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MARKETING OF EGGS AMENDMENT BILL 2004 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 3 June. 
MR P.D. OMODEI (Warren-Blackwood) [8.51 pm]:  The history of the egg marketing industry in Western 
Australia has been long and positive since 1945, when the Marketing of Eggs Act was passed to control the 
marketing of eggs.  It was amended during the term of the last Government to establish Golden Egg Farms, 
which has been a very successful corporate body for a long time.  I understand that there are 107 licence holders 
within the base hen quota under the Act.  In recognition of that, the Government is committed to a compensation 
package that I will refer to shortly.  
It seems to me that this government process is somewhat cynical in that, although the review of the egg 
marketing system is taking place, the Government is also taking into account national competition policy 
payments under the National Competition Council.  A number of these pieces of legislation have existed over the 
years, including the Egg Marketing Act, the Potato Marketing Act, the Western Australian lamb industry 
legislation which set up WAMMCO International, the Western Australian Meat Marketing Corporation, the 
legislation that transferred the grain pool assets to Cooperative Bulk Handling Ltd, the legislation that 
established Wescobee Ltd, the old honey pool and so on.  There are a number of precedents.  The egg industry in 
Western Australia is unique in that the whole industry is controlled, including domestic and export production.  
Western Australia has been at the forefront of egg marketing, particularly when other States in Australia have 
deregulated their industry over a period.  That has opened up those markets to market forces.  When production 
in some of those States declined during the bust phase of a boom and bust era, Western Australia took advantage 
of the situation and sold eggs to the eastern States.  I understand Golden Egg Farms has made acquisitions in the 
eastern States that have put it in a strong position as a corporate body in Western Australia.  
Since the review of the Act some time ago, the Government has established a transitional advisory committee, 
which has advised the Government.  The committee proposed that the Act terminate on or before 30 June 2007.  
I understand that would not entail any significant compensation because it would provide the opportunity for the 
industry to establish a corporate structure to be known as NEWCO, which would trade until the legislation was 
terminated about 2007.  However, the company would be established under cooperative principles by 31 
December 2005.  I understand that, since then, the National Competition Council has told the State that it would 
withhold its national competition policy payments of some $3.76 million, which is exactly the same amount it 
said it would withhold for the potato industry, on the basis it wanted the industry deregulated by 30 June 2004, 
which is only a couple of weeks away.  
The Government has been somewhat lackadaisical in introducing this legislation.  It has not yet received 
agreement from the industry on its proposed compensation nor has it received agreement for establishing the 
new company and whether it should be formed on a share basis or a delivery-history type basis.  I understand 
that the Government proposes to provide $8.75 million in compensation.  I presume three lots of national 
competition policy payments will be made directly to the industry and stamp duty worth $400 000 will be 
waived on transfer of the assets.  The package will be $8.75 million in compensation.  The Government likes to 
call it “adjustment” but, in reality, Mr Speaker - I am glad to see that you are in the Chair - it is compensation to 
egg farmers for their assets.   
The other aspect would be the transfer of the asset, which is Golden Egg Farms to the new cooperative, which 
will be known as NEWCO.  That also equates to about $8.75 million as well as the $400 000 of stamp duty 
exemption, which I understand has not yet been agreed to by the Government.  It has precedence in that it 
occurred under WAMCO and the Grain Pool of Western Australia assets being transferred.  We are then led to 
ask who will benefit from the deregulation of the egg industry.  Will it be the egg producers?  I think not.  Will it 
be the consumer?  It cannot be compared with deregulation of the dairy industry because it was a different 
scenario.  A number of suppliers and processors were involved in the dairy industry; whereas there is only one 
major egg packer in Western Australia that handles probably 90 per cent of the eggs and there are those who 
supply on a permit basis.  
In the past, licences have been exchanged of up to $40 per hen.  With 1.2 million hens in Western Australia that 
amounts to an industry worth $48 million.  The Government will argue that, in more recent times, egg licences 
have changed hands at rates as low as $15 per hen, obviously in the face of possible deregulation.  In the end, we 
must argue that even if some of those licences were provided to those egg producers a couple of generations ago, 
$8.75 million is a pittance when an industry has an overall value in excess of $48 million.  At the same time the 
question could be asked: what about the assets?  Who paid for the assets of Golden Egg Farms?  I am sure some 
smart academic somewhere would argue that the consumers of Western Australia paid for these assets.  If we 
want to argue the point, consumers pay for everything.  However, every producer is entitled to a fair return on 
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capital, a fair return for his or her efforts plus at least the cost of production and a fair return on assets.  We could 
quite well argue that the industry is probably entitled to around $20 million in compensation.   
I suggest to the parliamentary secretary that the Government has brought this legislation into the Parliament in 
all haste.  The Opposition has discussed this matter in depth in the party room.  We believe that the legislation is 
incomplete; in other words, the Government has not yet resolved the issue of compensation and has not yet 
resolved whether the structure of the company should be on the basis of shares, delivery rights or a combination 
of both.  I suggest that a good compromise would be a combination of both.  Ultimately the Government wants 
this legislation to comply with national competition policy requirements and the National Competition Council 
has said it must be done by 30 June 2004.  When this legislation passes through the House it will be interesting 
to see which way Country Labor (WA) votes, as it will vote on behalf of producers in its own electorates.  Not 
all producers are in the metropolitan area.  I will therefore watch that vote with great interest.   
The important thing from the Opposition’s point of view is that we must question the Government’s inability to 
resolve these issues, given the National Competition Council’s requirements.  We know that if this legislation 
passes through this House this week, it is unlikely to pass through the Legislative Council next week; therefore, 
the legislation will not be enacted until at least August.  I understand there are about 50 Bills on the Notice Paper 
in the Legislative Council, which the Government prioritises.  It will be interesting to see where on the Notice 
Paper in that place the Government will place this Bill.  I expect there will be a flurry of activity within the 
Government to ask the National Competition Council for an assurance that it will give the Parliament more time 
to pass this legislation so that the State does not forgo the NCC payment for 2003-04.  I am not sure how far out 
NCC policy payments go, but I understand it is about 2007.  It appears, however, to be an almost cynical 
exercise for the Government to say that it wants to deregulate the industry.  Is the Government deregulating the 
industry to receive National Competition Council payments; is it because the industry wants it deregulated; or is 
it because the community is clamouring for deregulation of the egg industry?  There is certainly no clamouring 
at all by consumers to deregulate the sale of eggs in Western Australia; I am sure members on both sides of the 
House acknowledge that.  What is the real reason, therefore, for this deregulation?  Are there anomalies in the 
egg marketing industry that must be addressed?  Rather than resolve the issues in which there have been some 
breaches of the Marketing of Eggs Act and, indeed, prosecute those breaches, does the Government believe it is 
easier to proceed down the line of an amendment Bill that will deregulate the industry by 2007, albeit under a 
transition advisory committee?  Obviously this legislation will bring deregulation back to 2005 to comply with 
National Competition Council requirements. 
We must resist moves by the Commonwealth to impose its will on the State by way of payment.  It almost 
appears to be blackmail in that the Commonwealth will not give us the $3.76 million under the national 
competition policy unless we deregulate the industry.  I do not know how much was involved in the deregulation 
of the dairy industry.  It was a far more complex issue with the expectation that there would be major changes to 
the dairy industry with the sunsetting Kerin plan in the year 2000.  The Labor Party will say that the coalition 
deregulated the industry, but the coalition did not have the numbers in the Legislative Council to deregulate it, 
even though it was - 
Mr F.M. Logan:  Oh! 
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The parliamentary secretary should not laugh.  There is no doubt that the coalition 
formulated the proposal to deregulate the industry and the Labor Party supported it.  The Labor Party can say 
whatever it likes to the community, but it must tell the truth and say that it supported the deregulation of the 
dairy industry.  
The point I was about to make is that deregulation of the dairy industry in Western Australia has caused great 
hardship to dairy communities across the State.  The income of those dairy communities reduced by $50 million 
a year; that is, $23.5 million with a multiplier of $2.10 at the farm gate.  We have just debated the Treasurer's 
Advance Authorisation Bill 2004, so members can imagine that if a Government said tomorrow that it would 
pour $50 million into dairy communities in Western Australia, it would be heralded as a visionary Government 
and supportive of country people.  However, it can take the money away and nobody gives a damn about it.  
That would result in a huge disruption to those communities.  I am pleased to say that the egg industry is not of 
the same complexity as the dairy industry.  However, there is no doubt, and it must be acknowledged, that some 
people will be adversely impacted on by this legislation. 
Another aspect of the Bill that members must be aware of, which is to do with animal welfare, was the 
suggestion made in 1998 by the Agriculture and Resource Management Council of Australia and New Zealand 
for a change to the regulations governing egg producers’ cages, which means a cost to each egg producer of 
$250 000 on average.  Those egg producers must get rid of all of their cages and put in new cages.  With the 
advent of this proposal, a number of egg producers will now be considering their future, as to whether they 
should take the compensation and exit the industry or stay in the industry and make those changes in 2008, 
which will certainly impact on them.  We must be cognisant of the people who entered this industry three to four 
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years ago.  There has been talk of the deregulation of statutory marketing authorities in this State for as long as I 
have been actively involved in agriculture.  Industries such as the egg and potato industries have survived 
because they have been a success.  To put it in the country vernacular, they have been a glorified cooperative 
underpinned by statute that gives them stability, which means farmers are paid for their product.  Yes, there may 
be times when consumers subsidise the product, but that gives stability to a range of people across the length and 
breadth of Western Australia.  As this legislation has been jumped on us in the past week or so, I suspect that 
there would be farmers who are not happy about it.  I understand that producers who provide eggs on permit to 
Golden Egg Farms do not want deregulation; they are happy supplying on permit.  I know that there are some 
anomalies in the industry but the question is whether we should throw out the baby with the bathwater. 
I understand that a transition advisory committee, which is made up of the major sectors of the industry, was 
established on 29 August by the Minister for Agriculture, Forestry and Fisheries.  The committee is chaired by 
Ian Longson - who is in the public gallery - the Acting Director General of the Department of Agriculture, and 
its members are Zelko Lendich, member of the Western Australian Egg Marketing Board; Phil Steel, Chief 
Executive Officer of the Western Australian Egg Marketing Board; Peter Bell, egg producer - 
Mr B.J. Grylls:  And a damn good footballer.   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I do not think he is the same bloke.  I have spoken to the Bell family, who are large egg 
producers in Western Australia.  They are very far-sighted people -   
Mr J.L. Bradshaw:  Are they the ones that had Bell’s hatchery?   
Mr P.D. OMODEI:  I think they are part of the AAA Egg Company Pty Ltd.  The committee also consists of 
Greg Kendall, an egg producer representing country members; Peter Newing, who has been in the industry for a 
long time; Neil Thompson and Danielle Pender from the Department of Treasury and Finance; and Ed 
O’Loughlin, the executive officer of the committee, who comes from the Department of Agriculture.  John 
Simpson, the President of the Poultry Farmers Association of Western Australia, was appointed as an alternative 
member for Messrs Newing, Bell and Kendall.  Mr Colin Mann, an executive officer of the PFA, also attended 
the meetings by invitation of the committee.  From time to time, I have spoken to those people.  They have 
acknowledged that they would move towards some kind of deregulation over a period, and they settled for 2007.   
I will now refer to the recommendations made by the transition advisory committee in the draft report to the 
Minister for Agriculture.  It recommended that - 

1. The Marketing of Eggs Act 1945 be amended to provide for the Act to terminate on or before 
30 June 2007.   

We now know that that has been changed and the requirement of the Government is to terminate the Act by 
December 2005 - 

2. The net assets of the WA Egg Marketing Board be transferred in a tax effective manner to a 
producer owned and controlled egg marketing company based on corporative principles by 31 
December 2005.   

That of course would be NEWCO, the new company - 
3. The principles include:   

•  Shareholding should be linked to deliveries, and not base quota. 
That is an issue that is still not resolved -   

. . . 

•  Contracts should be issued by NEWCO based on a producer’s deliveries for a 
predetermined period.   

Again, that issue has not yet been resolved -   

•  Shares/contracts can be traded between existing and new members providing a mechanism 
for members wishing to expand or exit the industry.   

•  The Board of the company will have five directors: three elected producer directors and 
two independent directors invited by the producer directors who will then be ratified by 
shareholders at the next General Meeting of members. 

The constitution of the proposed company is being developed by the Transition Advisory 
Committee in accordance with these principles.   

4. The transitional provisions include an exemption from State taxes for certain transactions, 
including stamp duty.   

I presume that is the transfer of Golden Egg Farms’ assets to a new company - 
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5. The Stock Diseases (Regulations) Act be amended to provide for the establishment and 
maintenance of a register of egg farms.   

6. Should deregulation occur prior to 30 June 2007 there is justification for an adjustment 
assistance scheme - 

Or compensation, as I put it - 
for egg producers in recognition of the termination of licences held under the Act and 
administered by the WA Egg Marketing Board.   

That is it in a nutshell.  I have talked about NEWCO, the cage issue in 2008, the National Competition Council, 
and the 1.2 million hens.  I suspect that a company such as Greenlake that runs roughly five per cent of the hens 
in Western Australia would accumulate more support, which would create some competition.  However, we are 
opening up the industry to the ravages of the retail industry.  We have seen what deregulation has done to the 
dairy industry.  The price of milk to the consumer has not gone down; it is roughly the same or, in some cases, 
higher.  In the milk industry we have seen processors getting roughly the same money, if not slightly more, and 
the retailer is creaming it off.  But guess who is getting less?  The dairy farmer is getting about 20c a litre less for 
his milk and, at the same time, the compensation package is funded by the dairy farmer himself.   
I hope that the Government will not succumb to some kind of arrangement in which egg producers have to pay 
for their own package.  If we are to deregulate this industry, we should have compensated quotas, which is what 
should have happened with the deregulation of the dairy industry.  We need to have a sensible and acceptable 
package for the industry and the industry should be compensated for the loss of its hen licence.  There should be 
a structure that actually works and does not give total control of the industry to the major egg producers.  The 
smaller egg producers should be given access to the new cooperative.  The industry should be allowed to 
consolidate into the future, albeit knowing full well that under this proposal, even though the majority of the egg 
producers support it, the price of eggs to producers will, I believe, go down.   
The coalition does not support the legislation but will not divide on the issue.  I believe that the Government has 
brought into the Parliament a piece of legislation that is incomplete.  Not all aspects required to be resolved by 
the industry have been resolved, and should the Government come up with a sensible proposal for the industry 
between now and when the legislation goes to the Legislative Council, we would support it.  However, at this 
stage this legislation is incomplete.  The Government should not be joining national competition policy 
payments to a review of industries in Western Australia; they should be two totally separate issues.  As I said, I 
do not know how much the State is receiving in national competition payments as a result of deregulation of the 
dairy industry, but the small rural communities are losing - the parents and citizens associations, the parents and 
friends associations and the Red Cross.  Harvey is down by $8.5 million in cash a year with a multiplier of $2.10.  
Its football club is down $30 000 on what it was getting before deregulation.  Those things need to be taken into 
account.  The Treasurer might scrimp and save a few lousy million dollars, but if the community is losing a huge 
amount of income and that income is being transferred to multinational companies with shareholders, some of 
whom do not even live in Australia or Western Australia, that is not good for agriculture in Western Australia.   
I hope the parliamentary secretary takes these issues on board.  I am very sincere about this matter.  The egg 
industry has been regulated since 1945, so it cannot have been too bad to last all that time.  It has provided a 
stable income for the people involved and an asset with which they can trade.  Now we are seeing deregulation 
of that industry.  Perhaps they can see the writing on the wall, I do not know, but I want to make sure that 
whatever we do in this place, we put in place a process that does not take away from egg farmers their ability to 
make a reasonable income out of their hard work.   
MR J.L. BRADSHAW (Murray-Wellington) [9.18 pm]:  This legislation poses grave concerns for me.  I have 
already been through the dairy deregulation, which caused me a great deal of pain and greatly affected my life.  
With this legislation and the deregulation of the egg industry in Western Australia, I see similar things occurring; 
that is, in the short to medium term the egg producers will be screwed.  Just like the dairy producers are being 
screwed today, in due course the egg producers will be screwed, and they will get a very minimum return and 
will battle to stay in the industry.   
Even though the egg producers association supports this legislation, I can remember back to the 1980s when the 
Government brought in legislation to deregulate milk vendors and, at the time, the milk vendors association said 
it supported the changes.  However, a lot of us did not realise until after the event that a lot of milk vendors did 
not support the legislation.  Even though the association at a board level supported the deregulation, a lot of the 
rank and file members did not.  I do not know whether they were not aware of what was going on or did not have 
the ability to communicate with some of us at that stage, but many certainly were not aware of it until after the 
effect was felt, when a lot of those milk vendors were thrown out on the scrap heap without adequate 
compensation.  In this case, the egg producers will receive $8 for each hen.  The price of a hen a few years ago 
was around $40.  Because of the insecurity in a regulated industry, the price has dropped to between $15 and $27 
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a hen.  That is quite understandable, considering that there was uncertainty about the future of a regulated egg 
industry.  In round terms, the Government is proposing compensation of $8.75 million.  As there are 117 
producers in Western Australia, that is an average of $80 000 each.  However, there are some massive egg 
producers who will each receive $200 000 or $300 000 while some producers will receive only $20 000.  It 
depends on the number of hens they have.  The assets will be included, which adds up to another $8 a hen.  I 
remember when the dairy industry was deregulated.  Assistance was given to the dairy industry worth 
approximately $10 million.  It seems to me that not all the assets were compensated with that $10 million.  A lot 
of the cash has been gobbled up in trying to work out what to do with the dairy industry or in trying to help the 
industry get back on its feet.  It sounds good that there is an asset of $10 million with a further $3 million in the 
organisation but, in the end, will the producers see a real benefit from the asset?  It is all very well and good to 
say that things will not change much and that the producers will still supply to Golden Egg Farms and so on.  
Once the industry is deregulated, other producers will pop up and there will be pressure to move the product.  A 
lot of people driving through Forrestdale see the massive houses belonging to the egg producers, and believe 
there is money in egg production and that they should get into it.  That will result in an oversupply of eggs.  
What happens when there is an oversupply?  Down comes the price.  In some cases, people will try to produce 
more to compensate for the lower prices.  That only exacerbates the problem.  I have a real problem with this 
legislation.  I cannot support it.  To be told by the federal Government that this is the way we must go is 
something that sticks in my throat.  We should not be dictated to; we should run our own State.  We should not 
be told what to do.  Every time the federal Government gives us money it tells us what we should do with it.  It is 
about time we got back this State’s rights, and started to run the State in the way we want to run it and were not 
dictated to from the eastern States.   
As the member for Warren-Blackwood said, this type of deregulation is decimating country areas that once had a 
stable dairy industry.  There were more than 400 dairy farmers before deregulation.  There are now only 160 
dairy farmers.  It has already had a huge impact on their numbers.  Obviously the land is still there and people 
are doing such things as running beef cattle.  Others have gone into horticulture.  In general, farmers have turned 
to beef.  Even though the price of beef has been fairly good for the past year or two, prices go up and down.  
Before deregulation, farmers in the dairy industry knew every month that they would get their cheque and how 
much they would be paid.  They had stability and a reasonable return.  However, a lot of dairy farmers are now 
struggling.  Income has dropped from about 40c a litre to about 28c or 30c a litre.  Challenge Dairy farmers are 
receiving about 20c a litre.  I do not know how they can produce milk at that price.  I suppose a lot of them are 
hanging in there hoping that the price will improve. 
It is important to try to keep some regulation in the industry.  However, I cannot support the Bill because I know 
egg producers will receive much less than they do now.  Instead of trying to deregulate things, market forces 
should be allowed to take over.  I think that market forces may possibly come into play in due course because of 
certain circumstances that may bring on the deregulation of the industry.  Let us not hasten that.  I cannot, for the 
life of me, work out why this Government wants to deregulate in a hurry.  The amount it will pay in 
compensation to the producers is approximately the same as it will receive under the national competition policy, 
which is approximately $3.6 million a year.  If that is equated with the $8.75 million to be paid to the egg 
producers, and if the payments are made a few years earlier, it will balance out.  I would like the parliamentary 
secretary to explain to me why this process is being rushed.  How will the ownership of the asset be broken up 
and given to egg producers?  There are several ways it can be done.  One is to divide the asset by 107 and give a 
share to each producer.  Alternatively, it can be divided pro rata on the basis of the number of eggs produced.  A 
cut-off point has to be determined on a pro rata basis.  Do people work to a date, as they did in the dairy 
industry?  Will some producers receive some payments and then decide they will not produce any more eggs 
while being a percentage owner of Golden Egg Farms, which will become a new company?  Those are some of 
the complications that come with deregulation.  I know that the Government is under pressure from the national 
competition policy and that it was told it should have done this yesterday.  The Government has been given very 
little time to get the legislation through and to get the processes in place to make it an orderly transition, if it does 
deregulate, which I do not support.  The transition needs time.  Things should not be rushed.  Every time we try 
to rush things, things go wrong.  Things will go wrong if this is rushed.  I cannot see why the Government is 
rushing this, given that the amount it will receive under the national competition policy and the amount it will 
pay out will balance.  Therefore, there is no need to rush the process.  It should be extended to 2007 rather than 
2005, which is the date proposed under this legislation. 
I do not support this.  I would not support it even if the Government came up with proposals about the break-up 
of the ownership of the new company, which will be formed from Golden Egg Farms.  The egg producers will 
be screwed, just as the dairy farmers are being screwed by the retailers.  I want to see money go back into the 
community.  As pointed out by the member for Warren-Blackwood, the Shire of Harvey is losing approximately 
$8.5 million to $9 million a year through its dairy farmers.  That is a lot of money leaving the community.  The 
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local football club does not receive the donations it used to.  Businesses will not get the same turnover because 
people do not have the money to spend.  Most businesses are making only enough to survive. 

Mr C.M. Brown:  You almost said it. 

Mr J.L. BRADSHAW:  I said they were making just enough to survive.  I was not going to say anything else.  It 
is important to keep those country communities alive.  Ever since I have been a member of Parliament and 
before that, Governments have talked about regionalisation and how they have to look after country people.  
That is a load of rubbish.  Country economies have contracted.  Deregulation will make them contract more.  
Privatisation has had a dramatic effect on country areas.  The idea of regionalisation means pumping up 
Bunbury, Mandurah and Albany but forgetting about other towns because there are no government services left 
in those places!  It is important to try to keep money in the pockets of people in the country, rather than let the 
multinationals have it.  Money in the hands of the multinations goes over east or overseas, and does not get 
passed on to local communities.  Coles and Woolworths do not come to the local Harvey Bulls football club and 
offer money to help run the club, pay off the new clubrooms, buy new footballs or fund junior football.  The 
money is just not there.  I cannot remember ever hearing of any football club or other organisation with which I 
have been associated in the country getting any money at all out of those multinationals.  All we see is how good 
they are on television, but that is at the expense of the producers.  A vegetable producer in Yarloop said to me a 
couple of years ago that he supplies Coles, and when Coles wants a special the managers just phone up and tell 
him what they intend to pay, because they want to special the lettuce, or whatever.  He does not tell them what 
he wants; they tell him.  He has no option but to accept the price.  What else can he do with a paddock of lettuce?  
He must cut them and sell them.  They are ruthless, and they are taking money out of country areas.  I do not 
support this legislation, and if anyone here has any sense, integrity or feelings for the people who are about to be 
screwed by this legislation, they should think twice before supporting it.  

MR B.J. GRYLLS (Merredin) [9.32 pm]:  My good friend the Parliamentary Secretary to the Minister for 
Agriculture - the member for Cockburn - must be approaching this legislation with a fair amount of trepidation, 
considering the events surrounding dairy deregulation, which have been spoken about many times in this place 
since I arrived here in 2001.  An assistance package was offered.  An industry representative body supported the 
deregulation package.  The Opposition at the time supported the moves to deregulate the industry.  As time has 
shown, however, deregulation has created great hardship in the dairy industry.  No one would deny that the dairy 
producers are receiving a far smaller return on their supply of milk to supermarket chains, but the retail end of 
the market does not seem to have copped any loss at all, and the purchasers of milk products have seen no 
benefit from dairy deregulation.  I will accept the figures quoted by the member for Murray-Wellington, because 
he comes from that area.  The payment to the producer for milk has fallen from 40c a litre to 28c a litre.  The 
consumer is not getting that, so someone in the middle is taking the extra 12c a litre.  That is why I mentioned 
that the parliamentary secretary must be wondering how he managed to get the lead on this piece of legislation.  
If we do not get this deregulation right, in a few years we may be talking about it in the same way as we are now 
talking about dairy industry deregulation.  It is very important, as we move to change a system that has worked 
since 1945, that we get it right. 

I have been made aware of the fact that at the moment some parts of this legislation are still very much up in the 
air.  There will be a transfer of the assets of the Egg Marketing Board to a producer-owned egg marketing 
company.  I am sure that consultation with the industry has taken place, because I have been made aware that 
there is industry support for this move to deregulation.  I would be interested to see the comments of each of the 
106 egg producers in this State.  Using the dairy industry example once again, after many of the smaller 
producers decided that, although the peak industry body had said that this was the way to go, the smaller 
producers were not even in the mix of that decision-making process and they found that their businesses were 
seriously affected by industry deregulation, as everybody in this House will know.  I hope the parliamentary 
secretary has made sure that his consultation ranges far wider than just the peak industry groups.  If there are 106 
producers in this State, every single one of them should be able to have a say in this debate.  I am sure that they 
are showing some interest in the parliamentary progress of this legislation, so they now have the opportunity, 
given that we are the process of debating this legislation, to make their views very clear on the deregulation of 
the industry, because there is no turning back.  The dairy debate in the course of this year has referred to re-
regulation, but that is just not an option.  

We are talking about an Act set up in 1945 that, under this legislation, will be phased out in 2005.  We must get 
that right.  We do not want to see a repeat of what happened with the dairy industry.  I urge all producers 
following this debate to make sure that they have their say.  We are the elected representatives who can make the 
changes to the legislation in this Parliament.  Let us not see the same result as we have seen in relation to the 
dairy industry.  In that case the industry supported the change, there was an assistance package and there was 
bipartisan support in the Parliament, but now everyone would like to go back and revisit what happened during 
the process of deregulation because of the outcomes.  



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY - Tuesday, 22 June 2004] 

 p4068c-4076a 
Mr Paul Omodei; Mr John Bradshaw; Mr Brendon Grylls; Mr Fran Logan; Speaker 

 [7] 

It has been indicated to me that deregulation of the egg industry will be far simpler than was the case with the 
dairy industry.  There will be a $3.76 million assistance package, and I have heard that the Government is hoping 
to use national competition policy payments to cover that package.  

Mr P.D. Omodei: The total package will be $8.75 million; $3.76 million is the National Competition Council 
contribution.  

Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  Okay, so $3.76 million is the NCC payment.  I have said this before and I will say it again: 
we should not allow the National Competition Council to dictate what we do in Western Australia.  Trading 
hours legislation was my first introduction to national competition policy.  The council was clearly saying that it 
wanted to see a transfer of market share from small business to big business.  The debate on that measure was as 
strong as any debate I have heard in this House.  Industry said that this was not on, and industry had a win.  The 
Government decided to support the small business sector in retail trading because it did not want to hand control 
of that sector to the big players.  That explains to everybody in this State exactly what national competition 
policy is doing to the sanctity of our Parliament by waving the carrot of funding.  Members have said in this 
place that we cannot afford not to get the competition payment of $75 million a year, but I contend that in many 
instances we can afford not to have those payments.  We must very carefully weigh up any moves to change pre-
established protocols of business and marketing in this State to fit in with national competition policy, which has 
only one objective: to transfer ownership and market share to the big players in the industry.  It can do nothing 
but that.  We have had a win on trading hours and, as a result, we have had to cop the penalty, but that is still a 
better result for small business and consumers in Western Australia. 

It worries me to a degree that the end of the phase-in period for this Bill has been brought forward to 2005, when 
the industry talked about a date of 2007.  Straightaway we have moved away from the date on which the industry 
believes the old Marketing of Eggs Act should expire.  That is based on competition policy.  It is based on the 
$3.76 million carrot that is being waved in front of us by the National Competition Council.  Straightaway the 
fairness and robustness of the debate has been skewed by national competition policy.   

I put this to members because there is one issue in this State on which we have clear bipartisan support; that is, 
poker machines in Burswood Casino.  Even though every other State has allowed poker machines in various 
establishments, both sides of Parliament in this State have said that we will not have them in Western Australia, 
as we would not be happy to see in our community the effects that poker machines can have.  We have stood 
aside from making a decision that would allow poker machines into Western Australia.  That has been done 
under great pressure.  Today’s edition of The Australian contains another large story on poker machines and says 
that the time will come.  However, members on both sides of this House have made it clear that the time will not 
come and that we will not allow poker machines into Western Australia.  What would happen if the National 
Competition Council decided to undertake an investigation into whether poker machines should be allowed in 
our State and decided that it would impose a $5 million penalty on the State if it did not allow Publishing and 
Broadcasting Ltd to put poker machines into Burswood Casino?  From the debate that has occurred until now, it 
is clear that we would take the $5 million penalty.  We have said that we will not allow poker machines into 
Western Australia.  No matter what the National Competition Council did, I assume that both sides would stand 
by the current policy.  That is the position I would certainly advocate.   
Mr E.S. Ripper:  Since no-one is allowed to have poker machines in Western Australia, there is no competition 
issue.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  However, if the National Competition Council said that every other State had them and that 
Western Australia did not -  
Mr E.S. Ripper:  No; it would not say that because there is no competition issue.   
Mr B.J. GRYLLS:  The Treasurer may want to pick the fine detail of my argument, but what I am saying is that 
on an issue on which both sides of this Parliament are clear, we would not let National Competition Council 
policy dictate to us a change in that position.  That is very clear.  I am glad to see that the Treasurer is nodding 
his head, because that is how it should be.  We were quick to lose our perspective on the trading hours debate.  
The argument was that if national competition policy payments would be at risk by not deregulating trading 
hours, we would have to deregulate them.  It was only because a very strong argument was put by the small 
business sector of Western Australia that that debate was won.  The State is now accepting that it will not get a 
competition payment bonus for trading-hour deregulation.  That is why I am concerned about this Bill, on which 
we have gone against the wishes of the egg industry for this new legislation to be phased in from December 
2007, and have brought the date forward to 2005 to meet National Competition Council requirements.  That does 
not allow for good legislation.  We have been influenced by the National Competition Council.  That is probably 
my greatest concern; namely, that the overarching NCC policy will continue to dictate to Western Australia how 
it should govern several industries.   
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Previous speakers have already put on the record in this debate that it always seems to be the small business 
sector and regional Western Australia that are most affected by these decisions.  As with the dairy industry, they 
suffer from the collateral damage of deregulation.  There are not a great many dairy farmers left to lobby the 
Government, and to put their concerns on the record.  They cannot get 10 000 people to march in a protest in 
Fremantle, as was seen with the Ningaloo issue, because it is just a small sector.  The egg growing sector is even 
smaller; there are 107 producers.  A rally of 107 producers on the steps of Parliament House would barely 
warrant media coverage, but if 107 people were there, 100 per cent of the industry would be represented and they 
should clearly be taken note of.  That is our great concern.  Although dairy industry deregulation was supported 
at the time, great problems and troubles have arisen for that industry through the deregulation process.  Today 
we are discussing egg marketing legislation.  It is virtually the same set of circumstances; there is industry 
support but there are a few problems with the legislation, which is being rushed.  Both sides of Parliament have 
recognised that industry support and have moved towards passing the legislation, obviously given the 
Government’s numbers.  I, for one, do not want to be standing here in three or four years knowing that we have 
decimated our egg industry.  The problem is that, as in every industry, the big players in the market can use 
unfair market tactics to completely manipulate the price of eggs.  The big retailers in the game can completely 
dictate to producers what the price will be.  If a price war starts in eggs due to competition from eastern States 
producers, which have larger economies of scale, and if the supermarkets believe that it is an argument with 
which they are prepared to run, it will put pressure on local producers in Western Australia.  That may lead to the 
decimation of a very important sector of the Western Australian agricultural industry.  That is not acceptable to 
me.   

I am not in the egg industry.  I have never shown a great deal of interest in the activities of the Western 
Australian Egg Marketing Board because it is not a sector of the agricultural industry in the wheatbelt.  
However, I am willing to stand in this debate tonight and advocate for the egg industry in Western Australia, 
because we do not want to get to the stage at which every agricultural industry is continually under pressure to 
push for deregulation due to outstanding circumstances that have nothing to do with the industry itself and 
certainly provide no benefits to the consumer at the end of the day.  If there are no benefits to the consumer and 
the industry has deregulation legislation forced upon it, why do we go through this process?  Why do we want to 
deregulate great sectors of agriculture in Australia when there is no benefit to consumers and industry can only 
be affected by it?  That is the great challenge for the parliamentary secretary representing the Minister for 
Agriculture.  I look forward to hearing his comments in this debate.  Please let us not go down the same path as 
the dairy industry, because that would be a disaster for regional Western Australia.  In regional Western 
Australia we need to look forward and build our businesses and economies, not dismantle them.  I look forward 
to the next stages of this debate.  There are 107 egg producers in Western Australia.  They need to be very 
confident that this legislation will deliver to them the outcomes that they want for their industry.  As someone 
who will play a part in the remaining stages of this debate, I would welcome each one of the 107 producers 
contacting me so that I can put their individual views on the record in this Parliament.   
MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn - Parliamentary Secretary) [9.48 pm]:  I thank the members for Warren-
Blackwood, Murray-Wellington and Merredin for their contributions to tonight’s debate.  I will point out at the 
beginning of my response the intention of the legislation, because all three speakers tonight referred to the idea 
that the Government is rushing this Bill and is pushing it through Parliament unnecessarily and in great haste.  I 
remind members that the Bill sets out to amend the Marketing of Eggs Act 1945 to provide for the expiry of the 
Act on the dissolution of the WA Egg Marketing Board on or before 31 December 2005.  I refer specifically to 
the two issues raised by the member for Warren-Blackwood of the egg marketing restructuring and assistance 
package, and the future structure of the grower-owned company.  He said that these two outstanding issues 
should have been resolved before this Bill came before the Parliament.  He said that the Bill had not been 
properly thought through and that those issues should have been resolved and included in the Bill.  I draw the 
attention of the member for Warren-Blackwood to my second reading speech.  The Bill attempts to bring about 
the expiry of the Act by 31 December 2005, which is 18 months away.  I will speak in depth in a minute on the 
issues raised by the member for Warren-Blackwood.  He referred to outstanding issues that will be part of the 
transition process that will be the subject of regulations to be made under proposed section 43 of the Act.  The 
Bill does not overlook the two outstanding issues that stand in the way of industry deregulation.  It begins the 
process of deregulation of the industry, and those outstanding items will be dealt with under regulations to be set 
out under proposed section 43 in clause 5 of the Marketing of Eggs Amendment Bill.   
I remind the House of the Bill’s purpose to overcome the issues that all three opposition speakers referred to 
tonight; namely, they claimed that the Bill is being rushed through Parliament and does not take into account 
outstanding matters concerning growers.  The Bill is not being rushed through Parliament.  It seeks to amend the 
Act to put in place an 18-month transition process, and the outstanding issues with the growers will be dealt with 
in the regulations referred to in the Bill.  That addresses those issues completely.   
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The member for Merredin asked why the Government is making this change.  Sometimes the revisionism of 
history by the Opposition absolutely floors me.  It is as though the eight years of the previous coalition 
Government did not exist and its decisions were never made.  Let us take a step back in time and remind 
ourselves why we are dealing with this Bill.  It is because the Premier of the Liberal-National coalition 
Government between 1993 and 2001 signed up to the national competition payments process.  It was not Labor 
that signed - 
Mr P.D. Omodei:  Come on, parliamentary secretary!  Who brought in national competition policy in the first 
place.  That is crap!   
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is not a question of “come on”, member for Warren-Blackwood.  The member refers to the 
decision of his previous Government as “crap”.  He should have raised that objection at the time.  

Ms M.M. Quirk:  I think he meant chicken manure.   
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  I do not know what he meant, member for Girrawheen.  If he had had the guts when minister, 
he would have contested the issue.  If he knew where it would end up, he should have had the guts to challenge 
his Premier and stand up publicly and oppose the signing of the national competition framework.   
Mr P.D. Omodei interjected. 
Mr F.M. LOGAN:  It is not a question of misleading the public.  I am attempting to put the truth on the record 
and overcome the slant always placed on the issue of national competition payments by members opposite.  
Their Government and their Premier when in government between 1993 and 2001 signed up to this very process.  
It is okay coming into this House at five to 10 on a Tuesday evening in Western Australia to make statements 
about why we should not be dictated to by Canberra about national competition payments.  Why should we be 
stood over by Canberra in a process of blackmail by which we either deregulate or miss out on competition 
payments?  Why do not we just stand up to Canberra?  There is no point standing in the Legislature of Western 
Australia to pose those questions.  If members opposite truly believed what they say, they would take up the 
matter with their colleague in Canberra, the National Party Minister for Agriculture, Fisheries and Forestry, 
Warren Truss, and tell him to his face not to penalise Western Australia.  Members opposite should not hide their 
light under a bushel in here.  The member for the Warren-Blackwood is a big man with a big voice; he should go 
out publicly and make those statements -  

Point of Order 

Mr P.D. OMODEI:  The parliamentary secretary is misleading the Parliament in stating that the Opposition is 
responsible for these national competition policy payments being withheld.  National competition policy has 
been a great benefit to the economy of Australia.  The member knows that is the case.  

Mr F.M. Logan:  There’s no point of order:  

The SPEAKER:  I will make rulings in this Chamber, parliamentary secretary.  A point of order is not an 
opportunity for the member to further the debate.  He may disagree with what the parliamentary secretary says, 
but the parliamentary secretary has the call.   

Debate Resumed 

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  Who signed the national competition payments agreement?  If members opposite, whether 
from the Liberal Party or National Party, have a problem with that situation, they should not make those 
statements in this place but take up the issue where it would have most effect; namely, in Canberra.  They should 
take it up with members on their side of politics.  I refer to Peter Costello and Minister Warren Truss.  If 
members opposite believe the words they said tonight and placed on the record, they should take up the matter in 
Canberra.  As members opposite know, such speeches made in this House are simply empty words.  They have 
no effect, apart from making members opposite feel good and enabling them to get a few stories in their local 
newspaper.  If they really want good stories that will be read by their constituents, the members for Warren-
Blackwood, Murray-Wellington and Merredin should stand up to their Government and appeal to their friends in 
Canberra.  They should tell these friends that they should not penalise Western Australia if the State chooses to 
defer the deregulation of the Egg Marketing Board and the processing of eggs in Western Australia until 2007.  
That was the recommendation of the report put together by the Poultry Farmers Association of Western Australia 
in conjunction with the Department of Agriculture and the assistance of the state Minister for Agriculture.  That 
argument was put.   

Mr P.D. Omodei:  It was the transition advisory committee.  Get it right!  You should be across it by now.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN:  If the member had listened rather than speaking, he would know I referred to activities prior 
to the establishment of the transition advisory committee.  A report was released that ultimately led to the 
establishment of the TAC.  That report went to the National Competition Council and argued against the penalty 
of withholding the national competition payments, and that a transition period would allow an orderly and 
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smooth transition to a deregulated market by 2007.  That report was rejected.  The NCC would not accept that 
view, and insisted that the process should occur by at least July 2004.  The member for Warren-Blackwood has 
said that the Government has rushed this Bill into the House in order to meet that timetable.  That is not the case.  
As I pointed out before, an 18-month transition process is set out in the Act that will overcome outstanding 
issues and will allow an orderly and smooth transition into the deregulated market.  The minister is holding 
discussions with the National Competition Council about the timetable for progressing this legislation.  He will 
argue the case very strongly that, although the legislation might not be passed by the end of this session, the 
process is in place to facilitate its passing; therefore, the national competition payments should not be withheld.  

I draw your attention to the time, Mr Speaker, and seek leave to continue my remarks at a later stage.  

Leave granted. 

Debate thus adjourned. 

House adjourned at 10.01 pm 

__________ 
 


