actually dealt with the issue. What I said is that the proposition 
now, and what is included in this bill, is the head of power to make regulations for this. We believe that it is better 
to put this in regulatory form, because we wanted to have a detailed discussion with the ticket brokers in order to 
make sure that we get it right. The other point is that there is no end to human ingenuity, and it is likely that there 
will be very novel concepts arising. Someone might get their Chihuahua groomed and be given a ticket to a festival. 
We felt that this was better included in a regulation power, because this will be an emerging idea as more and more 
ideas and new and novel concepts or even new and novel events arise. The idea is to accept that we have a very 
creative community out there, and rather than lock it into an act of Parliament, we will allow that to be dealt with 
by regulation. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The problem is that clause 9(2) of the Ticket Scalping Bill 2021 that is in front of us is 
identical to clause 8(2) of the bill that was before the last Parliament. My point is that in the last Parliament, the 
minister had an amendment standing in her name on the supplementary notice paper at 11/8 that was going to change 
that. I am asking: what is the genesis or cause for that? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Honestly, I just cannot explain this too many times again. Originally, we were 
proposing to put that into the legislation and actually entrench it in the legislation. What has been decided, for the 
reasons I have just enunciated, is that our government’s view now is that this would be better placed in regulation 
because of the frequency with which we expect that this might need to be changed. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think there is some confusion here. I do not know if the minister happens to have the 
2018 bill handy at her disposal, but, if she does, she will see that clause 8(2) in the Ticket Scalping Bill 2018 is 
identical word for word with clause 9(2) of this 2021 bill. In the last Parliament, the government initially wanted this 
form of words, and it is now repeating that. In one sense, there is nothing wrong with that. The confusion arises that 
in the last Parliament there was a change of view by the government, and there was an amendment standing in the 
minister’s name on the supplementary notice paper that would have seen, at that point in time, after line 25 on 
page 5, an additional subclause. At the minister’s request, in the last Parliament, there were going to be additional 
subclauses (1), (2) and (3) to this clause. She was seeking the support of the chamber. She is not seeking that support 
any more. There has been a change of view of the government, and that is what I am seeking clarification on. 

Sitting suspended from 6.00 to 7.30 pm 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The bill that was presented in 2018 is the same as the bill that we have here. 
There was an amendment standing in my name in 2020. That amendment was placed on the supplementary notice 
paper in order to try to deal with a member of the crossbench. Members will be aware that in the last Parliament we 
had difficulty in passing our legislation sometimes so we had to move amendments. As the Leader of the Opposition 
will know, I am happy to move amendments from the opposition when they are good and add to the bill. I think that is 
absolutely part of the process. But sometimes we have to put forward amendments even when we think they are not 
necessarily the most meritorious position because we cannot allow the best to be the enemy of the good. At that point, 
in order to get the legislation through, we thought it would assist us in achieving the good by introducing a provision 
that in our view, for all the reasons I have set out probably half a dozen times today, was best done by way of regulations. 
We have been very clear from the outset that as part of the schema for this legislation, we saw it necessary to control 
packaging because failure to do so would mean that it would be very easy to avoid the fundamental proposition of 
the legislation, which is to put a fetter on increasing ticket pricing. We have explained all that. We have also explained 
that at the time that the legislation was first drafted, we believed—we still believe it—that the matter of how to 
regulate packages or determine which packages will be allowed is better done by regulation because, as I have 
said, an enormous amount of ingenuity and creativity goes on in this space with people dreaming up new ideas. 
Hon Dr Steve Thomas talked about fridges and AFL Grand Final tickets. We cannot possibly anticipate all the 
possible inventions in that regard. Our very strong view at the time was that this is best dealt with by regulations, as 
I have explained ad nauseam today, and we will be working with the Ticket Brokers Association of Australia to get 
a package that works for it while not compromising the whole objective of the legislation. We placed an amendment 
on the supplementary notice paper—I do not think we reached the point of moving it—in an endeavour to try to 
enhance the prospects of the legislation passing. The member who was very adamant about that provision is no longer 
in this place and we now feel that we can revert to our original position, which, in our view, is the better position. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 10: Prohibited advertisements — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 10 discusses prohibited advertisements and states — 

(1) A ticket resale advertisement must not specify an amount for the sale of the ticket that is more 
than 110% of the original ticket price. 

I want to go back to the scenario that the minister drew to our attention to earlier of Viagogo currently advertising 
AFL Grand Final tickets in some form. I accept that the minister has already provided the explanation that there 
has been no time available today to interrogate exactly what those advertisements are, but can she clarify whether 
the advertisement that has been placed today—even though the minister and I have not had the opportunity to view 
it—must be in contravention of proposed section 10 — 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You don’t know what price they’re asking for. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: That is the point. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: You can’t say it “must be” if you don’t know what price they’ve been asking. For it to 
be “must be”, they must have been advertising at more than a 110 per cent increase and you don’t know that, do you? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: No, but it does not know what the original ticket price is. 
Hon Alannah MacTiernan: So you can’t say it “must be”; you could say it “may be”. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: It may be. Viagogo cannot be pursued under this provision after it passes until such time 
as the Consumer Protection division is aware of the original ticket price. Can the minister clarify that? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The very good news is that due to the diligence of Consumer Protection in 
coming out all guns blazing and racing through the barrier on this one, I have been advised that Viagogo has now 
changed the advertisement and is not selling tickets but is seeking people who want to put their name on a list so 
they may be able to purchase them from Viagogo once it gets tickets. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: I imagine that the minister will not be in a position to provide this to the chamber right 
now, but is the minister agreeable, even if it is the case tomorrow, to provide to the chamber a copy of the original 
advertisement that caused the concern for Consumer Protection and the now amended version? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I will make sure that the member gets that on Thursday if it is still available 
to us. We may not have a copy of that original ad, but we are more than happy to share the website with the member 
so he could go and have a look at it himself. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 11: Ticket resale advertising — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: One of the seven recommendations made by the Standing Committee on Legislation in its 
forty-first report in the last Parliament dealt with a proposed amendment to clause 10. Clause 10 in that instance, 
in the 2018 version, is the equivalent of clause 11 currently before us. What is the government’s position in respect 
of recommendation 4? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: Which recommendation is the member saying? 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Recommendation 4. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The recommendation was to add a provision to say that the defence does not 
affect the operation of the Criminal Code. The very, very strong advice from both the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office 
and the State Solicitor’s Office is that that would not be a good provision to put in—not because there is any question 
that the Criminal Code will apply, but rather that it is taken as given. If we went down the path of putting that 
provision in this bill, there would be an implication in other legislation that somehow or other the fact that we had 
not put this provision in place would undermine the assumption that the Criminal Code continues to apply. There 
is nothing in the bill that in any way suggests that the Criminal Code would cease to apply or be overturned, so 
this recommendation was considered to be certainly superfluous and potentially dangerous. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The committee made its recommendation in two parts. One was the element that the minister 
just explained; the other was the provision of a note. I draw to the minister’s attention paragraph 5.133 on page 50 
of the committee report, which states — 

DMIRS said: 
PCO have advised that it would be possible to draft an informational note stating what the applied 
provisions of the Fair Trading Act 2010 relate to, so that this information is more readily available. 
This could be inserted by amendment in Committee. 

What is the government’s position in respect of that informational note? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: A note has been drafted and it appears in clause 14. The advice is that that deals 
with the issue. Paragraph 5.133 states — 

DMIRS said: 
PCO have advised that it would be possible to draft an informational note stating what the applied 
provisions of the Fair Trading Act 2010 relate to, so that this information is more readily available. 

That has been inserted and now appears under clause 14(3). 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I think there is a misunderstanding. The minister has the committee report available to her. 
Recommendation 4, at the top of page 51, talks about amending clause 10. Of course, that was clause 10 in the 
2018 bill. It dealt with a proposed subsection, which would have been subsection (3), to specify that “the defences 
provided do not affect the operation of the Criminal Code chapter V”, which of course are the defences in that 
particular provision. The minister has already explained why the government decided not to go down that path, 
which is consistent with the information provided at paragraph 5.131 on page 50 of the committee report. I will 
not take the minister through that now. In essence, it simply says that it is not the normal drafting practice of 
Parliamentary Counsel’s Office. We have dealt with that element of recommendation 4. At the bottom of 
recommendation 4, it states — 

Note for this subsection: 
Section 13(1)(c) does not apply certain defences in the Fair Trading Act 2010 Part 7. 

That is a different provision and a different issue that was addressed by the committee in paragraphs 5.132 and 5.133. 
The informational note the minister referred to in clause 14—we will get to that in due course—is a different issue 
and is dealt with later in the report. I am seeking confirmation of the government’s position on this informational 
note and the information provided from paragraphs 5.132 onwards. 
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Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: My advice is that it is not a different position; it is, in fact, the same issue. 
Paragraph 5.130 talks about defences under clause 10, and then paragraph 5.131 states — 

The Explanatory Memorandum states that these above sections ‘are not to be applied as they are not relevant 
to the Act’. This means that other than The Criminal Code criminal responsibility provisions, only the 
clause 10(2) defence is available.  

It goes on to say — 
The Committee is of the view that a Note regarding clause 10 that refers to either the availability of other 
defences under The Criminal Code or that the express defence not exclude any other available defences, 
is desirable. This is provided for by a Note in recommendation 4 below. 

The advisers are telling me that that is the provision picked up in clause 14. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I understand that is the information the minister is being provided but, respectfully, I do 
not believe that is correct, because at page 57 of the committee’s report, recommendation 6 sets out the notes 
that are to be inserted. I accept that those notes have been inserted where the minister indicated earlier, but that is 
a different note from the one set out in recommendation 4. It is the note in recommendation 4, which I am seeking 
clarification on. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: There are not two separate recommendations. There is a single recommendation 
that is to be seen as a whole. I have explained why the fundamental thrust of that provision is not acceptable. As 
I said, it would cast doubt on whether other provisions drafted in similar terms without such a statement are intended 
to limit the operation of the Criminal Code. The note part of that follows on from the fundamental proposition, 
which, as I have set out, is unsound. There was no intention of separating out that bit that did not come forward as 
a separate recommendation. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Let me explain it this way. Paragraph 5.131 on page 50 of the committee report deals with 
the Criminal Code defence issue. We have dealt with that, so there is no dispute about that. Then at 5.132 it goes 
on to an ancillary or supplementary issue. I quote paragraph 5.132 on page 50, where it states — 

The Committee is of the view that a Note regarding clause 10 that refers to either the availability of other 
defences under The Criminal Code — 

I pause there to note that we have already dealt with that. But the next part is of concern, where it states — 
or that the express defence not exclude any other available defences, is desirable. This is provided for by 
a Note in recommendation 4 below. 

I think what has happened is that perhaps there is some confusion because both of those two elements have been 
collapsed or included in one recommendation, which is recommendation 4 on page 51. Perhaps in hindsight, 
for the committee, it might have been desirable to give it as an either/or scenario rather than collapsing it into 
one recommendation. We can see from the response provided by the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation 
and Safety at paragraph 5.131 that it is different from the response provided by DMIRS at 5.133 and, indeed, 
Parliamentary Counsel’s advice, as recorded in the committee report, is different with respect to the two. The first 
item, as the minister has quite rightly pointed out, says that Parliamentary Counsel has said that such an amendment 
would not accord with the usual drafting practice. As I said, we have dealt with that element. Of the second 
element, which is the note for the subsection that is different from the defences available under the Criminal Code, 
PCO said — 

PCO have advised that it would be possible to draft an informational note stating what the applied 
provisions of the Fair Trading Act 2010 relate to, so that this information is more readily available. This 
could be inserted by amendment in Committee. 

It is that for which I am seeking clarification of the government’s position. The government’s position should not be 
that it is being addressed by recommendation 6, which we will deal with when we get to clause 14; it is a different 
informational note. As I said, this is a different discrete issue set out with regard to the Criminal Code defences. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: They were dealt with together by government and we have decided not to proceed 
with that note. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: As is the right of the government to do that. I express that that is disappointing because 
the unanimous view of the Standing Committee on Legislation, albeit in the previous Parliament, was that this was 
an important matter. As the committee explains in its analysis of this entire provision at pages 48 through 51 of its 
report, this matter could cause confusion, particularly for those in the Magistrates Court. Members will see that at 
paragraph 5.127, the committee has said — 
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To a person representing themselves in the Magistrates Court, he or she may be unaware that the Chapter 5 
provisions in The Criminal Code dealing with criminal responsibility are also available. For this reason 
the Committee makes a statutory form recommendation at paragraph 5.134. 

That is the one that we have just been dealing with. In fairness to the minister, she has provided an explanation of 
the government’s view on that. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I need to clarify. We have provided why we are not proceeding with subclause (3). 
The way this was written was that it said “note for this subsection”. If we are not proceeding with that proposed 
subsection, how could we have the note to explain the subsection? It says “note for this subsection”. I simply do not 
understand how the member could possibly expect us to put in the “note for the subsection” when we said we are 
not putting in the proposed subsection because it is very bad policy. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: If we look at the analysis by the Standing Committee on Legislation, we see that paragraph 5.128 
of the report deals with the nexus between clause 10(2) and clause 13(1)(c). At this point in time, the committee was 
concerned with the provisions set out at clause 10(2). As we have discussed, that is clause 11(2) of the bill before 
us. Members will see that clause 11(2) provides — 

It is a defence to a charge of an offence under subsection (1) to prove that — 
It lists four different provisions with respect to those defences. The intersection between that and what was 
clause 13(1)(c), which is now clause 14(1)(c), triggered a concern for the committee. That is because at clause 14(1)(c) 
certain provisions of the Fair Trading Act are said to have been modified. In particular, it sets out — 

Part 7, other than sections 96, 97, 98, 100 and 108 and Division 4; 
The committee sets out at paragraph 5.129 the subject matters in the references. It deals with part 7, section 96, 
sections 97, 98, 100 and 108 and then part 7, division 4. It then concludes by saying — 

In criminal proceedings, none of the three defences are available to the person charged under clause 10. 
In civil proceedings, neither the injunctions nor the findings of fact are available. Part 7, Division 4 
provisions regarding a person’s state of mind are also not available. 

In that context, the committee refers to having supplementary notes. I accept after all this discussion that if the 
government’s position is that it is not moving a note to that effect, so be it. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: I say look at the recommendation, which includes “Note for this subsection”. 
The committee recommended that clause 10(3) be inserted. We have given a very clear explanation of why we 
will not insert it. It would be nonsensical to then attach that note. This is a note for that subsection. 

Clause put and passed. 
Clause 12: Prohibited conduct in relation to use of ticketing websites — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: This clause deals with the issue of bots. As the minister will recall, I said in my second 
reading debate contribution that I commend the government for pursuing this clause. I note the substantial penalty 
that can be applied, being a fine of up to $100 000 as set out in clause 12(2). Is the minister in a position to advise 
the chamber how the government intends to enforce these provisions for those companies that operate from overseas?  
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: This is not an infrequent issue in consumer law. Many consumer law provisions 
act against behaviours that originate from outside the jurisdiction. This is becoming more prevalent; it is not an 
uncommon feature. The member will note that the bill is drafted to provide for extraterritorial application when an 
offence is committed in another jurisdiction and it impacts on sales for events in WA. A power has been included 
to permit the commissioner to issue public warnings that would provide a timely mechanism for alerting consumers 
to misconduct by a specific broker while more options for enforcement are being investigated. There is unanimous 
support across the jurisdictions for a national prohibition on the use of bots. From those examples that we set out 
before, the ACCC has, in fact, been able to take action against international entities. Work is being done to improve 
enforceability on this, but this prohibition will send a strong message to legitimate operators that the practice is 
not acceptable. Work is continuing to be done on how to make this work and how we can work with other jurisdictions 
to develop that capability. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: The minister is saying that clause 12 sends a strong message but it is not enforceable against 
those overseas. 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: No, I did not say that. I said that there is an extraterritorial provision in this bill. 
The practical matter of how to enforce that is obviously complex, but we are taking the steps that we can to ban it. 
As I said earlier, the Australian Competition and Consumer Commission was able to successfully take an action 
against Swiss-based online ticket reseller Viagogo and that gives us confidence that our legislation will also be 
applied in an extraterritorial way. 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: This is a reference to clause 6(2), which we passed earlier. Will this be the first time that 
the Consumer Protection division within the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety, through this type 
of provision, has been able to pursue these matters extraterritorially overseas? If not—if this is not a new thing—
is this the type of thing that it has pursued previously? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: As I said before, this issue is not unique to the ticket resale market. It arises in 
respect of other consumer protection legislation administered by the department. It is an increasing issue as markets 
in general are more inclined to operate on a global scale. We acknowledge that although the prosecution of an alleged 
offender based overseas can be quite difficult, it is possible and it does happen. Viagogo actually had an award of 
$7 million lodged against it by the Federal Court, and there is a range of international treaties through which 
judgements in these courts can be enforced. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: In consideration of what was clause 11 in the previous bill and is now clause 12 in this one, 
the Standing Committee on Legislation questioned the Department of Mines, Industry Regulation and Safety on 
the resourcing required to enforce this particular provision. We can see that at paragraph 5.149 of the committee’s 
report, on page 54, there was a suggestion by the department that there was an assessment for “one additional FTE 
in the initial stages and probably 0.5 ongoing”. Have those additional resources already been provided? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The resources are available at the moment to deliver this. I am advised that 
the compliance plan is being worked on as we speak. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: One final question on clause 12 with regard to the penalty. I see that the penalty is $100 000, 
which is five times the amount of the other penalties found in the bill. I think it is self-evident why the government 
and Parliament would want the issue of bots to have a far higher penalty than the other provisions. My question is 
about the choice of $100 000. Was that based on provisions in other jurisdictions? What is the source of the 
decision for a penalty of $100 000? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: It is important to understand the impact of the Sentencing Act. Although this 
penalty of $100 000 is for individuals, I am advised that because of the provisions of the Sentencing Act, in 
situations in which a statutory penalty is not expressly provided for a body corporate, when a body corporate is 
convicted of an offence the statutory penalty for which is, or includes, a fine, it is liable to a fine five times the amount 
of the maximum fine. The reality is that in most cases they will be corporate entities, and the fine will be $500 000 
for a corporation.  
We looked at the range of penalties in other jurisdictions. This is certainly at the high end, but we believe that 
it is appropriate. Victoria has a range going up to $483 000. I am not sure whether it has a similar provision in its 
Sentencing Act. We are talking about entities that can be very sophisticated and very large, and we need a penalty 
that reflects the seriousness of that. 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: I agree with what the minister said. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 13: Functions of Commissioner — 
Hon Dr STEVE THOMAS: Clause 13(2) states — 

The Commissioner must not make or issue a statement under subsection (1)(d) that identifies a specific 
person unless satisfied that it is in the public interest to do so. 

Can the minister give any indication of how public interest will be measured? This is the name-and-shame component, 
obviously. I am interested to know whether any guidelines are in place yet; and, if not, can the minister tell us 
when they will be? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The option of publicly identifying a trader who is breaching the legislative 
requirements is already available to the Commissioner for Consumer Protection. There are guidelines regulating 
that. The guidelines on the process to be adopted are included in the consumer protection compliance. This 
provision picks up a general provision that is available. The compendium provides a checklist of matters to be 
taken into account, and these include the nature and the degree of risk to the public; what investigation has been 
undertaken, and the extent and reliability of evidence of the breach; what effort has been made to resolve any dispute, 
and whether the trader has cooperated; the effect on the trader; and alternative options for dealing with the breach. 
The guidelines provide that a trader should be given a copy of the proposed statement and a reasonable chance to 
respond prior to publication, and that the advice of the Consumer Protection division’s legal unit should be sought 
before a final decision is made. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 14: Application of Fair Trading Act 2010 — 
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Hon NICK GOIRAN: During debate on clause 1, the minister foreshadowed that she hoped to get further information 
about the role of WA police in an investigation. Is the minister in a position to update us on that? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The issue is whether WA police officers can assist in investigations. I confirm 
that they can. The question is: if so, why does clause 14(2)(d) delete the reference to “or a police officer assisting 
in an investigation under section 88D”? This reference will be deleted because section 88D of the Fair Trading Act 
refers to an investigation of an occupational licensing issue and so it does not apply to this legislation. A police officer 
would never be assisting in such an investigation. However, section 67, which does apply, permits any person, 
including a police officer, to accompany and assist an investigator. Leader of the Opposition, be careful—a copper 
might be there!  
Clause put and passed. 
Clauses 15 and 16 put and passed. 
Clause 17: Review of Act — 
Hon NICK GOIRAN: Clause 17 in this bill was clause 16 in the previous bill. The government amended the 
original clause by inserting a new subclause (2) in this bill. Is it the intention of the government that the review 
will be limited to addressing sections 7, 9 and 12 or will it be a review of the entire act that specifically addresses 
sections 7, 9 and 12? 
Hon ALANNAH MacTIERNAN: The entire act will be reviewed, but clearly sections 7, 9 and 12 are the pointy 
bits of the legislation, so it was considered useful to specifically reference them and ask the review to assess whether 
those provisions have been effective in reducing the practice of ticket scalping. 
Clause put and passed. 
Clause 18 put and passed. 
Title put and passed. 
Bill reported, with an amendment. 
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