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MARKETING OF POTATOES AMENDMENT AND REPEAL BILL 2016 
Second Reading 

Resumed from 17 August. 
HON DARREN WEST (Agricultural) [2.27 pm]: I rise to speak to the Marketing of Potatoes Amendment and 
Repeal Bill 2016 today. It is often said that imitation is the greatest form of flattery and those of us in the 
opposition feel quite flattered today to see this bill before the house. After all, Labor’s long-time position is that 
we support the abolition of the Potato Marketing Corporation and the repeal of the appropriate act. We have held 
this position since 2012. We took that position to the last election and we also remember the comments of the 
then Minister for Agriculture and Food who said that the corporation was working well, the act was serving us 
well; it is not broke, there is no need to fix it, and then continued in the retention of the Potato Marketing 
Corporation and the Marketing of Potatoes Act 1946. We hold a different view and, eventually, when it was 
illustrated to consumers how out of date this act had become, there was a growing move for change in the 
community. I am pleased that the government has now picked up on that need for change and adopted Labor’s 
policy on the Marketing of Potatoes Act. That is good news and I suggest that the government listens to what the 
opposition says a little more often. It is good to get up and say that this is a good piece of legislation that the 
community wants, the opposition will support, and we can all just get on with it. I will keep my remarks 
relatively brief because of course we support the repeal of the legislation. 
The act came into effect in 1946. Think about what things were like in the world of 1946. We had suffered 
through the Great Depression, we were just emerging from the horrors of World War II and there was a need to 
regulate the domestic and export supply of potatoes. Potatoes were a staple food source at that time—
a carbohydrate source for people both here and in war-ravaged Europe. There was a need for such legislation at 
the time. It has remained for 70 years and, in the main, it has served us well for those 70 years. Since the act was 
enacted, the potato industry has never had a supply crisis. But the world has moved on. It is now 2016 and we 
live in a different world than we did when the Marketing of Potatoes Act 1946 was first introduced. 
As a producer, my first concern about all of the changes is for the farmers. I believe there are 74 potato 
producers in Western Australia and I am concerned about what the bill will mean for them. I took the 
opportunity 12 or 18 months ago to talk to a lot to growers and their representatives about how they feel, and 
I found that they have mixed feelings about these changes. Some growers believe they need the protection of 
a regulated industry, but, it is fair to say, the majority can see opportunities in deregulation. Members need to 
remember that much of the potato growing areas are also dairy producing areas and the deregulation of the dairy 
industry has been far from successful for producers. The dairy industry is now on its knees, and it certainly has 
not been helped by this government or by the deregulation of that industry. The deregulation of the dairy 
industry has been front and centre in many potato growers’ minds, but we should point them to the successful 
deregulation of the grains industry in 2008 by the Rudd Labor government. Grain producers benefited from the 
deregulation of the grains industry. If done well, deregulation can certainly be achieved without massive harm to 
producers. Although that was my first concern, it is fair to say now that the vast majority of producers are onside 
with deregulating the industry. An assistance package will be available for growers, and although it does not 
contain everything they had asked for, it is something they can live with. With that concern allayed, I am more 
comfortable with the legislation as it is presented to us today. One grower, Tony Galati, known well to everyone 
in Western Australia as the “Spud King”, illustrated to the public how out of date the act and the 
Potato Marketing Corporation are. He has been able to show people why the potato industry needs to be 
deregulated. His action of giving away free potatoes, because he produced more than his quota and was unable to 
sell them—I believe he is still being prosecuted by the state—has illustrated to the public why the act and the 
PMC needs to be abolished. I do not know what is the state of play of that prosecution, but I hope somewhere in 
the second reading reply—rather than going into committee—we find out exactly whether the state intends to 
continue to prosecute Mr Galati, even though the act is now about to be repealed. 
One of the unusual aspects of the act as it sat before us was that farmers could be prosecuted for growing 
potatoes on their freehold agricultural land, which seemed a little bit strange to me. We have heard members 
opposite plead the case for growers to be able to grow what they want on their own agricultural land. I know that 
comes with boundaries attached and that they need to be approved crops—potatoes are certainly that—but there 
were regulations stating that farmers could not grow potatoes of a variety that they chose and in the amounts that 
they wanted to produce on their freehold agricultural land. Thankfully that will no longer be the case. Officers 
were also able to search vehicles if they suspected that vehicle was carrying more than 50 kilograms of potatoes. 
That seems a strange set of circumstances in 2016. I am pleased the government has come across to Labor’s way 
of thinking and has brought forward this legislation. After all, the Labor Party had committed to introduce 
similar legislation in the next Parliament should it be elected. I think the government has been aware of that and 
understands that consumers want these changes. 
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The bill will do a number of things, and we support those things. It will wind up the pool at the end of this month 
and abolish the corporation by the end of this year. A potato pool was already underway, so it is important that 
there is capacity to wind up that pool. That will certainly allay any fears of growers who had sold potatoes 
through that pool. For those members who are not aware, pooling is a process whereby growers contribute to 
a central point, or pool, and that potato stock is then sold. The proceeds of the sale of those pools are then 
distributed among the growers. Pool One will be fully finalised and realised and those funds will be available to 
the growers who contributed to that pool. That concern was certainly raised with us. The bill will also wind up 
the corporation. I believe some administrative functions will need to be wound up. I understand staff are being 
retained, albeit a smaller number, to wind up the functions and administrative processes of the corporation to 
settle any final accounts and suchlike. That is good. I hope the government can manage and oversee that process 
properly so that it is done on time, as is expected. Let us wait and see. A few things are going on in the 
government at the moment, but let us hope it can put those things to one side so it can deal with the important 
matter of winding up the pool and the PMC, as this legislation suggests. 
There will also be amendments to many acts affected by the Marketing of Potatoes Act 1946. There are quite a lot of 
changes to those acts, which have been outlined in previous contributions. I will not go through those too much more 
now, suffice to say that Labor certainly supports all those changes, because it supports the bill as it is presented. 
I am looking forward to the industry remaining strong and viable. We look forward to working with industry, 
whether in opposition or, as may be the wish of the electors next March, in government. We want the industry to 
have a bright, vibrant and profitable future. That is certainly something that we all want. As a fellow food 
producer, I take more than a passing interest in how the industry will transition from a regulated to a deregulated 
market. I look forward to working with industry in whatever capacity to ensure that growers are able to make 
a profit from growing potatoes and that their businesses are something for future generations of producers and 
their families to take on should they wish to do so. That is important, but more importantly, these changes will be 
welcomed by consumers who make up the largest number of stakeholders. Consumers have long called for 
greater choice of potato varieties and an open and transparent potato marketing system, which will better suit 
them and their families’ needs. 
I look forward to the rollout of the assistance package. I look forward to the government putting aside the 
distractions it is facing at the moment and competently rolling out the assistance package in the interests of the 
industry, farmers and the beneficiaries of the package, to help farmers transition from a regulated to 
a deregulated industry. That is a very important point: the government has a job to ensure that not only the 
requirements of this legislation are met, but also farmers do not have to wait for payments or raise concerns 
about the administration of transition arrangements and the assistance package. Let us just get on with it and 
make that package available to farmers in a timely manner and in a way that does not cause them any grief or 
hardship. I do not have a lot of faith that the government can do that, but let us see, given the unanimous support 
of this bill, whether the government can do that. I put the government on notice that we will be watching and we 
will be working with industry to make sure that these arrangements are met in a timely and responsible manner. 
The act has served us well for 70 years. It came in in 1946, at a time of crisis I think it is fair to say. Since the act 
was introduced, there has never been a supply issue with potatoes in Western Australia. I note that, especially in 
the last five years, the industry has changed significantly and that consumers view the marketing and regulation 
of the industry differently. That is important to note because Hon Kim Chance, as agriculture minister, was 
certainly of the view at that time that we needed to maintain the arrangements. The massive changes in the last 
few years, with the Galati family moving into and becoming a major player in retailing potatoes, have illustrated 
to the public the need to step outside those regulated arrangements and bring about this change. For 70 years, the 
Marketing of Potatoes Act served us well, but in the last five years people have started to question the need for 
such a regulated industry. It is time to move on. We hope to see a profitable, viable, vibrant and strong industry 
that, most importantly, future generations want to be a part of. It is very important in agriculture and farming to 
have an industry to which people are attracted. We want our best and brightest young farmers becoming 
involved in agriculture—in this instance, the potato industry. 
A lot of work has gone into these transitional arrangements. It is pertinent today to acknowledge the work of 
Ross Taylor and the Potato Growers Association of Western Australia, and also the Potato Marketing Corporation. 
Clearly, it is a challenging time for the valued employees of that organisation, who will find themselves looking for 
other avenues of employment. The Potato Marketing Corporation has been a good organisation for 70 years and, 
under the regulations, has certainly worked in the best interests of potato growers, which is a very important point 
to make in this debate. It is not as though the Potato Marketing Corporation has been incompetent or unable to 
deliver what the act requires, because it certainly has done that. The opposition acknowledges the work done in the 
interests of the industry throughout the Potato Marketing Corporation’s history by not only its former CEOs and 
staff, but also the current staff and administration of that organisation and its membership in making these changes. 
Change is always a difficult thing to work through, and we tend to focus on the adversarial part of change and how 
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it might affect us in the negative, but certainly there are opportunities arising from change. The only constant in life 
is change. I acknowledge all the staff at the Potato Marketing Corporation for the good work that they have done 
and will continue to do to work towards a deregulated industry. 
The opposition supports the legislation and looks forward to the passage of this bill. We believe this change is 
long overdue and that the government should have acted on this in the last four or five years when the need first 
arose. This change is due to pressure from the opposition and it is good to know that the opposition is holding 
the government to account and leading the policy debate in the deregulation of the potato industry, just as Labor 
and the progressive side of politics led the debate on the deregulation of the grains industry. It is very good to see 
the passage of the legislation through this house. The opposition supports this bill and hopes for a good outcome 
for the potato industry in Western Australia. 
HON PETER KATSAMBANIS (North Metropolitan) [2.42 pm]: Hallelujah! When the Marketing of 
Potatoes Amendment and Repeal Bill is eventually passed and becomes law, the growing, marketing and selling 
of potatoes in Western Australia will no longer be regulated by a government bureaucracy and a piece of 
legislation. Growers of potatoes will be free to grow potatoes whenever they want, however they want and 
wherever they want, as long as they comply with the normal laws of the land with which every other producer of 
every other product complies. Anyone who wants to market potatoes will be able to do so. Anyone who wants to 
buy them wholesale and sell them retail will be able to do so, and, of course, consumers will be able to buy them 
from anyone they want. That is a pretty simple proposition. It is a proposition that underpins our economy: 
people are freely able to produce a legal product, take it to market and sell it, and other people who want to 
consume it can purchase it and then go ahead and use it in whichever way they see fit. But, for some strange 
reason, over the last 70 years in Western Australia, potatoes have been considered some sort of special product 
that needed heavy-handed government regulation. I was not around in 1946, so I do not know the reasons at the 
time. Perhaps there were good reasons for it, but it was not yesterday that the antiquity and ridiculousness of the 
situation of a regulated potato market in Western Australia became apparent. It was not two, three or four years 
ago, as the lead speaker for the opposition suggested, it was not even 10 years ago; I hazard a guess it was 30, 
40 or 50 years ago that the act that we are getting rid of today was an anachronism and no longer required. 
I do not cast any aspersions on growers, on market participants, on people at the Potato Marketing Corporation 
or on anyone else involved in the potato industry, because they were complying with the laws of the land as they 
stood at a particular point in time. In particular, the people at the Potato Marketing Corporation were charged 
with responsibilities under this act—sometimes very onerous responsibilities—and all they did was execute 
those duties. I cast no aspersions on anyone involved in the industry. They simply went along and got involved 
in an industry and followed the rules set down by government. The fact that Western Australia persisted with 
a heavy-handed regulatory regime on potatoes for 70 years does not cover legislators in Western Australia with 
any form of glory. The opposition should be careful about bragging about its position on this. In the previous 
decade, between 2001 and 2008, the opposition formed government and did absolutely nothing to get rid of this 
act, and neither does it excuse previous governments of all political persuasions. Perhaps it is one of these small 
things that legislators do not think about too often—bigger things in government take over. The fact is that there 
are not too many places in the world that regulate the growing of food under a specific marketing act. It may be 
the case in North Korea, and we all know that the people of North Korea are not benefiting from that 
heavy-handed regulation. Places such as Cuba and Venezuela probably regulate the growing of food, but I do not 
know those systems too well. I regularly see photographs of empty supermarket shelves in places such as Cuba 
and Venezuela, and the occasional photograph that is smuggled out of the oppressive regime in North Korea, so 
I know people in those countries are not exactly flush with food, despite their governments regulating the 
growing and marketing of their food products. 
I am glad this bill will be consigned to the dustbin of history. I am absolutely glad. I know there are some 
prosecutions on foot over breaches of the existing act. I do not want to get involved in individual cases. 
I certainly do not want to be seen as somehow or other influencing the judicial process, and I do not want to be 
seen to be condoning the active breach of existing laws of the land. But I want to put on record that it is 
incongruous that we are standing today and saying that this act we are repealing deserves to be in the dustbin of 
history, and then after we throw the act into the dustbin we will continue to pursue breaches of that act. That is 
my personal opinion, and I do not want to influence any proceeding on foot. As someone who believes in free 
markets, in the power of individuals to make decisions for their own good and in empowering consumers to 
make choices—sometimes choices that lead to producers of goods not having such a good time and perhaps, 
even on occasions, unfortunately, having to change the business that they are in—I am proud to be able to stand 
today and say that I support the repeal of the Marketing of Potatoes Act 1946, and that I, for one, am glad it is 
going to end up in the dustbin of history.  

HON RICK MAZZA (Agricultural) [2.50 pm]: I rise to support the Marketing of Potatoes Amendment and 
Repeal Bill 2016. If members will cast their minds back to the beginning of last year, they will recall that we had 
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quite a full debate in this place on a non-government motion regarding the Potato Marketing Corporation and the 
controversy that surrounds it. Currently, around 80 growers in Western Australia produce about 52 000 tonnes of 
potatoes, or pretty much just enough for the domestic market. In comparison, anywhere from 300 000 to 
350 000 tonnes of potatoes are produced in South Australia. We can see that Western Australia’s ability to grow 
potatoes is a long way behind. Of course, the protection-type system of the Potato Marketing Corporation has 
been a catalyst for that. A lot of opportunities to export potatoes have been lost. I am quite sure that, over time, 
our potato production will increase. However, the deregulation of a protected market will always mean some 
pain, so it is good to see that a $12 million package will assist with the transition from the protected market to 
a free market. It is quite interesting that the Prime Minister recently said that protectionism, or a protected 
market, is simply a shovel to dig a bigger hole. I agree with that; I think we have gone past protected markets 
and it is time for this 70-year-old system to go. 

I think consumers will benefit. Certainly, consumers should dictate a market, not a corporation. We have seen 
consumers look for more products and farmers themselves should have more choice. It is a bit like the 
Genetically Modified Crops Free Areas Repeal Bill 2015, which we debated recently. 

Hon Darren West interjected. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: It is about farmers having more choice and being able to meet markets, and letting the 
consumers and the market decide. Sorry, I had an interjection from Hon Darren West; what was that? 

Hon Darren West: You just said that you wanted consumers to have power over corporations, but that’s the 
opposite of what the GM repeal bill did. 

Hon RICK MAZZA: I cannot see it that way. Certainly, corporations should not dictate how many potatoes each 
grower should grow; the consumer should dictate the market, and the growers should be able to meet that market. 

In short, Mr President, the Shooters, Fishers and Farmers Party supports this bill and I will be glad to see the change. 

HON JIM CHOWN (Agricultural — Parliamentary Secretary) [2.52 pm] — in reply: I thank everybody in 
the house for their support for the Marketing of Potatoes Amendment and Repeal Bill 2016. Obviously, it has 
taken some time to get here, and even if the opposition wants to claim it, this government has actually got onto 
the job of presenting the bill to the lower house and it is now in the Legislative Council. 

Hon Kate Doust interjected. 

Hon JIM CHOWN: There has been a great deal of consultation with the industry at large to get to this stage. 
I will not go into a pointscoring exercise, other than to state that the bill is long overdue and now underway. 

A couple of issues came up in the second reading debate. Hon Darren West raised one important issue. He stated 
that the government was pursuing Mr Galati through the courts. That is not quite correct; the Potato Marketing 
Corporation is taking that action and two actions are underway. Under this bill, on 31 December, the 
Potato Marketing Corporation will cease to exist. At that time, I do not know where the legal process will be up 
to but I assume that it will be either finalised or ongoing. After that, a decision will be made by the 
Attorney General on whether the actions will be fulfilled or ceased. That is the legal reality. 

Hon Darren West: So you’re continuing for now? 

Hon JIM CHOWN: Yes. The Potato Marketing Corporation is taking the actions against Mr Galati on two 
separate accounts—one is contempt of court, and the other one is damages claims on behalf of its growers for 
their pools. Other than that, I thank the house for supporting this bill. I commend the bill to the house. 

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a second time. 

Leave granted to proceed forthwith to third reading. 

Third Reading 

Bill read a third time, on motion by Hon Jim Chown (Parliamentary Secretary), and passed. 
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