Petition-28 October, 1980

2155

pegielnfiiw &eeedlg
Tuesday, 28 October, 1980

Petition-Questions without Notice-Minister for Corrective Services (Urgency)Questions without Notice (resumed)-Local Government (Traffic Regulation)
Amendment Bill (second reading)-Bread (Prices Determination) Bill (Urgency,
Suspension of Standing Orders, Introduction, second reading)-Allocation of Time
for Discussion (Business of the House)-Bills Returned-Adjournment (Traffic
Lights for Richmond)-Questions upon Notice.

Mr Speaker (The Hon. Lawrence Borthwick Kelly) took the chair at 2.15 p.m.
Mr Speaker offered the Prayer.

PETITION
Bus Service for South Coast
The Clerk announced that the following petition had been lodged for presentation by the honourable member for South Coast:
The Petition of residents and visitors to the Shoalhaven city and other
areas of the South Coast respectfully sheweth:
That they support a proposal to allow the running of a bus
service from the South Coast to Wollongong and Sydney, in competition with, and to supplement the existing rail service between Bomaderry, Wollongong and Sydney to allow less inconvenience and greater
comfort to those who commute between the areas mentioned for the
following reasons:
(1) To ensure a continuity of travel between the South Coast and Sydney
without delays between the areas mentioned above. (Travellers
whose journey starts south of Bomaderry may at times, through
road conditions and traffic problems, miss the vital rail connection
at Bomaderry.)
(2) To overcome discomfort and inconvenience of passengers required
to make changes at the Bomaderry rail head.
( 3 ) To introduce a regular and convenient timetable of transport
between the abovementioned areas.

(4) To meet the demand of the commuter of these areas for an improved standard of public transport.
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(5) To allow freedom of choice for the commuter in the selection of
his mode of travel between these areas.
Your Petitioners, as in duty bound, will ever pray.
Petition received.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
INDUSTRIAL DEVELOPMENT AND DECENTRALISATION
OFFICE FOR ORANGE
Mr DAY: Last Thursday the honourable member for Orange asked me a
question about the establishment of a shop front regional office of my department in
Orange. At that time I intimated that I would check the matter with my department
and give details to the honourable member and the House. I have now con~pletedthe
check with departmental officers and advise the honourable member and the House
that my predecessor as Minister for Decentralisation indicated some little time ago
that a shop front regional office of the department would be established in Orange.
Since I became the responsible Minister earlier this year I have not repeated that
commitment but negotiations have continued to obtain such a site. Since my predecessor made the original commitment a number of offers of premises in the central
business district of Orange have been made to the department and have been examined
by departmental officers. For various reasons those offers have been rejected as not
suitable for the department's requirements.

I am advised that the honourable member for Orange made representations
to my department about two months ago in relation to particular premises in Sumner
Street, Orange. Those premises were subsequently investigated by a senior officer of
my department, in company with an officer of the Department of Public Works, but
they presented some problems because they are not located exactly in the central
business district of Orange and they are about twice the size of the department's
requirements. However, they present some benefits in that they are newly renovated
and the rent for the premises is quite reasonable for the position.
Though the position in Orange has taken a great deal of time to be resolved,
there is no pressing need to get an immediate answer because the department is at
present located in the State office block in Orange, which is more than adequate for
its purposes. I assure the honourable member for Orange that investigations will
continue and each location which becomes available will be examined in accordance
with established departmental criteria, but until that time, the department will remain
located in its present premises in the State office block in Orange.

MINISTER FOR CORRECTIVE SERVICES
Urgency
Mr MASON (Dubbo), Leader of the Opposition [2.19]: I move:
That is is a matter of urgent necessity that this House should forthwith consider the following motion, viz.:
That the Minister for Corrective Services be removed from office
on the grounds of his gross incompetence and the serious doubts cast on
his credibility by the Penning affair.
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The situation has been reached in the prisons of New South Wales when the
Government must accept full responsibility for the complete breakdown in the system.
There is no alternative for the Government but to dismiss the honourable member for
Maroubra from his position as Minister for Corrective Services. It is urgent that this
bumbling, indecisive, incompetent Minister, who has allowed chaos and tragedy to
enter into the prison system, be dismissed forthwith. It is urgent that a Minister be
found who can restore public confidence in the security of our prisons, who can lift
the morale of the prison officers and introduce a programme that will restore our
prisons to their proper roles of detention and rehabilitation. The Minister has failed
miserably and contemptibly. His removal is urgent because the prison system-

Mr SPEAKER: Order! I ask honourable members to reduce the level of
audible conversation.
of
this State has erupted into violence and arson. The
Mr MASON: administration of the prison system has lapsed so badly that police have been compelled to abandon their normal duties and virtually take over the protection of the
community from criminals in the State's prisons. The worst has now happened,
with shots fired and prisons ablaze. The urgency for the dismissal of this failed
Minister is best gauged by the hatred and anger that he has allowed to develop and to
erupt between the State's prison officers and himself and between the prison officers
and the convicted criminals they are charged to contain. That anger continues
to get worse under the Minister's administration. Smoke bombs have disrupted court
proceedings. Arson attempts have been made on the offices of the Department of
Corrective Services. These are the fruits of the anger and hatred that have been
festering for over four years under the eyes of this useless Minister.
This Parliament cannot be expected to sit by and see the New South Wales
prison system destroyed. The Opposition demands the dismissal of the Minister for
Corrective Services, who has done nothing to prevent the happenings of the past days
-indeed, he has incited much of what has happened. The Minister's failures are
basically the cause of the tragic situation in the State's prisons. The matter is urgent
because the Minister for Corrective Services has failed to produce any comprehensive
policies for his department. Whenever the Minister and the Premier and Treasurer
are questioned they can only point to the same pathetic excuses. The Minister passes
off a blind commitment to the Nagle report as an excuse for a policy. Last week
the Premier and Treasurer said that 198 of the 252 recommendations in the Nagle
report have been substantially implemented. But what has been the result? The
prison system is in tatters; prison officers are on strike and violence and bloodshed
are the order of the day-a chaotic situation.
The matter is urgent because the Minister has hidden behind the Nagle report.
He has claimed that he is implementing the recommendations in that report. However,
his implementation of the recommendations has obviously been a disaster; it has failed
to resolve the problems in the State's prisons. It is urgent that the Minister be dismissed. We cannot go on any longer with the Minister hiding behind the many
recommendations in the Nagle report now being implemented. The recommendations
have failed. They have made no difference to the prison system, which is getting worse
and worse. The longer the Minister hides behind this report, the worse the situation
will become. It is imperative that some new policies be created, announced and implemented and that goodwill and sanity be restored to the prison system. Obviously
that situation cannot come about while the Minister is hiding behind the Nagle report.

It is urgent that the House debate this matter today. One of the tragedies of the
present situation is that rehabilitation and rebuilding of people's lives so that they can
take their place in the community-indeed, any work of human restoration-is
impossible while the present atmosphere prevails in our prisons. The Minister has
allowed madness to masquerade as rehabilitation; he has encouraged transvestites, and
flying lessons for prisoners. Then there is the establishment by the Government of
quarterhorse studs. The list goes on and on. The Minister has allowed those activities
and others to masquerade as rehabilitation. Disaster areas have been created but they
have led to nothing but chaos, disruption and disharmony. Prison officers have been
set against prison officers.
While the Minister for Corrective Services continues in office the tragedy is
that rehabilitation of prisoners suffers. Prisoners with some hope of being restored to
the community are being denied treatment. What of psychiatric treatment? What about
the provision of staff? The commission requested 735 more staff and got 150. So much
for the competence of and the administration of this Minister. This Minister must depart
from office. We must debate the restoration within our prisons of a real rehabilitation
programme. This matter is urgent because, under this Minister, escapes from New
South Wales prisons have become a joke. Nine out of every ten escapees from
Australian prisons come from those in this State. Last year 214 prisoners escaped in
New South Wales, twenty in Victoria, fifteen in South Australia and thirteen in
Queensland. The situation has become a joke under this Minister, and the Premier
and Treasurer has caught the same disease.
The other day the Premier and Treasurer told us they were not really escapes,
simply the actions of persons who broke faith absolutely with the trust that had been
placed in them in the last few weeks of their terms of imprisonment within the prison
system. What nonsense! The escapees include some of the worst criminals this State
has known-men like Russell Cox and Raymond Denning. They include rapists,
murderers and armed robbers. Many of the State's worst criminals are still at
large.
Another reason why this motion is urgent is the failure of the Minister for
Corrective Services to resolve the problem of a high security prison. Undoubtedly,
this is a running sore with prison officers, and until this is resolved a solution to
the situation of trouble in our prisons will be impossible. This Minister closed
Katingal and substituted for it cells at Goulburn, Long Bay and Parramatta. Mr
Ken Murray, an expert in rehabilitation brought to this country from Scotland,
visited those gaols and said:
Katingal frightens me. The new section at Goulburn is a horror
house, a look back to the dark ages. It could not be more dehumanizing and
frightens me more than Katingal. The observation section at Long Bay is a
snake pit and the Parramatta circle is a bull ring.
If this is the best that the Minister for Corrective Services can do for the prison officers
and the protection of the community in this State, he must be sacked forthwith. He
has failcd to resolve the problems of security in our prisons.

A mass of other reasons make this motion urgent, and I mention quickly the
most serious. This matter is urgent because the Minister demonstrably has not told
the truth and has tried by evasion to shift the blame for his incompetence to the
chairman of his commission, Dr Vinson. His personal cowardice with the truth in this
matter has been catalogued. He said last night that he was upholding the rule of law
in the Government's decision to charge Mr Penning and Mr Lollbach under the
Public Service Act. Yet, earlier this month, when he met Mr Adrian Dean of the
Prisons Executive Officers Branch and Dr Vinson he said he agreed with the Nagle
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Royal commission report and the Crown Solicitor's advice being ignored if Mr Penning
would vacate his position at Maitland gaol and take a desk job. It does not matter
that the Minister denies having made that offer, for there are many people who say
they were present and heard the offer made. The Minister was heard to make that
statement and is misleading this House when he denies it. He is failing to tell the
truth when he denies that allegation. Before Mr Penning was appointed, the
MinisterMr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition's time has expired.
Mr WRAN (Bass Hill), Premier and Treasurer [2.29]: I regret that though a
most serious situation exists in New South Wales prisons, the Leader of the Opposition
has come to the House today to debate a somewhat puny motion. I had hoped that
perhaps for once the Opposition might not have countenanced lawlessness, but would
have supported the Government in a genuine endeavour to restore some commonsense
within the prison system. For my part I feel a sense of great disappointment that the
Opposition has failed in its duty to come to gripsMr Punch: You are the one who has failed.
Mr Mason: Your Minister has failed.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr WRAN: w i t h the real issues that now confront the Government and
the public. The Government is appalled at the serious situation that has developed in
the prisons. The fact is, however, that the present situation results from unwarranted
industrial action by prison officers.
Mr Caterson: Following a decision by your Government.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr WRAN: If members of the Opposition wish to adopt a double standard
and support a strike by prison officers, which has thrown at risk the security of the
prisons and to some extent the safety of the public, that is a matter for their judgment.
All I can say is, they are displaying poor judgment indeed in approaching the matter
in that way.
Mr Punch: Poor innocent Minister.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the Leader of the Country Party to order.
Mr WRAN: Since last Thursday, as a result of the strike in most maximum
security prisons, prisoners in many of the prisons have been confined to their cells.
Police are manning the gaols and volunteers are feeding the prisoners. I pay an
unqualified compliment on behalf of the community to members of the police force of
New South Wales, who have acted admirably in difficult and trying circumstances. I
think it would be correct to say that many police oflicers are sympathetic to the cause
of the prison officers but as they are a disciplined force and understand the meaning of
responsibility they have acted to secure the gaols and the safety of the public. I congratulate also the volunteer agencies-the Salvation Army and so on-who again have
displayed fortitude and great dedication Mr Mason: You are not saying much about your Minister.
to the cause of public interest.
Mr WRAN: Mr Mason: What about your Minister?
Mr SPEAKER: Order!

Mr WRAN: It is understood that feelings are running high on these issues, but
in this complex matter the Government must be concerned both for the prison officers
and for the prisoners themselves. The executive officers went on strike last Thursday
for twenty-four hours. With good sense they returned to work. I again give to the
senior officers the Government's praise for their responsibility in relation to this matter.
I shall be conferring with the senior prison officers later in the afternoon. Yesterday I
issued an invitation to the prison officers to confer and to send along some of their
fellows from Maitland, but that invitation was declined. The prison officers have defied
the orders of the Industrial Commission and the direction of their own union. Yesterday
a full bench of the Industrial Commission said:
We urge the prison officers in the strongest possible terms to reverse the
stand they have taken and resume work in accordance with the Commission's
order. By so doing they will open the way for discussions to take place and
they will be giving due consideration to the public interests and the interests of
all involved in this crtical situation.
All honourable members know that the prison officers have refused to heed the direction
of their union and have rejected the order of the court. I remind the prison officers
of their responsibility. They are supposed to be a disciplined force. The Government
understands the difficulty of their jobs. After all, they are not attendants in a convalescent home. There are many dangerous, violent, highly anti-social people in prisons.
That is why prisons are necessary. The Government will support the prison officers
while they perform the job for which they are paid.
M r Caterson: That will be a change.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr WRAN: But the Government will not support a situation when the prison
officers, far from doing their job and keeping order, take strike action which brings
about disorder within the prison system. In the past few days I have said many times
that the prison oEcers are defying the Industrial Commission and the executive of their
union. As well, they are defying commonsense. There are no miracles and no miracle
workers in the prison system. The Government is not ashamed of endeavouring to
implement the reforms adumbrated in the Nagle report. Indeed, the Government felt
that the stage had been set for a new era in prisons. Far from that, because two
officers were charged with disciplinary matters on the advice of the Crown Solicitor
and a barrister briefed by the Crown Solicitor, prison officers have thrown themselves,
their charges and the public into jeopardy. I urge prison officers, as I have been
doing since last Thursday, to recognize their responsibility, get back to work and let
us restore order to the prisons so that we can seek a long-term solution to problems in
the penal system. The Government does not agree to urgency.
Question of urgency put.
The House divided.
Ayes, 31
Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner

Mr Cameron
Mr J. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher
Mrs Foot

Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Hatton
M r Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
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Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith

2161

Mr West
Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Noes, 56
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cahill
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. J. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Egan
Mr Einf eld
Mr Face
Mr Ferguson

Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jensen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallam
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock

Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill
Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Sheahan
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran
Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade

Question so resolved in the negative.
Motion of urgency negatived.

QUESTIONS WITHOUT NOTICE
(Resumed)
MINNEGANG STREET, WARRAWONG
Mr RAMSAY: I direct my question without notice to the Minister for Housing,
Minister for Co-operative Societies and Assistant Minister for Transport. Some weeks
ago did the Minister receive a deputation at which extreme concern was expressed by
Warrawong residents about the proposed closure of Minnegang Street to allow substantial town house type development? Following this deputation have the investigations
of the officers of the Housing Commission of New South Wales been completed? If so,
will the Minister advise me and the House whether any determination has been made on
this matter?
Mr SHEAHAN: Recently the honourable member for Wollongong led a
deputation from the Wollongong city council and some residents of Minnegang Street,
Wollongong, and surrounding areas concerning the proposed closure of Minnegang
Street. At the time I undertook to have a full investigation carried out of the proposal. The honourable member knows that one of the difficulties in this matter is that
because of the few objections raised at the time of the grant of approval for the
proposed street closure, the council has extended the commission's approval on a
number of occasions. I am not yet in a position to inform the honourable member
136
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whether the investigation is complete. I have asked officers of the Housing Commission to expedite their report on the changes in traffic pattern that would flow from
the development as proposed. I assure the honourable member that I shall have the
investigation expedited and let him have an answer on the matter as soon as possible.

PRISON OFFICERS
Mr PUNCH: I direct a question without notice to the Premier and Treasurer.
Last Thursday did the Premier and Treasurer tell the House that the Government had
received no legal advice about the launching of criminal prosecutions against prison
officers? Is the Premier and Treasurer aware of contrary information given subsequently
by the Minister for Corrective Services and by the Commissioner for Corrective
Services, Dr Vinson, in separate interviews on the television programme "Nationwide"?
Because the Premier and Treasurer has today admitted that the Government had
received legal advice, will he advise me why he misled the House last week?
Mr WRAN: It seems to me, with respect, that the Leader of the Country
Party has misunderstood what I said earlier today. I spoke of disciplinary charges. As
I recollect it, the question that was put to me last week was whether the Government
had been advised to launch criminal prosecutions, which is an entirely different matter.
It is worth while elaborating on the situation, because I have not had available to me
the time that the Leader of the Country Party has had to watch, while home at Darling
Point, the relevant television interviews. The Nagle report made no specific recommendation of action to be taken against prison officers named in the report of the Royal
commission. That action was left to people whom I recollect Mr Justice Nagle referred
to as the appropriate authorities. The Crown Solicitor briefed Mr David Nelson of
counsel to give advice on the availability of evidence to sustain disciplinary proceedings
against prison officers named in relation to alleged assaults. Counsel's advice, among
other things, was as follows:
That only in one case does it appear to me that there is available
evidence to sustain disciplinary proceedings against officers and that Alan
John Penning and Max Frederick Lollbach each ought to be charged with
misconduct contrary to the Public Service Act.
Mr Nelson expressed the opinion that it was for the Minister or the Corrective
Services Commission to decide whether appropriate investigations should be made of
other possible charges. The Corrective Services Commission recommended to the
Minister for Corrective Services that he proceed in accordance with the official
advising received from the Crown Solicitor, namely, that disciplinary action be taken
against Alan John Penning and Max Frederick Lollbach; further, that the discretion
recognized by the Crown Solicitor to exist with respect to other and further charges
be exercised in that no further charges be preferred.
Mr Mason: What was the date of that advice?
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr WRAN: The Leader of the Opposition has had his opportunity today.
Mr Mason: What was the date of that advice?
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Leader of the Opposition must desist from interjecting. He has had the priority call today. If he so wishes he should seek the call
again and I will see that he gets it. The Premier and Treasurer should continue his
reply to the question asked by the Leader of the Country Party.
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Mr WRAN: Having received the advice of the Crown Solicitor and the
Corrective Services Commission, the Government considered that its responsibilities
were clear in that it should concur in such advice.
Mr Cameron: On a point of order. It is clear that the Premier and Treasurer
is quoting verbatim from a document. I submit that he should be called upon to
identify clearly the document.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! No point of order is involved.
Mr WRAN: I repeat, having received the advice of the Crown Solicitor and
the Corrective Services Commission, the Government considered that its responsibilities were clear in that it should concur in such advice despite the threats of
industrial action by the Prison Officers Association. I expect that every member of this
House will support the Government in exhorting the Prison Officers Association to
consider carefully the position in which it is now placed and desist from industrial
action, particularly in view of the grave consequences that may flow therefrom.

DYNA-SLIM
Mr EGAN: Is the Minister for Consumer Affairs aware that a Queensland
company is selling by mail order to residents of New South Wales a product called
Dyna-Slim? Has the Minister received any complaints about this company, its advertising or its product? If so, what action does the Minister propose to take?
Mr EINFELD: The honourable member for Cronulla has always shown a
keen interest in the market and matters that affect the citizens of New South Wales
from time to time. I am aware of the firm that sells Dyna-Slim. Indeed, since 1971
my department has known of the person involved in it. At this time he made false
statements in connection with a mail order advertisement for a projector, and in 1973
he was convicted of this offence in Queensland. The slimming tablet referred to by the
honourable member for Cronulla is part of the so-called Dyna-Slim fat liquidation
plan advertised by Lisa Dawn whose postal address is Box 533, Fortitude Valley,
Queensland. These advertisements appeared on 10th September in five Sydney suburban newspapers.
As soon as my officers were alerted to these advertisements, they contacted the
Queensland Consumer Affairs Bureau, which confirmed that the man behind the
name Lisa Dawn is Robert William Lewis Clark of 4 Wurinya Street, The Gap, Brisbane. Late last year Mr Clark was advertising a projector which proved to be a fire
hazard. He replaced it with a projector that was electrically unsafe. Now my department has been advised that following a visit to the United States of America Mr
Clark has eleven other products that he plans to sell by mail order.
One of the amazing claims made in the advertisement for Dyna-Slim is that
"With this tablet and the new Dyna-Slim fat liquidation plan, years and years of fat
build-up are quickly flushed from your system". The Health Commission has told
my department that it has no knowledge of the product or of its ingredients. The
department has sought substantiation from Mr Clark of the fantastic claims that he
has made. The Queensland Consumer Affairs Bureau is continuing its investigation,
as is the Trade Practices Commission, in co-operation with the Department of Consumer Affairs.
Robert William Lewis Clark and Annette Lorna Clark are directors of Garmont
Holdings Pty Ltd whose registered address is 1 Gladstone Road, Highgate Hill, Brisbane. I warn consumen to ignore any advertisements placed by Mr Clark. He is the
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Ling of the mail order con and was responsible for one of the meanest mail order
tricks I have encountered. That was an offer of a picture-show projector that was
advertised about five years ago at a cost of $19.95 plus $4.05 for postage and insurance.
The projector turned out to be nothing more than tin cans and wooden boxes stapled
together.
Clark seems to operate under a number of aliases, including John Charles
Hardy, J. J. Jenns and R. Hall, which makes it difficult for the authorities in all States
to stop him. To disguise his activities he uses many business names, all of which are
unregistered in Queensland. He is one of the most recalcitqant and obnoxious persons
with whom my department has had the misfortune to deal. There is no reason to
believe that the Dyna-Slim tablets will do what Mr Clark says they will do. Having
regard to this parasite's record, one has good reason to believe that money spent
on the tablets would be money wasted. Consumers should steer well clear of the
product. The honourable member for Cronulla shows keen perception in raising this
matter. He may rest assured that the Department of Consumer Affairs and consumer
protection bodies interstate will take every action possible to prevent Clark taking
advantage of consumers in this State from his base of operation in Queensland.

CORRECTIVE SERVICES
Mr BARRACLOUGH: I ask the Minister for Corrective Services a question
without notice. Last Friday on the "Nationwide" television programme did the Commissioner for Corrective Services, Dr Vinson, call for the tabling by the Government
of the Nelson report, and did he say that more problems result from non-disclosure
of such reports than from making them available for public information? On what
date was that advice received by the Government? Will the Minister respond to Dr
Vinson's most reasonable request by tabling the Nelson report in the House?
Mr HAIGH: I am not aware of the expression used by Dr Vinson on "Nationwide" on Friday night.
Mr Barraclough: Did the Minister not see the programme?
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for Bligh to order.
Mr HAIGH: The honourable member for Bligh says that Dr Vinson referred
to the Nelson report. I draw the attention of the honourable member to the fact that
advice was received from the Crown Solicitor, and that advice has been considered.
As a result, action has been taken on the advice of the commission.
Mr Barraclough: On what date?
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr HAIGH: Proceedings have been commenced for the charging of two
officers of the Department of Corrective Services. In those circumstances, it would
not be proper to table the Nelson report.
HOUSING FINANCE COMPANIES
Mr McILWAINE: I address a question without notice to the Minister for
Consumer Affairs. Has the Department of Consumer Affairs concluded its investigation
of Peter Kurts Pty Limited, Peters Realty, Queen Street Realty Pty Limited, Vaucluse
Investments and other companies involved in land deals to which I recently invited
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the Minister's attention in the adjournment debate of the House? Does the Minister
intend to apologize for ordering that investigation, as was suggested recently in the
press by one of the companies involved, Permanent Finance Corporation Limited?
Mr EINFELD: I am pleased that the honourable member for Yaralla hrm
raised this matter and other like matters about companies that seek to exploit the
community. Included in the matters recently raised by the honourable member for
Yaralla was a series of questions about a number of real estate companies in Queemland, one of which was registered in the north of New South Wales. Its vicious
activities were being financed by a company called Permanent Finance Corporation
Limited, which is one of a number of finance corporations financing some deals
undertaken by the companies mentioned by the honourable member for Yaralla. I havc
seen reports that the general manager of Permanent Finance Corporation Limited
had attacked me for allegedly impugning the company's reputation in Parliament
about two weeks ago. The same gentleman has written me a somewhat rude letter
along the same lines. It would have been better for the company's reputation if its
executives had taken the trouble to check and find out what I actually said in Partiament before trying to criticize me so intemperately in public.
Allegations have been made in the New South Wales and Queensland parliaments that some real estate and associated companies have been arranging home
mortgages financed by Permanent Finance Corporation Limited on terms that are
inimical to the interests of consumers. In response to the allegations made in this House,
and without in any way prejudging those companies, I said that my department would
investigate the matter without delay. I undertook to have that matter investigated
also because the business of providing so-called easy finance by moneylenders to
home buyers, who often cannot afford it, is a matter of considerable concern ta
consumers and the Government. Therefore the practices of those companies in so far
as they might aEect citizens of New South Wales are being investigated by my deparfment as a matter of urgency.
If the Permanent Finance Corporation Limited is as reputable as it says it is,
it has nothing to fear from that investigation or from me. But if its executives expect
me as a responsible Minister to apologize for doing my duty in this way, they havc
another think coming. Their attempts to intimidate me will be unsuccessful, as other
companies have found out and will find out. The public demand by that company
for such an apology, evidently without checking what I said in the House, is sheer
impertinence, and I shall certainly be making that clear in my reply to the company's general manager. On any reasonable interpretation of what happened in
this Parliament last week, he should probably get down on his knees and apologize to
me; but I do not want him to do that. I repeat, my department will investigate the
matter raised and takc whatever action it considers necessary.
COASTAL LAND ACQUISITION
Mr BOYD: My question without notice is directed to the Minister for
Planning and Environment. As the Acquisition of Coastal Land Fund is in considerable credit, will the Minister give immediate consideration to the purchase of
coastal land made sterile by the proclamation of section 38 of the Coastal Protection
Act?
Mr BEDFORD: I should be pleased to receive from the honourable member
for Byron details of the land he has in mind, which I assume is in the Byron electorate.
If he does so, I shall take up the matter he raises.
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LOCAL G O W R N M E N T (TRAFFIC REGULATION) AMENDMENT BILL
Second Reading
Debate resumed (from 15th October, vide page 1660) on motion by Mr Cox:
That this bill be now read a second time.
Mr ARBLASTER (Mosman) [3.4]: The bill provides evidence of the total
failure by the Government to make available a proper road system throughout New
South Wales. Some other bills that will come before the House will do the same thing.
The bill is clear evidence that the Government has placed the provision of better roads
right at the bottom of its priority list-if it has a priority list. The Government seems
to operate on the basis of expediency, without stating its priorities, or how it will fulfil
those priorities. The bill provides clear evidence that the main road and secondary
road systems of the metropolitan area cannot cope with the increasing volume of
traffic that the city is generating.
The people of New South Wales demand better roads. One has only to look
at Victoria Road to note that the congestion, which for some time has been obvious
for two periods during the day, is now extending over a longer time. The same can be
said of Parramatta Road. When traffic leaves General Holmes Drive it must go into
roads that are already choked with vehicles. Last week and the week before congestion
and delay occurred continuously on the Sydney Harbour Bridge. These delays cost
nlotorists and citizens millions of dollars.
Most of the increased cost of manufactured goods is due to higher freight rates.
Traffic delays in the metropolitan area are enormous. Anyone who gets in a truck and
wishes to pick up goods from a wharf for delivery elsewhere will soon realize the
structure of road transport costs. On many delivery services during an 8-hour day
the running time of the truck is no more than three hours. The community pays for
five hours of non-productive time. That adds to the cost of goods.
The Commonwealth Scientific and Industrial Research Organization has found
that 33 per cent of all fuel used is burnt while vehicles are idling. Pollution is caused
by the Government's failure to provide a better road system. Congestion and pollution
are getting worse. With a better road system, fuel consumption in Sydney, in particular,
would be significantly reduced. That would lead to a much lower cost structure. If the
Minister for Consumer Affairs wishes to fight price rises and inflation, he should request
the Government to change its priorities. If the Government provided better roads in
New South Wales-particularly in Sydney-costs and pollution would be reduced and
lives would be saved.
Good roads lead to a decrease in the accident rate. The third-rate road system
in New South Wales is responsible for many accidents and deaths. The bill provides
evidence-and not for the first time-that the Government continually backs down to
union pressure. The bill is a result of union pressure from the Transport Workers
Union of Australia over what I shall call the Paddington affair and over black bans at
Ashfield. The same union is now holding the community to ransom with regard to
delivery of fuel to aircraft in New South Wales. The same union won the fight over
the Tamworth freight terminal. I do not blame the union for trying it on again and
saying, "Even if it is a federal matter, let us give it a go." The union wins every time
it takes on the New South Wales Government. The legislation is again clear proof
that the Government has backed down to the Transport Workers Union of Australia.
No one can deny that some councils have imposed weight limits on the pretext
that vehicles were breaking up road surfaces. This pretext has been used because of
some councils' frustration at the Government's failure to provide an adequate road
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system. In the majority of instances weight limits on heavy vehicles have been imposed
by responsible councils t o protect the amenity of residential areas and as a safety
measure. Manly council imposed a 3-ton limit on traffic at the northern end of
Woodland Street because a heavy truck coming down that road lost its brakes and
crashed into a block of flats. A council has the prerogative to impose such limits.
It is amazing to listen to thc Premier and Treasurer speaking about the State's
road system. Recently he spoke about the possibility-and it is a possibility in the
far distant future-of a second crossing for Sydney Harbour. What a smokescrecn
and pipedream that was. The Premier and Treasurer said that a second bridge would
cause enormous environmental problems. H e used that as an excuse for inactivity.
The Government is not consistent. When the Premier and Treasurer talks of a second
harbour crossing creating environmental problems, he is really saying, "We will accept
the congestion, the accident statistics, the high volume of traffic in the metropolitan
area and the time-wasting and pollution." But what about the heavy vehicles that have
to use residential streets to traverse the metropolitan area simply because the Government has failed to provide a proper road system in the metropolitan area?
The bill will no longer enable a council to protect its residents, the environment or the residential amenity of ratepayers. As has happened in other areas, the
legislation will permit more heavy vehicles to use residential streets. The State has a
responsibility to provide an adequate main road and secondary road system to cater for
the volume of traffic generated in New South Wales. I remind honourable members
that councils have to contribute balf the cost of the maintenance of the secondary
road system. Not many new roads have been declared secondary roads. Many
residential streets are being traversed by vehicles with loads greater than those set as the
limit for secondary roads. Councils have to bear the full costs resulting from heavy
traffic using residentiaI streets. The State has a responsibility to provide an adequate
system of main roads, secondary roads and arterial roads. Residential roads are the
responsibility of councils. The Minister said that the administrative procedure for
imposing weight limitations on vehicles would bc similar to those used in respect of
rozd closures.
The New South Wales Traffic Authority has delegated to local councils
the authority to effect closures provided that they confer with the local traffic committees. If agreement is reached between a council and the local traffic committee, a
closure may proceed. If agreement is not reached about the closure of a residential
road, the matter is then referred to the New South Wales Traffic Authority for final
decision. The community and the councils want to know whether the procedure will
be the same with the passage of this bill or whether the Minister will make an arbitrary
decision.
At present if a council imposes a weight limitation in respect of a road, its
rangers police the use of such road by heavy vehicles. If this power is to be taken
away from a council and given to the New South Wales Traffic Authority, who
will police the weight limitation? Will such power and responsibility be transferred
to traffic police or will it remain with council rangers? The community and the councils
seek an answer to that question.
The retrospective provisions of proposed new section 2 6 9 of
~ the Local Government Act give cause for some concern. Again, the community and councils want an
answer whether the existing restrictions on heavy vehicles will be re-examined. If so,
how will they be re-examined? Will the Minister make an arbitrary decision or will
councils and local traffic committees be empowered to decide whether roads will be
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re-opened? Will restrictions on heavy vehicles be lifted or will the Government make
a n arbitrary decision behind closed doors? This administration espouses open government. The Minister, in his second reading speech, said:
I stress the point that the purpose of amending the Local Government
Act is in no way intended to take away or lessen councils' responsibilities
for the protection of road surfaces under their control.

I admit that if action is taken to protect road surfaces, a council engineer can sign
the appropriate certificate. The Minister has said that this bill will not take away the
powers of councils and that it is not intended as an attack on the autonomy of any
council. In fact, it is an attack on the autonomy and responsibility of local councils
to administer their areas as they see fit. After all, local councils are responsible for
their own areas and they were elected to look after them. We have already seen this
Government's attack on local government by its amalgamation legislation. Other minor
legislation to come before this House will deal with bus and taxi regulations and
fares in country areas. That is another attack on local government. Though that
may appear to be a small matter, it is another example of the gradual erosion of
local government autonomy and responsibility.
M r Anderson: The Local Government Association supports the proposal.
Mr ARBLASTER: That may be so but the association says also that another
power is being taken from local government. Members on the Government benches
ought to go and ask local councils for their views on that matter. Privately they will
admit that inroads have been made into the powers of local government. The bill is
another example of the Labor Party's aim to centralize all power. Little by little-as
with council amalgamations-local councils' powers are being eroded.
The need for this bill highlights the Government's failure to proceed with plans
to provide this State with a modern arterial and cross-arterial road system. The bill is
an attempt to excuse the Government for its failure to provide a better road system, onc
that would save costs, reduce accidents, decrease pollution and protect the residential
amenity. The bill highlights the Government's failure to proceed with plans for the
arterial and cross-arterial road system that is so badly needed. If we had such a road
system, there would be no need to introduce this bill. The bill is being introduced
because of the volume of traffic on our roads. If we had a better road systeni,
there would be no need for legislation to enforce the removal of heavy vehicles from
main and secondary road systems. The purpose of this bill is to allow heavy vehicles
to use residential roads and to take away power from local government. For those
reasons the Opposition opposes the bill. This legislation is an admission by the Government of its failure to provide a better road system within the metropolitan area.
Debate adjourned on motion by Mr Anderson

BREAD (PRICES DETERMINATION) BILL
Mr WALKER (Georges River), Attorney-General and Minister of Justice
13.251: I seek the leave of the House to introduce and have passed through all stages
today the Bread (Prices Determination) Bill.
Mr SPEAKER: Is leave granted?
Mr Cameron: Leave is not granted.
Mr SPEAKER: Leave is not granted.
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Urgency
Mr WALKER (Georges River), Attorney-General and Minister of Justice
[3.26]: I move:
That it is a matter of urgent necessity that the Bread (Prices Determination) Bill be brought in and passed through all its stages in one day.
In so moving I am advised by the Minister for Consumer Affairs that a most serious
crisis situation has developed in the bread retail market in New South Wales. That
situation has caused the Minister and the Government to seek, as a matter of urgency,
to introduce this legislation and have it passed through all its stages today. A chaotic
situation is evident in the bread retail market and it is causing great public concern
and consternation. I am advised that the Prices Commission has fixed retail prices for
bread sold in New South Wales. Those prices differ, depending upon the various
styles of bread and whether they are sold in the metropolitan area or outside it.
Basically, 65c is the price fixed by the commission for a loaf of sliced white bread
sold in the metropolitan area. Many retailers are selling bread in excess of that price.
I am advised by the Minister for Consumer Affairs that bread manufacturers are
delivering white sliced bread only to those retailers who agree to sell it for 68c a
loaf.
A matter of even greater concern, as a corollary of the statement that manufacturers of bread are delivering their product only to those retailers who will sell at
that price, is the fact that anyone who is willing to sell bread at the price fixed by the
Prices Con~missionis being denied deliveries of bread. This grave situation is causing
tremendous concern to the housewives and public of this State. That is why this matter
is of great urgency and comes before Parliament for the earliest possible determination.
Mr MASON (Dubbo), Leader of the Opposition [3.28]: The Opposition
opposes the granting of urgency. The Government's action is incredible. The matter,
which is presently before the courts, is the subject of considerable controversy. The
Opposition is not anxious to take action that would reflect upon that aspect, but it is
concerned that the Government's action appears to be circumventing the course of
natural justice. The proposed legislation seeks to pre-empt the rights of persons who
might wish to avail themselves of those rights before the courts.
The Government is acting with undue haste. Everyone wants to see consumers pay the fairest possible price for their bread, but surely the rights of every
person in the community must also stand for something. No evidence has been adduced
by the Attorney-General and Minister of Justice, to suggest that we are at some sort
of crisis point in respect of bread prices. The Opposition sees this measure as another
authoritarian act by this Government. Grave concern is felt about the operations of the
Prices Commission in this State. Serious questions have been raised about the commission's impartiality. Other questions have been raised as to whether the Prices
Commission is not simply an instrument of the Minister.
Honourable members of this House know better than anyone else the capricious
nature of the Minister for Consumer Affairs, who is likely to rush off in any direction.
Heaven knows what instructions he might give to the Prices Commission. That body
should not be operating as an instrument of a Minister of the Crown. This action of the
Government has a stench about it of an attempt to subvert the natural course of
justice. Therefore members of the Opposition must oppose the motion. We believe the
rights of the community must be protected. The Government cannot hide behind some
fictitious claim that it is acting only out of concern for the consumer. It never acts
out of concern for the consumer. Members of the Opposition have never seen one

2170

ASSEMBLY-Bread (Prices Determination) Bill

action by this Government in the interests of the consumer. It is interested only in
power for itself and in feeding its masters in the trade union movement. It has no
real interest in the consumer. The Opposition opposes this motion of urgency.
Question of urgency put.
The House divided.
Ayes, 58
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cahill
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. 3. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Degen
Mr Egan
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Ferguson

Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh
Mr Hatton
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jensen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallam
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock

Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill
Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Sheahan
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran
Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade

Noes, 31
Mrs Foot
Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner
Mr Cameron
Mr J. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
M r Fischer
Mr Fisher

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
Mr West
Mr Wotton
Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Motion of urgency agreed to.
Suspension of Standing Orders
Mr WALKl3R (Georges River), Attorney-General and Minister of Justice
13.401: I move:
That so much of the standing orders be suspended as would preclude
the Bread (Prices Determination) Bill being brought in and passed through
all its stages in one day.
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Mr CAMERON (Northcott) [3.40]: Governments that seek artificially to control the price of a commodity merely move their problem from one place to another.
The problem then manifests itself in reduced commodity quality or shortage of supply.
Mr Einfeld: On a point of order. The question before the House is whether
standing orders should be suspended. Honourable members do not want to hear
attacks on price fixing. Objections to price fixing went out with the organ-grinder and
the monkey, and I am not sure which of those the honourable member is. Those sorts
of attacks are outdated and have nothing to do with the question before the House.
Mr Cameron: On the point of order. I am dealing with the substantive question of whether standing orders should be suspended. I am giving reasons why they
should not be suspended and why the ordinary processes of the Parliament should
proceed. I was about to indicate that the fourth manifestation is new substitutes,
such as hot bread shops, being found for distribution of a particular commodity. That
is relevant to the question before the House.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The question is, That so much of the standing orders
be suspended as would preclude the bill being brought in and passed through all
stages in one day. Up to the point where the honourable member for Northcott was
interrupted he was speaking to the substantive motion, which he can deal with later.
Mr CAMERON: The standing orders should not be suspended. The House is
now at a legitimate stage for the presentation of legislation. We are not in the middle
of the debate on the Address in Reply or the Loan Estimates. This is a legitimate
stage for legislation to be brought forward in the normal way and this bill should be
dealt with in that way. This piece of legislation should take its place in the normal
legislative agenda and come on when the other matters already initiated have been
disposed of. There is absolutely no reason for this extraordinary action to be taken.
It is a deliberate attempt to short circuit the courts in the exercise of their duties.
It is an attempt to transcend the courts, to override them and to ride roughshod
over them. Of course, that is in harmony with other action taken by this Government, which shows complete contempt for the courts. There ought to be much
greater respect and regard for the courts; they should not be constantly overridden.
No case has been made out for bringing in this bill by way of urgency. If the
quality of discussion in this Parliament is to be upgraded, more time must be allowed
for discussion and research by honourable members into the conflicting questions that
they are called upon to consider. This cannot be done when suddenly, at the snap
of the fingers of the Attorney-General and Minister of Justice, standing orders are
thrown into the wastepaper basket and an extraordinary process is used to pass a bill
through the House. That is a course to which the Leader of the House is resorting
more and more frequently. The extraordinary process is becoming the ordinary process. This Parliament ought to be astute enough to ensure that this corrupting, degrading and lowering of the process will not be allowed. The Opposition believes emphatically that in this case standing orders should not be suspended but that the matter
should be dealt with in the normal way according to the normal process.
Mr PICKARD (Hornsby) [3.45]: I oppose the motion for similar reasons,
though some are a little different, to those advanced by the honourable member for
Northcott. I have seen the bill and I have seen what goes on in the industry. On various
occasions bakers have come to me about the action or inaction of the Government in
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relation to suppliers of bread who have been breaking the law and yet have not been
dealt with by the Government under the powers it now has. Suddenly it has become
urgent to circumvent the courts and deprive individuals once more of their rights by
this nefarious process of moving urgency to push the bill through in one day. This
allows no opportunity for the people who will be affected by the bill-not merely
consumers but all those engaged in the industry-to examine the bill and understand it. Bread manufacturers throughout this State should have that opportunity. Many
small bakers are having great difficulty in continuing their business. They have many
problems to contend with. Perhaps the bill will help large-scale manufacturers. Hot
bread shops have been acting illegally for a long time in competition with bread
manufacturers. The industry should have a chance to examine the bill. All segments
of the industry to be affected by it should have been consulted.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! There is far too much audible conversation in the
Chamber.
Mr PICKARD: Unless honourable members have time to read bills and
examine them and to talk with constituents who will be gravely affected as consumers
or manufacturers, the process of government and the democratic Westminster system
will little by little be usurped by this hurry-scurry method that this Government uses
to get itself and the commissioner out of a fix. The commissioner acts on behalf of
the Minister and at his direction. Both are publicly discredited by this motion.
Mr EINFELD (Waverley), Minister for Consumer Affairs [3.50]: I am aghast
at the remarks of the honourable member for Hornsby who, as usual, knows nothing
about the subject matter at hand. The honourable member for Northcott on principle
backs anything that is anti-democratic. The honourable member who enjoys the title
Leader of the Opposition is the most ridiculous and stupid person in this House. It
is time he and his colleagues realized that attacks on consumers went out with the
crinoline petticoat. Nobody attacks the consumer. They have a democratic right as
citizens to be free from exploitation. Any honourable member who opposes urgency
is against the interests of the ordinary citizen. The snide attacks launched by the
Opposition on the members of the Prices Commission were of the worst type I have
ever heard in this House. The three members of the commission enjoy the complete
confidence of the Government. The chairman is a magistrate and a man of spotless
reputation; the other two members of the commission are people of independent
thought and philosophy and are competently able to deal with these matters of great
importance. There are a number of reasons why the bill is urgent. The major reason
lies in the open defiance of the law by some bread manufacturers in New South Wales.
Anybody who supports defiance of that sort obviously will vote against the bill and
its urgency. This Government wiIl not tolerate open defiance.
Mr Cameron: On a point of order. The Minister is not addressing his mind
to the matter of urgency. The same rule that applies to Opposition backbenchers
must apply to the Government and its Ministers. Every proposition advanced by the
Minister has dealt with the substantive issue rather than with the matter of urgency.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The Minister has addressed himself to the debate. It
is true that he should have applied himself to the question that standing orders be
suspended. However, the Minister is entitled to reply to some of the remarks made
by other members and I believe that that is what he has been doing.
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Mr EINFELD: Thank you, Mr Speaker. I have been attempting to reply to
the remarks of members of the Opposition though some do not deserve a reply as
they were not based on reason. I was giving reasons for the urgency of this matter.
They areMr SPEAKER: Order! The matter of urgency has already been decided. I
would remind the Minister that the House is now dealing with a motion to suspend
standing orders.
Mr EINFELD: Thank you, Mr Speaker, for so reminding me. The reasons
for the necessity to suspend standing orders are, first, there is a continuing defiance
by bread manufacturers; second, there is confusion among retailers who do not know
what price to charge as bread manufacturers are inciting them to sell at a higher
price; third, there is confusion among the small corner shopkeepers-Opposition members have a number of these small shopkeepers in their constituencies and they should
take a little interest in their predicament-who also are being incited by the bread
manufacturers to charge higher prices. Most of all, there is confusion among consumers. My department has already had more than 1 000 telephone calls of complaint
on this matter.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The House is discussing the suspension of standing
orders. The Minister will have an opportunity later to put arguments in support of
the bill.
Mr EINFELD: I assure you, Mr Speaker, that I have plenty of other arguments
at my disposal. I am trying to establish the necessity to suspend standing orders.
The main reason is that the Government does not wish to see a continuation of
profiteering and exploitation of consumers.
Question-That standing orders be suspended-put.
The House divided.
Ayes, 58
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cahill
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. J. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Degen
Mr Egan
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Ferguson

Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh
Mr Hatton
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jensen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallarn
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock

Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill
Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Sheahan
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran

Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade
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Noes, 31
Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner
Mr Cameron
Mr J. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher

Mrs Foot
Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
Mr West
Mr Wotton
Tellers.
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the aflirmative.
Motion for suspension of standing orders agreed to.
Introduction
Mr EINFELD (Waverley), Minister for Consumer Affairs [3.55] I move:
That leave be given to bring in a bill for an Act to make provision
for the determination of the maximum retail price and the maximum wholesale price at which bread may be sold.
Question-That leave be given-put.
The House divided.
Ayes, 58
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cahill
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. J. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Degen
Mr Egan
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Ferguson

Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh
Mr Hatton
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jensen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallam
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock

Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill
Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Sheahan
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran
Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
h4r Wade
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Noes, 31
Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner
Mr Cameron
Mr J. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher

Mrs Foot
Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
Mr West
Mr Wotton
Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Motion agreed to.
Bill presented and read a first time.
Second Reading
Mr EINFELD (Waverley), Minister for Consumer Affairs [4.1]: I move:
That this bill be now read a second time.
The reasons for this legislation will be apparent to all honourable members. For the
past forty years, bread prices in New South Wales have been regulated in the interests
of consumers and stable marketing. For the past thirty-two years, under the Prices
Regulation Act a system of price control on bread has been supported by successive
governments and Parliaments of all political complexions. This support has been
maintained without serious challenge because governments and Parliaments in this
State have held, as the present Government holds, that so far as possible this basic
food item should be sold at prices which are fair to consumers and all connected with
the industry. At present the wholesale and retail prices as fixed by the Prices Commission
of New South Wales are 56c and 65c respectively for the normal 680 g white sliced
and wrapped loaf, with variations to account for different types of bread and bread
products and different locations in the State. On assuming ofice in 1976 this Government reiterated this commitment in its changes to the Prices Regulation Act, which set
up the Prices Commission, and through the Prices Regulation (Bread) Act, which fixed
the maximum price of bread pending the establishment of the commission.
Indeed, six years ago the bread manufacturers of New South Wales, who are
now challenging the system of price regulation, submitted to the Kelleher inquiry that
they wanted price control to continue. Mr Justice Kelleher confirmed in his report that
price control had given a measure of stability to the industry over the long-term. Since
July of this year, the manufacturers association has spared no legal expense in using all
available legal processes to defy the decision of this and all other Parliaments since 1948
that the price of bread should be regulated. Consequently, a great deal of litigation has
ensued in the Supreme Court of New South Wales, the New South Wales Court of
Appeal and in the High Court of Australia. This litigation is still in process. In the
meantime, members of the association have set their own higher unofficial prices and
demanded these prices from resellers and consumers.
These manufacturers are defying the expressed wishes of this and earlier Parliaments. The reason for this defiance may not at first blush be apparent to those who
do not know the matter well. It can be discovered, however, in a sworn affidavit to the
Supreme Court on 3rd October by Mr T. J. McCarthy, the executive director of the
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association. In this affidavit he admitted that at least two of the three very large
manufacturers who virtually control the association are each making "greatly in excess
of $20,000 per week" additional by selling bread at their higher unofficial price so long
as litigation is continued. For this amount of money, the major manufacturers are
thumbing their noses at this Parliament and attempting to tie-up in the courts any
consequent action the Government may take. Their cynicism is breathtaking. No wonder
moves are well advanced among many smaller baking companies to dissociate themselves
from the association and form an alternative organization.
Defiance of the Parliament is only one of the disturbing factors in this cynical
behaviour by the major manufacturers. The confusion that it has caused is widespread
in the community generally and throughout the retailing industry in particular. The
major manufacturers are delivering bread to resellers already marked with a higher
unofficial price. The large retailing concerns have the muscle and viability and innate
honesty to ignore the provocative act and are charging no more than the legal maximum
retail price. The Government appreciates this sensible approach. Today the vendors
have joined the man~~facturers;
they will not deliver to any retailer who is not willing
to sell at the manufacturers' suggested higher retail price. Smaller resellers, the corner
shop for instance, have no such self-protection. They must buy bread from the manufacturer at a wholesale price higher than that intended by the Parliament and hope,
against the evidence, that they will recover their official margin from the manufacturer
later.
The manufacturers are thus forcing the small resellers to choose between three
equally dangerous and unattractive courses of action. The corner shop can buy bread
from the manufacturers at the higher unofficial price and try to wring the intended
official wholesale margin from the manufacturer later. It can protect its margin by
selling bread at the higher illegal price, thereby putting itself in breach of the law. It
can inconvenience its customers and endanger its prospects by refusing to sell bread
altogether-in other words, by not stocking what is arguably its most important consumer item. This is more evidence of the profound cynicism of the major bread
manufacturers. They know that the direct consequence of their action is to force small
resellers either to break the law or to endanger their livelihood. They are in fact inciting
citizens to break the law. The three manufacturers who virtually control the association
are willing to go to this length so that they can each make "greatly in excess of $20,000
a week" in addition to their normal trading profit.
I emphasize to the House as firmly as I can that the Government will not
tolerate this cynical abuse of legal proceedings. The Government will not stand by
and allow consumers and resellers to be disadvantaged and confused because of the
greed and acquisitiveness of these few large corporations. Actions are proceeding in
various courts, the result of which the Government is confident will be the restoration
of order to the marketing of this basic item of food. The law moves in deliberate
ways its wonders to perform. All these concurrent legal processes take time. For
example, the proceedings before the High Court are to commence on 2nd December.
The present confusion in bread marketing, therefore, could continue until well into
December and possibly well into 1981. The Government is not willing to tolerate this
confusion, which is creating tremendous uncertainty and worry throughout the community. It is unwilling to tolerate the defiance of the Parliament by a handful of greedy
company executives. It is not willing to allow this small group of people to continue
their despicable victimization of consumers and small businesses. It has brought forward
this legislation to bring about order and regularity into bread marketing until the courts
have determined the issue.
Mr Cameron: You are going to fix the price yourself; that is what the bill
means.
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Mr EINFELD: As the honourable member for Northcott seems not to understand English, he must have terrible trouble listening to anybody. As soon as practicable after all current litigation is terminated, I shall direct the Prices Commission of
New South Wales to hold an open, public inquiry into the wholesale and retail prices
of bread and associated items. This bill proposes that in the intervening period the
Parliament will fix beyond all doubt the maximum wholesale and retail prices of
bread. Initially these prices will be those currently determined by the Prices Commission of New South Wales. It is proposed that these prices may be varied by regulation
pending the outcome of the public inquiry by the Prices Commission of New South
Wales. It proposes penalties for breaches that wiIl apply not only to corporations but
also to those corporate executives who are responsible for breaches. Also, it proposes
that any reward gained through breaches will be forfeited to the Crown. This bill is an
exampIe of what the Americans call sunset legislation. It will cease to have effect upon
the publication of an order duly made by the Prices Commission of New South Wales
following its public inquiry.
For the benefit of honourable members I turn now to a more detailed explanation of the bill. Clause 1 provides the short title. Clause 2 is interpretative. Subclause
(1) of clause 2 contains a number of definitions. Subclause (2) provides that the
maximum wholesale and retail prices at which certain bread may be sold are those
contained in the schedules or those from time to time fixed by regulation. Clause 3
will prohibit the retail sale of bread at a price exceeding that fixed by the bill or
regulations. Clause 4 will prohibit the wholesale sale of bread at a price exceeding
that fixed by the bill or regulations.
Subclause (1) of clause 5 will enable the Supreme Court, upon application
being made to it by a person authorized by the Minister, to restrain by injunction
conduct that amounts to actual or threatened contravention of the pricing provisions
of the bill or regulations. Subclause (2) leaves no doubt that in this regard the
Supreme Court may grant interim injunctions. Clause 6 provides that the amount by
which a person has profited as a result of selling bread at a price in excess of that
prescribed is recoverable as a debt due to the Crown. Clause 7 provides that where
bread is sold by wholesale the seller is obliged to deliver to the purchaser an invoice
noting the quantity, price and description of the bread being sold.
Clause 8 makes it an offence, subject to certain defences, for a person to sell
bread by either retail or wholesale where the price displayed on the bread's wrapper or
label is higher than the maximum permissible retail price under the bill or regulations.
Clause 9 makes certain provisions of the Prices Regulation Act, 1948, applicable to
this bill. In effect, it will be an offence for a person to pay a wholesale price for
bread that is higher than the maximum price set by this bill or regulations. The
reference to section 38 of the Prices Regulation Act is designed to ensure that manufacturers and vendors do not refuse to sell bread at the maximum prices. Finally, by
reference to section 57 of that Act sellers of bread will be obliged to keep usual
business records.
Subclause (1) of clause 10 enables inspections to be carried out by inspectors
of the Department of Consumer Affairs and confers certain powers in that regard,
with a view to ascertaining whether the Act is being complied with. Subclause (2)
makes it an offence to impede investigations by inspectors. Subclause (1) of clause 11
provides that the directors and those officers concerned with the management may,
in certain circumstances, be guilty of the same offence as a body corporate. Subclauses
(2) and ( 3 ) ensure that action may be taken against either without prejudice to an
action against the other. Clause 12 assures a measure of flexibility when laying
informations for offences against the Act by permitting a single information to allege
the sale of one or more loaves of bread.
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Clause 13 prescribes maximum penalties for offences against the Act or regulations at $10,000 for a body corporate and $5,000 for an individual. Clause 14 allows
proceedings for a breach of the Act or regulations to be taken before a court of petty
sessions or, with the Minister's consent, the summary jurisdiction of the Supreme
Court. The maximum penalty that may be imposed by a court of petty sessions is
$2,000 for a body corporate and $1,000 for an individual. In the Supreme Court,
the respective maximum penalties are $10,000 and $5,000. Proceedings in either
jurisdiction must be commenced within six months of the offence.
Clause 15 contains regulation-making power. Subclause ( 1) of clause 16
suspends the operation of bread pricing orders numbered 802 and 803 in force when
the Act becomes operative, thereby recognizing the validity of those orders until
that time. Subclause (2) provides that the Prices Commission is not limited by this
Act in making orders with respect to bread but any such order will have no effect
while this Act remains in force. Subclause (3) ensures that the Minister will be able
to direct the time at which the proposed bread inquiry is to be held. Subclause (4)
sets out the manner by which this Act becomes inoperative. That is, it "sunsets" on
the happening of each of the following: (a) when the inquiry referred to in the
previous subclause is held; (b) when a proposed order emanating from that inquiry is
served upon the Minister and is not vetoed; and (c) when the Minister by proclamation
declares the cessation of the Act from the time the proposed order is published.
Subclause (5) provides that when the proposed order is published in the Govevnmeizt
Gazette this Act is repealed.
Schedule 1 fixes the maximum retail prices for bread according to its kind
and description and its place of sale to be those specified in the schedule. This
schedule largely reproduces the existing price regulation order number 802. Schedule 2
similarly fixes the maximum wholesale prices for bread. This schedule largely reproduces the existing price regulation order number 803. The bill has been made necessary
by the provocative behaviour of the major bread manufacturers while the present
spate of litigation continues. This behaviour is in defiance of the Parliament and
it is confusing the community generally. The Government believes that this confusion
must no longer be tolerated and that the marketing of this fundamental item of food
must revert to its former orderly condition. I commend the bill to the House.
Mr ROZZOLI (Hawkesbury) [4.14]: This piece of legislation, which has been
brought before the House today with unseemly haste, must rank as one of the most
incredible exercises by a government that has become more and more known for its
manipulation of the accepted legal processes and due processes of the Parliament. In
his second reading speech, which was predictable down to the last syllable, the Minister
for Consumer Affairs mentioned the phrase "cynical abuse of legal proceedings" when
referring to the bread manufacturers association. During my speech I shall establish
that if anyone has been guilty of a cynical abuse of legal proceedings it is the Minister
for Consumer Affairs. That fact must be realized by the people of New South Wales
when they are contemplating the legislation and its implications for the community.
At the commenceinent I make it clear that the Opposition supports the principle
of bread being priced at the lowest possible level, provided that due consideration is
given to all the factors that contribute towards the price of a commodity in the market
place. No one in the community when applying that concept to his own labour or
product wo~rlddeny that every facet that goes to make up the price of that labour or
goods should be included in any fixing of price. Workers who regularly seek a determination of their wage levels and conditions of employment before the State's industrial
tribunals would demand that this approach be maintained. That is why in recent
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years detailed logs of claim are placed regularly before those tribunals. Each item
is taken into account by the tribunal when determining an appropriate payment far
labour.
The citizens of New South Wales should consider why the legislation has been
brought before the House today with such unseemly haste. The reason is the paranoia
of the Minister for Consumer Affairs towards the bread manufacturers association,
bread manufacturers in general and the whole question of bread prices. I wonder
whether his action has the support of the Government. When I learned that the
Minister would seek to introduce the bill as a matter of urgency today, I asked the
Government Whip whether that was so and what procedure would be followed. He
replied, "I do not know anything about it." He had to consult the Attorney-Generai
and Minister of Justice to learn why the bill was being brought before the House
today. Obviously the Minister for Consumer Affairs has taken this action without
consulting his colleagues.
The Minister for Consumer Affairs is a bad loser; he will not accept the decision
of the courts; he will not accept the due process of law. I accuse the Minister of s
cynical abuse of legal proceedings, if I may adopt his words. Without dealing with the
content of the matters before the courts, in order to consider the legislation in its
due context one must look at those matters. All honourable members would be aware
that the bread manufacturers appealed to the Supreme Court against the price regulation orders that were controlling their activities. Mr Justice Woodward found in favour
of the bread manufacturers. This finding was the subject of an appeal to the Court of
Appeal consisting of Mr Justice Hope, Mr Justice Glass and Mr Justice Hutley.
Although that tribunal reversed some of the findings of Mr Justice Woodward it
confirmed His Honour's principal finding that the Minister had unfairly, unconstitutionally, illegally and against all the spirit of the legislation interfered with the
Prices Commission carrying out its duties. The matter is now before the High Court
of Australia.
The Minister for Consumer Affairs, and thc Minister for Industrial Relations
and Minister for Energy, who for a time was responsible for the ministerial functions
of the Minister for Consumer Affairs, sought leave of the High Court to be parties
to the appeal lodged by the bread manufacturers of New South Wales against the
judgment of the Court of Appeal. It is not surprising that Mr Justice Murphy ruled,
no doubt correctly, that the two Ministers should not be joined as parties to the
proceedings. In a fit of pique at being criticized by the Supreme Court and the Court
of Appeal, and at having been put in his place by the High Court, the Minister
for Consumer Affairs has sought to bring legislation before the House before allowing
the matter to reach its logical conclusion, which would have occurred some time in
December. Despite what the Minister has said, the world would not come to an end
if the cost of bread remained at 68c a loaf until mid-December. Probably some
bread would cost less than that, if the Minister chose not to interfere.
Further challenges are being made to the validity of price regulation orders.
The administrative law division of the Supreme Court has before it actions numbers;
701 and 702. This morning in that court when action number 702 against prices
regulation order number 803 was mentioned, Mr Justice Hunt said that tomorrow he
would give a decision in action number 701, which would indicate that though he had
struck out some matters placed before the court by the bread manufacturers association,
the association had established a case that could be argued before the court. That
should occur some time this month. In addition to those proceedings, which by any
standards are complicated, defamation proceedings have been commenced by the
Minister for Consumer Affairs against the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales
and its executive director, Mr Tim McCarthy. In the Supreme Court five damages
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suits have been brought by the five bread manufacturers who were the complainants in
the original proceedings before Mr Justice Woodward, seeking compensation for the
losses occasioned by the Prices Commission and the Consumer Affairs Commission over
the past eighteen months. The Minister was correct when he said that there is a lot of
litigation in the air about bread prices. No doubt that litigation has been brought
about because of the community's concern. The crux of the legislation is that it seeks
to ratify a power that the courts have ruled the Minister does not have under existing
legislation.
Mr Einfeld: Most of what has been said by the honourable member is not true.
This is a technical matter.
Mr ROZZOLI: The courts have ruled that the Minister does not have jurisdiction
to interfere in the determinations of the Prices Commission. Undoubtedly under the
Act the Minister may refer some matters to the Prices Commission. Section 20 (1) (a)
of the Act limits the role of the Minister in the price-fixing process. That subsection
makes it plain that it is the duty of the commission to arrive at an independent conclusion on whether it should exercise its power under section 20 and, jf it so decides,
the manner in which the power should be exercised. The court said that it would not be
valid for the commission to act at the behest of the Minister in fixing a particular price,
which it might do if it knew or believed that the Minister would veto the price so fixed.
Obviously the members of the Prices Commission are men of practicality. If
they had any doubt that the Minister would not accept a price that they had determined
as the fair and proper price, they might not waste their time by recommending that
price and might recommend a price more in accordance with the wishes of the
Minister. In other words, the Minister would set himself up as a person having
magical powers above and beyond the capacity of the Prices Commission, which had
available to it all of the necessary information and ingredients to come to a proper
determination of a fair price for the particular commodity. That power of the Minister
and his Svengali-like influence over the Prices Commission have brought him into
disrepute in the judgments handed down by the courts.
The House is called upon to consider whether it is right and proper for the
Parliament to introduce legislation to determine prices of certain commodities. In the
interests of the community should the Parliament muzzle, restrict or control free market
forces? The price of bread has been determined by a formula which fairly and justly
examined all factors involved in the cost of producing the commodity and took into
account fairly and justly a return on investment and effort by those who produce it.
Is it right that the due legal process and proper determination by the Parliament through
its legislative powers should be set aside at the whim of thc Minister when the system
set up by the Government fails to deliver the goods? From the evidence tendered
before Mr Justice Woodward it was obvious that the Prices Commissioner, Mr Evans,
was influenced by the Minister.
Mr Einfeld: Mr Evans did not give evidence.
Mr ROZZOLI: It was obvious from the evidence tendered to the court-evidence
that was considered by the judge when arriving at his determination.
Mr Einfeld: The honourable member has been badly briefed.
Mr ROZZOLI: The Minister has suggested by his interjection that the Opposition
is badly briefed.

Mr Brereton: The Minister said that the honourable member has been badly
briefed.
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Mr ROZZOLI: The Minister would be aware from the time when he was in
Opposition-though I doubt that anything quite as flagrant happened when he was a
member of the Opposition-that it is extremely difficult to prepare a detailed case in s
limited time.
Mr Einfeld: The honourable member should not make mistakes of fact.
Mr ROZZOLI: I do not admit that any of the material I have presented to
the House has been untrue or wrongly presented. If the Minister for Consumer
Affairs wishes to do so, he may refute my arguments in his reply. One could drive
many cart horses-probably not bread cart horses-through his second reading speech.
I doubt the veracity of any reply that the Minister may make challenging the truth
or accuracy of anything I put before the House. The Opposition contends that over
the past few months the Minister has sought to exert political influence on and to give
ministerial direction to the New South Wales Prices Commission in the determination:
of the price for bread. In doing so, the Minister has subverted a legal process set up
by the House and, to throw his own word back at him, has cynically abused legal
procedures.
The Minister has introduced a bill which is heavy on coercive powers. He
admitted that in his speech. The Minister has made scurrilous reference to the bread
manufacturers association and to bread manufacturers. He wrongly attributed unfair
motives to them. Those people have no way, other than through the Opposition, to
refute things said by the Minister. In a cowardly fashion the Minister has used the
privileges and forms of the House to make those scurrilous attacks. One must suspect
the reason why the bill has been introduced in its present form, which gives the
Minister so much discretionary power over the time at which the question of the
price of bread will again be placed before the Prices Commission. If the Minister were
fair in his assertion that the bill is an example of sunset legislation, he would have
included in the appropriate clause a subclause to the effect that such an inquiry into
bread prices must be held within a stipulated period. As it stands, the Minister may
never return the matter to the Prices Commission. The Opposition has had the bill for
only a short time. There appears to be nothing in the measure to require the Minister to
return the matter to the Prices Commission or to say that the Minister must abide by
a decision made under the Prices Regulation Act. Irrespective of what the Minister
has written into the bill, if the price formulated by the Prices Commission does not
suit him, he may introduce further legislation. The Minister may keep doing that
until one of two things happens: first, that the Prices Commission sets a price, having
been coerced into it suitable to the Minister or the Government is thrown out of office,
lock, stock and barrel. The latter proposition is probably the more likely because it is
doubtful that the Minister, in his obstinate manner, would give in to reason.
Apart from the strong powers that the Minister has given himself to direct
the bread industry on how it should conduct itself, one can look at the five damages
suits in the Supreme Court of New South Wales and at the defamation proceedings
that the Minister has brought against the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales and
Mr McCarthy. One may ask whether the Minister is setting up a deal to say to the
bread industry that if it does the right thing and drops the suits for damages, he will do
the right thing and drop his defamation case or bring in a reasonable price for bread.
I have no doubt that the Minister's actions stem from a wish for a just consideration of the level of prices for commodities, and in particular, of bread in New
South Wales. The Minister began his crusade in consumer affairs and prices with
honesty, integrity and every good intention. Having set up what he thought was a
faultless system, he found that a strong difference existed between his views and those
of the bread manufacturers. The Minister has now become most unreasonable on the
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issue. H e has drifted away from the ideal of seeking justice and has placed before the
House a bill which is extreme in the coercive power it proposes be given over a vital
industry.
One wonders what the Minister is trying to do. Obviously he is not concerned
purely with maintaining reasonable prices. The finding of a full inquiry to determine
a reasonable price was inconsistent with the Minister's idea of a reasonable price.
Is the Minister trying to drive bakers out of business? Is he trying to close down
the small retailer, rather than to help him, as the Minister believes he is doing? Is
the Minister trying to break the manufacturers and retailers or is he trying to savage
the public by increasing confusion that need never have arisen had the Minister
allowed the due process of law to be followed?

A remarkably accurate and telling article on this subject appeared in the Sydney
Morning Herald of 11th September. It attributed to the Minister the title of magician,
and suggested that he was capable of conjuring in a way that put him second only to the
Premier and Treasurer with his impressions of the Muppetts. The article rightly pointed
out that one cannot play the part of King Canute indefinitely. One cannot wave a
magical wand and say that prices will remain low, when so many other influences in
the community are forcing prices to rise. One cannot break the nexus between the
price of a single commodity and the conditions that lie behind the production of
that commodity. One cannot break the nexus with the general level of inflation.
Australians are lucky that the level of inflation has been so expertly contained over
the past five years, following an unprecedented increase in the preceding five years.
1 wonder what sort of somersault the Minister would be turning if he had to contend
with the rate of inflation that existed at the time that the Whitlam Government held
office? If that rate of inflation had continued, his task of trying to keep prices down
b what he considers a reasonable level would have been much more difficult.
Had the Whitlam Government continued in office, with inflation running at
possibly 25 per cent, the price of bread would be now $1.68 or $1.65 rather than 68c
or 6%. What we are talking about is a fair go for everyone. I am sure the Minister
is concerned that consumers should have a fair go with prices, and certainly they
should, but consumers, unless they are among the very young or the aged, include
producers. Producers want a fair price for the commodities they supply, whether they
be goods or services. We are discussing whether it is necessary to have a mechanism
for determining fairly and properly the price of bread, but the Minister should understand that in setting up such a process he must accept the results of it.
It is pointless for the Minister to say to members of the Prices Commission,
"I know you fellows have done your homework and have given the matter reasonable
consideration, but your decision is politically unacceptable. I am a Minister who has
the reputation of keeping prices down. Unless you knock 3c of the price you suggest
I shall lose that reputation for keeping prices down. T o preserve my reputation you
must do what I tell you." The Minister for Consumer Affairs has set aside the
procedure he set up. It does not matter whether this legislation passes all stages today,
just as it does not matter what the Minister does in an effort to keep prices down, for
if fixed prices are not fair and reasonable, the industry will flounder. I would be
rather known as a Minister who presided over the orderly structuring of the price
of bread than have the reputation for having made it difficult to buy bread.
When the Prices Commission agreed that the wholesale price of bread should
rise because of undeniable increases in cost, wages, fuel and the price of wheat, the
Minister wanted to keep the retail price down. The costs of all of those elements in
bread production are continually rising and affect the wholesale price. The retailers
found it hard to withstand the decrease in their margin in order to comply with the
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Minister's direction to keep the price of bread down. The Minister said to the retailers,
"I shall leave your margin as it was before but we shall just have to keep bread prices
down by decreasing the margin of the manufacturers."
For how long can a manufacturer continue to operate if he is not getting a
fair return for his goods? Ample evidence was placed before the commission that
bread manufacturers are entitled to price increases. I am a married man with a
family and, as much as anyone, I am concerned every time the prices of commodities
rise. But we are living in a society where price rises are inevitable. As parliamentarians we have a responsibility to maintain stability in the market-place and to keep
prices as low as possible. We should seek an alternative to the Minister's proposal.
He has said to persons in commerce, "Irrespective of what you are entitled to, or
what is a fair thing, we will peg the price of this product, and you must put up
with it." That is like saying to the Minister, "In order to save money we shall
reduce your salary to that of a backbencher. We know you have expenses, and that
you work harder than some backbenchers, but we cannot afford to pay you more."

Mr Einfeld: I apologize. I take back every word I have said. Please do not
do that to me.
Mr ROZZOLI: I am pleased that the Minister for Consumer Affairs responds
to the example I have given. No one likes to work for less than he deserves. The
same applies to manufacturers of bread. Bread manufacturers have invested capital
and face constantly rising operating costs. As well, they are employers. They have
responsibilities in the community. They must maintain the prices of their commodity
at a reasonable level. I keep returning to the concept of reasonableness. When one
considers whether something is too high or too low, too strong or too weak, one always
comes back to the test of reasonableness. Perhaps that test is open to debate as much
now as it was in earlier times. Reasonableness is determined by the view that would be
taken by a reasonable man. That is always the yardstick to which the law and parliaments must return in their judgment of what is fair and right.
Perhaps the Government should review the law governing baking hours, for
that is one cause of the acceleration of costs in the baking industry. Why cannot a
baker bake when he wants to bake? Why should he have to wait until a certain
hour of the day before he starts baking? Does baking at any other hour produce a
poorer quality in bread? What is the difference between bakers and shift-workers?
Why are we clinging to legal provisions, such as those restricting baking hours, when
such provisions are a cause of increases in the cost of bread? Under price control,
and under the auspices of the magician who is the Minister for Consumer Mairs, we
in New South Wales have the most expensive bread in Australia. In Victoria, where
price control of bread was abandoned twelve months ago, increases were not dramatic.
If the price of bread in Victoria is examined on a sort of parity basis, it has not
altered. It is significantly lower than the price of bread in New South Wales.
The price of bread is determined by the cost of production. If the Minister
could prove-and I challenge him to do so-that bread manufacturers are seeking
exorbitant profits, the need for restrictions would be obvious, but the Minister has not
examined the factors that go to make up the cost of production or the effects of the
archaic laws on baking hours in this State. If the bread price structure is regulated
unreasonably, the bread industry will be crippled. It may lead to bread manufacturers'
not replacing equipment when they should to keep it in first-class working order. Perhaps
manufacturers will have to streamline methods of delivery by restricting some of their
deliveries and leaving it to retailers to arrange for distribution. That will increase
retailers' costs. A bread manufacturer's return cannot be reduced to below cost without
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compelling him to adopt cost cutting procedures, which are likely to either reduce the
quality of bread or the amount of bread manufactured. It might put him completely
out of business.
Perhaps that is what the Minister is seeking to do. Perhaps he wants stateowned bakeries. This State already has the State Brickworks, the Government Insurance Office, and the State Dockyard. Perhaps he wants a state bakery. If he sends
bread manufacturers to the wall, he can then say that he has no option but to have
bread manufactured by the State. I wonder what would happen to the price of bread
if the Government were to bake and sell it. Recently I received a letter from the
Minister for Agriculture on the rent of stands at Flemington markets. He said the
Government is losing money on the operation of the markets and this will necessitate
an increase in charges because the Government does not want to lose more money
than it has to. If the Government were to produce bread, it would not be too coy
about increasing the price to suit itself.
In October 1976 the Government gave an intimation of what it would do if
the manufacture of bread were in the hands of a government instrumentality. It
increased the price of bread manufactured by prison labour. In one fell swoop the
price went from 24c to 30c, or 25 per cent. Between 9th January and 1st August of
that year the price of bread baked in prisons increased by 10c, or 50 per cent. One does
not have to use too much imagination to realize that if the Government took over
the production of bread, prices would be astronomically higher than they are at present.
The Prices Commission has never operated as an independent tribunal on the price of
bread, as was intended under the prices fixing legislation. I t has always acted as
an extension of the Minister's mind and hand. For that reason we are in the appalling
situation of having litigation, cross-litigation and confusion dividing the community and
threatening to disrupt the supply of this essential commodity, yet the Minister continues
to exacerbate the problem by the introduction of legislation of the type that he has
introduced today. There is no doubt that for some time the manufacture, delivery
and price of bread have produced great conflict. A recent editorial in the Sydney
Morning Herald under the heading "Campaign Against Cheaper Bread" stated:
The public has a strong stake in the outcome of a union meeting to
be held in Sydney tomorrow. But no representative of the public will be
there. None has been invited. The meeting, attended by members of the
Bread Industry Employees and Salesmen's Association, will consider whether
or not their union should ban the delivery of bread to retailers wanting to
sell it to New South Wales householders at discount prices.
If the Minister means as well as he says he does, he should ensure the existence of
mechanism to bring bread on to the market as cheaply as possible. The unions felt that
some of their members might lose their jobs because of a reduction in deliveries
because they would not be delivering fresh bread daily. Accordingly, they attempted to
prevent the discount sale of day-old bread. They were concerned about the loss of
jobs in their industry but the Minister's action in interfering with the cost structure of
the industry may also cause a loss of employment for a different reason. As the
editorial to which I have referred pointed out:
But the union has no charter to set itself up as the supreme determinant
of the issue. No one-the union, manufacturers, retailers-has the right to
limit competition providing the public with cheaper goods. Heaven knows,
the public badly needs cheaper goods, especially basic food items.
The editorial drew attention to the fact that the Trade Practices Act was introduced
by the Commonwealth to foster competition. The Minister should be examining these
factors instead of taking the action he proposes. He knows he is being unreasonable
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in restricting the price of bread in the face of considerable evidence that there are,
forces acting in the community and in the industry that are artificially boosting the
cost of production. If he were sincere about keeping bread prices down, he should
instruct his department to examine all aspects of an industry that artificially boosts
prices. I challenge the Minister to provide the evidence which, in bringing in this
legislation, he must believe is germane to his argument. There is no evidence that price
control substantially or permanently contains prices.
Mr Einfeld: When the Opposition was in government it upheld the principles
of price control.
Mr ROZZOLI: Price control may effectively contain prices for specific purposes
for a specific time. The prices regulation machinery was introduced as a wartime
measure. The use of price regulation for those purposes is legitimate, and it envisages
a time limit: it does not envisage that it will go on and on. I should think it highly
likelyMr Einfeld: Is the honourable member announcing his party's policy?
Mr ROZZOLI: I should think it highly likely that a Liberal Party-Country
Party government would seriously consider the abolition of the Prices Regulation Act.
Mr Einfeld: Is the honourable member speaking on behalf ofMr DEPUTY-SPEAKER : Order!
Mr ROZZOLI: It has been proven that the Act has achieved nothing during its
years of operation. When the Opposition was in government that statute did nothing to
contain prices in a manner significantly beneficial to the community in contrast to prices
for the same commodity in other States where those commodities that were not subject
to price control. Though it is an attractive package to put up to the harassed consumer
that the Minister has a magic wand in his pocket and that he can wave it to contain
prices reasonably, it does not happen logically and in substance. I see no reason to
maintain on the statute books useless legislation. As a measure to promote the welfare
of the community, the legislation before the House today is useless. If ever a Minister
has taken a sledge-hammer to crack a peanut, it is with this measure. When the Government was in opposition it complained that price control of bread would lead to the
fixing of prices behind closed doors.
Mr Einfeld: While the coalition parties were in government it did.
Mr ROZZOLI: What is happening now is bread prices are not determined
behind one closed door, but behind several closed doors. By the time we get deep
into the ministerial suite there are many doors between the decision-making process
and the public.
Mr Einfeld: The honourable member should come and see me sometime.
Mr ROZZOLI: The last time I visited the Minister's suite to seek his assistance,
he assured me he would help but his rate of delivery was absolutely nil. The previous
high esteem in which I held the Minister declined after that personal experience.
I do not have much faith in what happens behind the Minister's door. It is wise
for governments of all complexions to reflect on what their supporters say when in
opposition. There tends to be more honesty of expression in Opposition. It is a
challenge of government to maintain the high sentiments that often are expressed in
opposition. Once government is gained the responsibility of carrying out what has been
called for when in opposition is heavy and the task is not easy. I am the first to concede
these problems are not easy to resolve. The problems created by rising prices in the
community and the problems confronting people in the lower income groups in making
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ends meet are not easy to solve. Government and Opposition members should bend
their minds towards solving those problems. Easy or not, they have to be challenged
responsibly. I should like the Minister for Consumer Affairs to follow that course
rather than his present course. A further illustration of the conflict that exists among
the Minister's own political ranks on this measure is the attack that came from the
Bread Industry Employees and Salesmen's Association of New South Wales and the
Baking Trade Employees Union of New South Wales, who attacked the Premier and
Treasurer for his undertaking to peg bread prices. The unions believed that the pegging
of prices in the context announced by the Premier and Treasurer was impractical
and posed a threat to their welfare. The Minister for Consumer AfFairs must bear in
mind that he is responsible for the welfare of all persons covered by this legislation. The
Minister cannot grandstand and do sensational things that inflict hardship on major
sections of the community. No fewer than 6 000 workers are covered by those two
unions. Mr E. D. Young, the secretary of the Bread Industry Enlployees and Salesmen's
Association, referring to the Premier and Treasurer, said:
Your rude and arrogant attitude to trade unionists entitles you to be
despised by the trade union movement generally.
It is not surprising that the Premier and Treasurer retorted that he was surprised and
disappointed at the language used. No doubt on that occasion Mr Young felt provoked
by the heartless attitude displayed by the Premier and Treasurer towards the welfare
of the workers he represented. Another curious aspect of this legislation, which is a
little like Alice in Wonderland in that it gets curiouser and curiouser, is that the
Minister is further driving a wedge between himself and the industry. In fact, the gap is
so wide that obviously the wedge fell out a long time ago. The Minister for Consumer
Affairs and the bread manufacturers are poles apart. The Minister for Consumer Affairs
must bear in mind that he is not the Minister against business, as he purports to be.
If the Minister is to achieve reasonable results, he must co-operate with business.
Business will not disappear; it does not work in a vacuum; it is comprised of peoplereal flesh and blood people-machines and equipment. Business is part of our community. If the Minister wishes to come to grips with the problems, he should maintain
a talking relationship with business leaders. If an informal conversation took place
between the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales and the Minister I shudder to
think of its text. On 8th August, 1975, when on the bandwaggon to disrupt things and
widen the split that already existed between himself and these important sections of the
community, the Minister said:
The Government will legislate to stop sweetheart wage agreements
between employers and employees.
In other words, the Government wanted to stop unions and employers from getting
together and agreeing on wage rates.
Mr Einfeld: I have not tried to correct the honourable member yet.
Mr ROZZOLI: Having made those statements, the Minister did not express any
word about the disgraceful sweetheart agreements that have been made between
employees and the Government in many other areas. I do not know whether the
Minister for Consumer Affairs has made sweetheart agreements, but certainly other
Ministers have been guilty of doing so on many occasions. It is presumably one of the
tricks in the Minister's magician's parcel.
Mr Brereton: Will the honourable member attribute this speech to Ross Gittins?
Mr ROZZOLI: It is with apologies to Ross Gittins. His article in the Sydney
Morning Herald was probably as good an article as one could have read on this subject.
Another of the Minister's tricks in his magician's parcel is that he can make one law
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for one occasion and another law for another occasion, and impose one set of rules for
one person and another set for another person. That is most convenient. In this way
the Minister can either rub it in and make it difficult for everyone, or he can appear
to be like Father Christmas. Sooner or later the person to whom one has promised
a bicycle or a loaf of bread for Christmas and has been disappointed will say, "But,
you were going to give it to me, not to him". The Minister should not overlook the fact
that people get together and talk about these things.
Mr Einfeld: In that case one gives them a tandem, not a bicycle.
Mr ROZZOLI: The Minister would give manufacturers a tandem after they
had been put out of business. The Government is suffering from the severe cracks
in its credibility. To date the Minister has enjoyed a fairly good reputation as the
champion of the consumer. The narrowness of his outlook and his short-sightedness
have caused him to lose that credibility. He has attacked the very fabric by which
goods are produced. When that occurs the consumer suffers in a way that is not
immediately evident but becomes extremely serious in the long-term. Those signs are
becoming evident. This measure will not solve problems in the bread industry any more
than have a number of the Minister's other initiatives. Unreasonably, the Minister has
ignored the circumstances that create the problems. The drought is another factor that
undoubtedly will to some extent upset the Minister's plans. Its effects on the price of
bread loom on the horizon.
Mr Einfeld: It is tragic.
Mr ROZZOLI: The sarcastic interjection by the Minister is not appreciated by
Opposition members.
Mr Einfeld: No sarcasm was intended.
Mr ROZZOLI: The inflection in the Minister's voice has changed in the past
30 seconds. In the next 12 months the drought will have a serious effect on bread
prices, even if it rains in the near future. The damage has been done. I suppose the
Minister will simply reach into his box of tricks, pull out his cloak and his crown
that has King Canute written across the front of it and say that the price of bread
will not increase, even though the cost of wheat might have risen. The Minister
has pledged to keep the price of bread down, and irrespective of what else might
happen he must keep his pledge. That will give no credibility to the Government or to
the Minister.
I have been speaking about the denial of natural justice to the bread industry
and the fact that the due process set up by the Government has not been allowed to
carry through to its logical conclusion so that a price satisfactory to all might be
agreed upon. When one considers the hastily prepared legislation, one wonders about
natural justice for consumers in some of the definitions contained in schedule 2 to
the bill. The Sydney metropolitan area as defined in schedule 2 cuts through the
middle of my electorate. Other places which traditionally have been held to be within
the Sydney metropolitan area are excluded from the definition. That minor point about
the legislation highlights the inconsistency and diversion of thinking of those who
drafted it from the realities of the big world outside. A simple matter such as the
definition of the metropolitan area has been set aside and those who drafted the bill
have incorporated their own version of the Sydney metropolitan area. That is a
source of concern to my electorate, as undoubtedly it would be to people in the
electorates of the honourable member for Penrith, the honourable member for Mount
Druitt and the honourable member for Campbelltown, who have always regarded
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themselves as being within the metropolitan area. Evidently persons from those electorates are included within the metropolitan area for ail that is bad, but excluded from
it for anything that is good. That shows a callous disregard for legal processes.
To use the phrase used by the Minister when he attacked bread manufacturers,
in his dealings with bread prices and the legislation he has cynically abused legal proceedings. He has not been content to let the system run its natural course, but has
subverted the legal measures available to persons in the community because those
measures have conflicted with what he believes should happen. He has subverted
the processes of the Parliament by introducing legislation in such haste. He has
not given the Opposition an opportunity to examine the legislation in the detail that
it deserves, using his own words. The Minister has said that the legislation is
important and necessary. He will not agree to an adjournment of the debate so that
Opposition members might contribute in a proper fashion. When I say that, I do not
mean in the sense of the content of the debate, but when one is called upon to lead
for the Opposition in a debate on a bill that one has not seen until about half an hour
before the introduction of the measure, one has to gather one's material quickly and
may present it perhaps not in the most logical way.
Mr Einfeld: The honourable member received a proof copy of the bill.
Mr ROZZOLI: I did not receive a proof copy until today.
Mr Einfeld: As soon as it was available to me.
Mr ROZZOLI: When was that?
Mr Caterson: At 2.15 this afternoon.
Mr Einfeld: As soon as I received it.
Mr ROZZOLI: It would have been a simple matter for the Minister to have
allowed me to move the adjournment of the debate after his second reading speech.
That would have upheld the tradition of proceedings in this Parliament.
Mr Einfeld: Perhaps it serves me right for giving the honourable member a
copy of the bill.
Mr ROZZOLI: The Minister's interjection sums up his attitude and reveals
his preferential treatment. Opposition members received a proof copy of the bill
only half an hour before the debate commenced. I have made some comments that
the Minister did not like.
Mr Einfeld: The honourable member has not said anything that I do not like.
I have not listened to all that he said, but what I have heard of it has not been too bad.
Mr ROZZOLI: If it has not been too bad---Mr Einfeld: In fact for the honourable member, it is rather good.
Mr ROZZOLI: Why did the Minister not give members of the Opposition at
least an hour to read the bill?
Mr Whelan: I would give him four points out of ten for this speech.

Mr Einfeld: A score of four out of ten is a bit high.
Mr SPEAKER: Order!
Mr ROZZOLI: That is typical of the Government's cynicism towards legal
proceedings. No doubt lawyers can look after themselves, but what upsets me is the
abuse of the rights of the ordinary citizen. Today honourable members are seeing
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abuse of the rights of ordinary people. Doubtless the courts can resolve the matter in
their own way, as they did with the appeal by Namoi shire council against the local
government amalgamation proposals. The courts found in a certain way but held that
the Parliament is the supreme legislator and provided it all comes out in the wash
everyone would have to live with the system. The courts can rationalize matters-they
must-but members of the public cannot rationalize matters and citizens will suffer
by the legislation despite a desire by the Minister for Consumer Affairs to improve the
situation. The bread industry will certainly suffer. If that happens consumers will
suffer also. Consumers are the public. Members of the public vote. In the months
to come a bigger swing will occur back to this side of the House than the swing to the
Labor Party in 1977. A repetition of the events of 18th October last will occur. Those
events were an indication that the citizens of New South Wales want responsible
government.
Mr Whelan: If another swing of that nature occurs the coalition parties will
be out of government in Canberra.
Mr ROZZOLI: If those sort of figures are obtained at the next State election
the Government will be in trouble, especially as it supports horrendous legislation. The
Opposition opposes the bill, not because it is against bread being placed on the market
at the lowest possible price, but because it believes the Minister has taken the wrong
steps towards achieving that goal. The Minister has ignored the real factors that push
up the price of bread. The strategy of the legislation will fail and ultimately the
consumer will pay even higher prices for bread.
Mr BRERETON (Heffron) [5.23]: I am pleased to have the opportunity to
speak in support of the Minister for Consun~erAffairs who has brought forward the
Bread (Prices Determination) Bill. Other members from the Government benches have
pointed out that a great deal of public concern and consternation has been expressed
at the rising price of bread and that ordinary citizens face difficulties in paying for
household necessities. The Prices Commission of New South Wales has made a
determination providing a retail price of 65c for a wrapped loaf of sliced white bread
weighing 680 grams. The wholesale price set by the commission was 56c. In total
defiance of that determination the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales have
decided to deliver bread only to those resellers who were willing to sell it at 68c a
loaf, that is, 3c above the price determined by the Prices Commission of New South
Wales.
I take the opportunity to congratulate the Minister for Consumer Affairs on
grasping the nettle by introducing the bill so that the citizens of New South Wales
are assured of some protection against the exploitation that they are now suffering
at the hands of bread manufacturers. The objects of the bill are to make provision
for the determination of maximum retail and wholesale prices at which bread may
be sold. Regulations may be made which will have the effect of setting prices. The
provisions in the bill include a clause for the bill to go out of existence and no longer
have any application as soon as the Prices Commission of New South Wales makes its
next determination and that determination is published in the Government Gazette.
That means that honourable members are faced with a bill that is aimed at providing
short term confidence to the citizens of New South Wales that they will continue to be
protected by the Government from exploitation by bread manufacturers.
Control over the price of bread is not new. As the Minister has already said,
in the interests of consumers, over the past 40 years bread prices in New South
Wales have been regulated. Over the past 32 years a system of price control has
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existed by the Prices Regulation Act and has had the support of successive governments of all political persuasions. When the coalition parties held office between
1965 and 1976 they supported the Prices Regulation Act and supported its application
to control the price of bread.
Bread manufacturers have now decided to defy the determination of the Prices
Commission of New South Wales. That brings the bread manufacturers on to a course
of c o d i c t with the Government. The bread manufacturers are attempting to maximize
their profits. The Minister has pointed out, not using figures taken off the top of his
head or invented by an officer in his department, but taken from the records of the
Supreme Court of New South Wales in the form of an affidavit by none other than
the executive director of the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales, Mr T. J.
McCarthy, that at least two-thirds of the large manufacturers of bread, who virtually
control the organization, each make in excess of $20,000 a week by an overcharge of
3c a loaf for bread that has been applied in contravention of the determination of the
Prices Commission of New South Wales. Without any doubt the profits at stake are
immense.
I was not surprised this afternoon to see Opposition supporters rise, one after
the other, to the defence not of consumers but of bread manufacturers. Opposition
supporters have risen to their defence to try to prevent the Government introducing
legislation to protect consumers. The Opposition has tried to protect the huge profits
of the bread manufacturers that were won despite the determination of the Prices
Commission of New South Wales. Opposition supporters have done this type of thing
over the years. Their parties have received substantial support from bread manufacturers. As I see it, this is simply a case of Opposition supporters rendering a
service to the people who have supported them financially, election after election.
At a time when $20,000 a week is at stake for each of the large manufacturers,
plenty of money is available to hand round. Plenty of money is available also for
interminable legal proceedings. The bread manufacturers were happy to see the matter
go to the Supreme Court of New South Wales. They are happy for the matter to go
to the New South Wales Court of Appeal and to the High Court of Australia and
for it to drag on indefinitely. The bread manufacturers are happy to brief Queen's
Counsel and to see the process drag on. In the meantime the profits made by the
bread manufacturers are huge. The Minister has referred to the cynicism of the Opposition as breathtaking. It certainly is. So is the cold, calculated decision-making of
the Opposition which is based on the simple concept of maximizing the profits of
bread manufacturers. Many people-not only consumers but also small retailers of
bread-have been placed in an invidious position through the cold, callous attitude
adopted by the bread manufacturers. Those people have been virtually forced to
break the law or put themselves in the position of having to subsidize the price of
bread, should they continue to sell it.
This afternoon one member of the Opposition after another have made valiant
attempts to thwart the intention of the Government in introducing this legislation. The
Leader of the Opposition said that the bill circumvents natural justice and pre-empts
the right of people to go to the courts, and that no community crisis is apparent. That
is utter rubbish. Of course a crisis is apparent. One needs only to read the newspapers
day after day to know the great concern felt throughout the community about the
spiralling price of bread following withdrawal of control on bread threatened by
Mr Justice Woodward in the Supreme Court.
The Leader of the Opposition attacked the Prices Commission, but there is
nothing new in that. The Opposition has never had real courage when it comes to
protccting the interests of consumers. Members of the Opposition always have taken
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every opportunity, as a matter of choice, to protect their friends in industry and in big
business. The Opposition sees the Prices Commission as a weapon of the Labor Government. Though the commission is trying to ensure fairness for the consumer, the Opposition attacks it. The Leader of the Opposition went on to say that this legislation is an
attack on the democratic institutions of this State. What utter rubbish. Parliament is a
democratic institution of this State. The Legislative Assembly is in the process of
debating legislation that will become law. That is not an attack on a democratic
institution; indeed, it is a restating of the foundation of our democratic institution.
Members also witnessed the hypocritical performance of the honourable member for
Northcott when he attempted to say what was occurring this afternoon was in defiance
of the standing orders and a deliberate attempt to circumvent the law of New South
Wales.
Mr Caterson: So it is.
Mr BRERETON: It is not. There is nothing illegal about what the Government
is doing this afternoon. Everything taking place here today is in absolute compliance
with the standing orders of this Parliament. The honourable member for Hornsby spoke
about bakers who had come to him and claimed that the Government had not acted to
protect bakers.
Mr Moore: On a point of order. The honourable member for Heffron is debating
naatters that were raised when a question that has been decided by the House was
being dealt with. He is out of order in attempting to debate matters raised by the
honourable member for Northcott and the honourable member for Hornsby when the
suspension of standing orders was being discussed.
Mr Brereton: On the point of order. These matters were canvassed also by the
honourable member for Hawkesbury, who led for the Opposition. I submit that I am
in order in answering matters that he raised in the debate.
Mr DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Order! During the second reading debate the remarks
of the honourable member for Hawkesbuiy were wide ranging. The honourable member
for Heffron has said that at an earlier stage the honourable member for Hornsby
expressed similar views to those expressed by the honourable member for Hawkesbury.
The honourable member for Heffron is in order because he is debating matters relevant
to the debate.
Mr BRERETON: I turn my attention to the contribution by the honourable
member for Hawkesbury to this debate. On several occasions he said that what the
Government is doing this afternoon is an abuse or disregard of legal procedures. Let me
put the record straight. Nothing in this bill would in any way affect legal proceedings
pending in any court in Australia. That absolute untruth was expressed by the honourable
member for Hawkesbury several times during his contribution to the debate. He went
on to say that the Minister for Consunler Affairs is a bad loser and was trying to
circumvent legal proceedings. That was another way of putting what was said earlier.
I am sure it is the popular comprehension of most of the people in this State that the
Minister for Consumer Affairs is anything but a bad loser. He is a good winner. He has
earned that reputation as a result of moves he has made to protect the consumers of
New South Wales.
That was not the only untruth put forward by the honourable member for
Hawkesbury. He said that the bread manufacturers were responsible for the appeal
to the Supreme Court. That is not so. To the contrary, the appeal to the Supreme
Court was taken by the Prices Commission, just as the later appeal to the Court
of Appeal was taken. It does this Parliament a great deal of discredit for a shadow
minister to say something that is the opposite of the truth.
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One matter should be placed on record. An item contained in the affidavit
in the High Court dealt with the allegation of an attempt by the Minister to influence
the Prices Commission between 2nd and 10th July this year. It is a matter of public
record that the Minister was away from this country between 19th June and 21st
July. That aspect will receive a great deal of attention when the matter is finally
determined by the High Court. What we are dealing with today is an attempt by
the Opposition to see the matter determined other than at an early date. Indeed,
it is an attempt to support bread manufacturers in having the final determination
put off as far as possible. The honourable member for Hawkesbury said that the
world would not stop if the price of bread remained at 68c until the middle of
December of this year. If this bill is not carried today, there will be no determination
from the High Court by that time. There would be interminable legal proceedings,
which could extend to the middle of next year.
The honourable member for Hawkesbury spoke of a great deal of litigation
and outlined it. Why has there been so much litigation? What is at stake? Those
questions can be answered by the figures in the affidavit lodged in the Supreme Court.
Large manufacturers are making more than $20,000 a week by their defiance of the
determination of the Prices Commission. The honourable member said that the
Minister is attempting to do something though the court has ruled that he does not
have the power to do it. That is not so. The court has not ruled that Parliament
does not have the power to pass this bill. That power is derived in the same way as
the power of Parliament to enact the Prices Regulation Act. Members of the Opposition are in difficulty. They say that the Minister's action today will put the bread
manufacturers out of business, but at the same time they say that the people of
New South Wales have the most expensive bread in Australia.
Mr Egan: The Opposition cannot have its bread and eat it too.
Mr BRERETON: Exactly. That is a most valid observation by the honourable
member for Cronulla. The price of bread in New South Wales is a matter for the
Prices Commission to determine. The power of the Minister in this regard is simply
to accept or reject the recommendation of the Prices Commission. If he accepts it,
a regulation must be published. That is the only power the Minister has.
The New South Wales Act specifically provides for the price of bread to be set.
It has been set at 65c a loaf retail, and ithe Government is determined that that price
shall apply. The honourable member suggested that the Government wants to take over
the manufacture of bread. It is ludicrous for the Opposition spokesman on this
subject to say that is the Government's intention. No person with any intelligence
would accept that assertion. The honourable member said there is no evidence that
price control is required in this State. I recall to the minds of honourable members
what has happened over recent weeks when the price of bread was de-restricted.
Immediately the price rose by 4c a loaf-strong evidence of the need for price control.
The newspapers carried headline after headline in huge block print on this matter"Bread prices to soar", "Bread to cost 76c after bakers take their slice". There are
many more and I commend them to members of the Opposition.
The honourable member for Hawkesbury went on to say that this is useless
legislation. That question can be left to consumers to decide. In the middle of next
year let them look back and decide whether this legislation is useless. At the rate the
litigation has been proceeding it could be the end of next year before it is concluded.
It appears that the bread manufacturers have unlimited resources to make legal
challenges. Let the consumers of the State judge the Government and the Minister
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on his record. It is a good one indeed. The housewives of this State will judge for themselves, and $heir decision will be in favour of the Government. Finally the honourable member said that the legislation is an abuse of the rights of ordinary persons.
Surely in this case the ordinary persons are in conflict with the bread manufacturers
who want to make huge profits by doing something that is illegal and flagrantly
contravenes the determination of the Prices Commission. Consumers are being ripped
off. Surely, in this situation they are the ordinary persons.
Under the prices determination procedure in New South Wales the price of
bread has been increased a number of times. On 30th July, 1979, there was an increase
under prices regulation order 782 to 57c. On 19th November, 1979, under order 787
the price was increased to 59c. On 3rd March, 1980, under order 792 the price went
to 61c. On 14th July under order 798 the price was increased to 64c. On 3rd
October under order 802 it was increased to 6%. They are substantial increases that
have been granted through the legal procedures laid down by the laws of this State.
In the past 14 months the controlled price of bread has risen 8c a loaf, or 14 per
cent. That is more than the inflation rate. Still the bread manufacturers want more;
they are not satisfied with what they have received. Members of the Opposition would
give bread manufacturers what they ask for, as they did in 1975 and early in 1976.
Huge increases were granted at that time.
Mr Einfeld: That occurred in their last days in office.
Mr BRERETON: As the Minister has rightly pointed out, that was in the
dying days of Liberal Party-Country Party Government in New South Wales. In 22
months 9 increases were granted, virtually one every second month. That is what
would happen again if a Liberal Party-Country Party government were in office. I
take issue with something that the honourable member for Hawkesbury said that I
consider grossly unworthy of him or any other honourable gentleman. He suggested
that a damages suit might be dropped in the future in exchange for a deal on the
price of bread.
Mr Moore: The Minister said that.
Mr BRERETON: He said no such thing. That is a most unworthy and
scandalous thing for the honourable member to say. It was a disgraceful attack on
the Minister, whose integrity is accepted by the people of New South Wales. It is
no accident that newspaper reports refer to the Minister as the housewives' friend.
That has happened ever since he was appointed Minister. He is the most populat
Minister in the Wran Labor Government. Honourable members opposite who impugn
the integrity of a man of that stature show how much out of contact they are with the
everyday appreciation of politics and policies and the need to protect consumers in
this State. The Minister has given consumers protection on every occasion when the
need has arisen and he is giving further protection by introducing this bill.
As the Minister said, the major reason for the introduction of the bill is the
bread manufacturers' open defiance of the Government. The Government is not
willing to sit back and allow consumers to be exploited. I am delighted to have had
the opportunity to support the Minister by speaking on this piece of legislation. The
people of this State will welcome it. I adopt the words of Mr McCarthy of the bread
manufacturers association who, on Caroline Jones's radio programme "City Extra"
this morning, said, "What is required is a fair go for everybody". The honourable
member for Hawkesbury used the same words. I am content to leave it to the
community to decide who gets a fair go. I am sure the verdict will be in favour of
the Government, which will be applauded for bringing down this most important
legislation.
138
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Mr MOORE (Gordon) [5.48]: A number of matters contained in the legislation
before the House are repugnant. It is a settled matter of legal history in New South
Wales, as it is in any British legal system-a common law system-that a person is
entitled to a fair hearing and to have his grievances argued before a court. The
doctrine of natural justice and the right of an individual to complain about the denial
of natural justice are enshrined in a number of leading legal authorities, including
Ridge v. Bnldwin and the series of cases arising from it.
By this legislation the Minister is attempting to pre-empt the decision of a
series of tribunals on a case that is now on appeal before the High Court. He seeks
to prevent his actions and the actions of his puppet Prices Commissioner from being
judged by the courts, for he is not game to allow public scrutiny of his actions and
the actions of the commissioner. He wants to prevent an examination of the validity
of their determinations and, indeed, the validity in some respects of the legislation
under which those determinations are purported to be made.
The courts of this State have held that the determinations of the Prices Commissioner are bound by section 58 of the Prices Regulation Act, which sets out two
grounds upon which the Act should be administered. Those grounds can be summed
up in the phrase used by the honourable member for Hawkesbury and repeated by
the honourable member for Heffron-a fair go all round. The Opposition believes
that the Minister is determined that only he and the Prices Commissioner get a fair go
without regard for the rights of individual manufacturers of bread or the bread
manufacturers association collectively,
I refer now to the Minister's statement in his second reading speech that the
provisions of the proposed Act will remain in force until all legal actions arising out
of the present controversy of the Prices Commission's determinations on the price of
bread are settled. The Minister specifically referred to all actions. The Minister knows
that five actions for damages have been taken against him for breach of his statutory
duty and misfeasance in public office. Five organizations have taken action against
him for loss of profits. The Minister properly comprehended those matters in his
statement that all actions had to be disposed of before he would contemplate bringing
into effect the provisions of clause 16 ( 5 ) of this bill, which will bring about its
repeal.
The Minister's legal advisers should have informed him that the best judicial
authority in cases deriving from Padfield v. Minister for Agricultura and Fisheries
shows clearly that it is not only improper, but grossly improper, for a Minister to
abuse the powers of his office for personal protection from actions taken against him
while he holds office. It is improper for the Minister to threaten five companies
operating in the State that they will continue to be squeezed by the legislation now
before the House, if enacted, unless they compromise actions that they have taken
against him personally. The Minister has said also that he will not remove the squeeze
he proposes t o apply through this legislation and the personal powers he as Minister
will have until after the satisfactory settlement of defamation actions that he has
commenced against Mr McCarthy of the bread manufacturers association and the
association itself.
The Minister referred to all legal actions relating to the controversy surrounding
the determinations of the Prices Commission. It is equally improper for the Minister
to say that he will not cease to apply this legislation until the actions taken against him
personally are disposed of-inferentially to his satisfaction-and that he will not permit
this legislation to be repealed until the actions he has taken personally against Mr
McCarthy and a corporation of employers have been settled-again inferentially to his
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personal satisfaction. The other matter to which I wish to refer is the reliability or
otherwise of Mr Robert Evans, the New South Wales Prices Commissioner. On 22nd
August last Mr Justice Woodward in his judgment at page 15 said:
The defendant Evans was called upon the subpoena and produced the
documents above referred to. He did not produce any document coming
within the terms of cl. 1 (e) of the Schedule. His counsel took no step to
correct him or to explain his reply. I can only assume that the document
referred to by Messrs Fleet and Leys, prepared by Mrs Gaynor and mentioned
in the notation above quoted is in existence and the defendant does not
propose to produce it.
Mr Einfeld: On a point of order. The honourable member for Gordon, besides
all his other misstatements, untruths, half-truths and inanities, is referring now to the
contents of a judgment by Mr Justice Woodward, part of which judgment was taken
on appeal to the Court of Appeal and upon which that court has decided that His
Honour's observations on the character of Mr Robert Evans were erroneous. I take the
point of order because the matter is on appeal to the High Court of Australia. It is
improper that in this Parliament, which is the highest court in the land, the honourable
member for Gordon should be stretching the truth as far as he is now.
Mr Moore: On the point of order. The matters to which I am referring in His
Honour's judgment are obiter dicta, and not part of the ratio decidendi. They are not
part of the matters subject to appeal. As I understand it, the appeal did not deal with
the character of the witness Evans, which is the matter I wish to raise.
Mr Whelan: The honourable member is backing down.
Mr MOORE: I am proposing merely to refer to what Mr Justice Woodward
said about the character of the witness Evans. I wish to quote from the judgment parts
that do not specifically relate to the appeal to the High Court.
Mr SPEAKER: The honourable member for Gordon had been developing the
argument that the bill, when enacted, will remain in force until the court actions that
have arisen from the controversy over bread prices have been finalized. If he continued
in that fashion, he would be in order. However, if the matter that he is now starting
to dwell upon is the subject of an appeal, I ask him to treat it most carefully, because
it could be sub judice. The honourable member said that he understood that the part
of the judgment to which he intends to refer was not to come before the court. However, if he has any doubt, he should be careful about the manner in which he deals
with this material.
Mr MOORE: Rather than seek to take the House through a full quotation from
His Honour's judgment, I shall simply quote the concluding sentence on this aspect,
in which His Honour said:
The above facts could justify a conclusion that the first-named defendant was prepared to accept the role of adversary in these proceedings in the
true sense.
The next matter to which I turn in general terms relates to the recovery of the proposed
overcharges that the Minister seeks to introduce in clause 6 of the bill. This clause:
amounts to a statutory creation of a limited class action in New South Wales, with
that class action being taken by the Crown on behalf of the alleged aggrieved consumers. There is an exact parallel with what is proposed in clause 6 of this bill which
gives the Crown the right to recover any amount above the appropriate maximum
retail or wholesale price fixed and having that money paid as a debt due to the Crown
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into consolidated revenue. That amounts to a Nader style class action in this State,
with none of the fairly limited advantages that might be said to arise from a Nader
style class action because it is simply being used as a taxation levy by the Minister,
with every payment going straight to consolidated revenue.
IMr Speaker left the chlrir at 6 p.m. The House resumed ar 7.30 p.m.]

Mr MOORE: Clause 6 deals with the recovery by the Crown of payments
by consumers in excess of the maximum wholesale or maximum retail price fixed by
the Minister under a determination pursuant to the bill. That amounts to a statutory
creation of a government recovery class action of the type favoured by Mr Ralph
Nader for introduction into Australian law. To the Opposition it seems curious, to
say the least, that a Government representing itself as the protector of consumers
should seek by means of legislation to recover from bread manufacturers whom it
considers to be acting irresponsibly the total overpayments made by consumers and to
put that money straight into the Crown's coffers. It would be more appropriate, if that
absurd recovery process were to be undertaken, for the money to be used in some
beneficial programme rather than for it to disappear into the Government's funds,
presumably to pay for the pictures of the Premier and Treasurer that seem to be
appearing all over the place and may have been distributed to schools throughout New
South Wales.
Other matters of concern to Opposition members will be dealt with in detail
at the Committee stage. The bill contains a number of legal innovations. Clause 8
will place a reverse onus of proof upon persons in a company who might commit an
offence under the legislation. Such persons will have to prove their innocence, contrary
to the criminal law that requires the Crown to prove that a person is guilty. Clause 11
will provide that an officer of a company as defined in the Companies Act, 1961, may
be guilty of an offence if he is in a position to prevent a breach of the Act but fails
to use all due diligence to prevent such a breach. The definition of officer in the
Companies Act includes any director, secretary or employee of a company. A humble
van salesman who is given a loaf of bread with the incorrect price on it will commit
an offence under this legislation unless he places his employment in jeopardy by
refusing to deliver and to sell the product. It is clear that under the Companies Act
the definition of officer includes any employee of a corporation. The proposed section 11
will mean that a person, whether the most humble employee, or the managing director
of a company, who does not use all due diligence to avoid contravention of that
provision by the body corporate, will commit an offence. If the driver of a delivery
truck fails to prevent the breach, he has not used all diligence and technically will
be guilty of an offence. The Government would be most unlikely to initiate a prosecution
in such circumstances, but it would be bad law for this Parliament to create an offence
that no Government would want to enforce.
The self-repealing provision is curious. Clause 16 (5) provides that the
legislation may be repealed simply by the publication in the Government Gazette of an
order under the Prices Regulation Act stating that the Act is repealed. Sunset legislation is useful in some circumstances. The right to repeal statutes that have outlived
their usefulness should not be delegated to a Minister. Repeal should be effected by
including in the bill a specific date on which the legislation is to expire. For example,
it might provide that the bill will cease to have effect on 1st May, 1981, or that it will
sutomatically cease to have effect after a stipulated process has been completed,
perhaps three months after the legislation has received Royal assent, or something
of that nature. Alternatively, a repealing power could be provided quite properly by
introducing a repealing Act. The Oppasition does not agree power to repeal an Act
should ba vested in someone who is not subject to the direction of Parliament.
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Mr Justice Woodward found that the Prices Commission should not be subjected
to interference by the Minister, no matter how improperly the Minister might have
interfered in the past, or no matter to what extent the Prices Commissioner might
have accepted the Minister's manipulation of his determinations. The power to repeal
the bill should be conferred only in clear terms endorsed by this House or it should
be embodied in a new Act being introduced for the repeal of an existing Act. Clause
5 contains a drafting absurdity. Under clause 5 (1) a power is to be given to the
Supreme Court to grant an injunction. That power is to be given where a person on.
two or more occasions contravenes, has contravened or threatens to contravene clauses
3 and 4. It is absurd for the clause to be open to the construction that a person who
sells bread rolls twice with a five minute interval between sales is in contravention of
that provision. The Opposition would suggest in a less combative spirit than the one in
which it approaches the rest of the legislation that the clause should be amended by
providing that the provision will be attracted only if the offence is committed on two
or more days or at some other fixed time. That would remove the absurd possibility
of legal jeopardy arising when someone has sold two bread rolls on two separate
occasions to two persons who had entered a small pastry shop seeking to buy one:
small item.
Clause 7 contains provisions for the keeping of records. A member of a local
Lions Club or Apex Club who proposes to run a hot dog stall for a charity might
purchase a supply of bread rolls from the supermarket and because it is proposed that
the hot dogs should be sold retail, he must keep records of the quantity, price and
description of the bread delivered. That is necessary because at a later time the re-sale
of the commodity might involve its conversion from a simple bread product into some
foodstuff using bread as the surround. The proposed section does not provide for any
exclusions. The drafting of it should be tidied up.

I have no doubt that the Minister has introduced the legislation because he is
unwilling to let the bread manufacturers association exercise its rights, which include
seeking justice from the courts. By his own admission in this debate the Minister does
not propose to have the bill-when it becomes an Act-cease to operate until all legal
proceedings have been completed. That is a most unfortunate position because the
Minister has a personal interest, as either a plaintiff or as a defendant, in a series
of legal actions. For the Minister to say that the bill will not cease to operate until
all legal actions have been concluded seems to me to place the Minister in jeopardy,
under the rule in Paclfield v. Minister for Agriculture and Fisheries, of acting improperly by using legislative powers to force compromise on legal actions to his o m
personal advantage. That is not an attitude of which the Minister could be proud.
Mr WHELAN (Ashfield) 17.431: I am delighted, as was my colleague the:
honourable member for Heffron, to support the Minister for Consumer Affairs on the:
Bread (Prices Determination) Bill. I listened to speakers from the Opposition, the
honourable member for Hawkesbury, and the honourable member for Gordon. Their
tactic was to attack the judiciary and other statutory officers of New South Wales. That
attack failed. Though much mention was made of the Minister who introduced the
legislation, little mention was made of the people of New South Wales who arc
severely prejudiced by the spiralling increases in the cost of bread. Little mentiorn
was made of those who live in constant fear of price rises in bread and other commodities. As I have predicted, the Christmas present that citizens of New South Wales
will get from the Fraser Government will be an increase of 2c a litre in the price of
petrol during the month of December.
Mr J. A. Clough: One does not make bread from petrol.
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Mr Cameron: If the honourable member for Ashfield is right, it will be the &st
time he has been right.
Mr DEPUTY-SPEAKER: Order! If Opposition supporters seek the call I shall
make sure they get it. In the meantime, the honourable member for Ashfield should be
heard in silence.
Mr WHELAN: I have been right more times than the honourable member for
Northcott has been right. The biggest factor in my being right is that I am on this
side of the House and the honourable member for Northcott is on the Opposition
benches. Let me put the purpose of the legislation beyond doubt. It is solely to avoid
undue increases in the cost of essential goods. A system of price control of bread was
supported by the coalition parties when they held office, and it has been supported by
the Government. That system continued until recently without serious challenge
because all parties held that basic foods should be sold at prices that are fair to
producers, manufacturers and consumers.
In July 1979 the average price of a loaf of bread was 57c. In November 1979
it rose to 59c. By the following March the price had reached 61c. On 14th July, 1980,
the price of a loaf of bread was 64c. An increase of 7c had taken place in twelve
months. That is tantamount to a 14 per cent increase in the cost of one item. In
October the price rose to 65c. Now the bread manufacturers want the price of bread
fixed at a figure determined by them, that is, 68c. If the manufacturers are allowed
to have their crwn way, in a year people will be paying between 90c and $1 for a loaf
of bread. Protection should be afforded to people who rely on bread as a staple foodthose on fixed incomes and those who receive pensions or unemployment benefits. It
is incumbent on the Government to ensure that the meagre incomes or hand-outs those
people receive are protected. They should have the benefit of full value for the limited
money they have to spend. The honourable member for Northcott has implied that
I shall be wrong about a 2c increase in the cost of petrol in December.
LWrCameron: The bill deals with bread, not petrol.
Mr WHELAN: The honourable member for Northcott has spoken on former
occasions about the deleterious effects that the increased cost in the price of petrol
and other commodities will have on people on fixed incomes. I was amazed to hear
the Minister say that six years ago the inquiry conducted by Mr Justice Kelleher was
advised by the same organization of bread manufacturers that it wanted control over
the price of bread to continue. The association has changed its tune since then. I n
I948 the Labor Government took the initiative of bringing in the Prices Regulation
Act. Section 58 of that measure provides that the Act shall be administered with a
view to the prevention of undue increases in prices and rates for goods and services,
and the regulation, so far as is necessary, of prices and rates for goods and services
which are essential to the life of the community. It is unusual for terminology such as
that to appear in an Act. The Prices Regulation Act is the father of the Bread (Prices
Determination) Bill.
Because bread is essential to the life of citizens of New South Wales, let me
look at the history of this matter. From 1977, following amendments to the Act, the
maximum retail price of bread was fixed by the Prices Commissioner. The trouble
started two years later. Five or six applications have been made by the bread manufacturers association to the Prices Commission of New South Wales. The winners in
those applications have been members of a select group-basically a group of threewhich controls 75 per cent of the bread sold in this State. Regrettably, other winners
will be lawyers who will be going backwards and forwards to the High Court case
when it takes place in December. But the major winners are three avaricous bread
manufacturers. The losers are the public and the small bread manufacturers who are
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being forced out of business because of the cost of bread ingredients pre-purchased
and pre-packaged by the major-almost multinational-interests controlling bread
in this State. They are the ones who will determine the cost of bread and, in my
view, they will not give any reasonable costing to the Prices Commissioner. The
major bread controllers, Allied Mills Limited, John Darling Flour Mills, Fielder
Gillespie Limited, and Tip Top Bakeries Holdings Proprietary Limited, send agents
to the farmers in the wheatfields and buy wheat crops two years in advance of
harvesting. But not one member of the Country Party will stand up and defend farmers
who are being ripped off.
Mr Caterson: Rubbish.
Mr WHELAN: They are being ripped off two years in advance by the major
bread controllers who are pre-packaging the deal.
Mr Caterson: They do not do that.
Mr WHELAN: The honourable member for The Hills knows that they do.
A public inquiry was held into the price of bread in October 1979. In November of
that year the Prices Commissioner fixed the price of bread at 59c. Following another
application by the bread manufacturers, the price was increased to 61c. The Bread
Manufacturers of New South Wales made further applications in February and
March. Before the Prices Commission had given its decision, Mr Justice Woodward
handed down a judgment, the results of which are known to all honourable members.
Mr Justice Woodward held that there was no valid ground for making pricing orders
in this State. The Prices Commissioner appealed to the Court of Appeal of the
Supreme Court of New South Wales. The decision of that court will be a lawyer's
dream when it is tested in the High Court of Australia. The matter will not be heard
before December. The effect of the decision of the Court of Appeal was to fix the
price of a loaf of bread at 65c, but the manufacturers have taken it upon themselves
to claim that the real cost of a loaf of bread is 68c. They have refused to reduce their
wholesale price to ensure that the appropriate resellers' margin is maintained. Therefore, the retailer is disadvantaged 3c.
The major bread manufacturers are unwilling to bear the brunt of the results
of infringing the legislation, so they are setting up the small retailers to take the blame
for breaking the law of the land. The bread manufacturers are too smart to be caught
for that themselves. The sole purpose of the association is to engage in protracted litigation to thwart justice. The Minister for Consumer Affairs has been purposeful in
ensuring that the people of this State pay a reasonable price for a loaf of bread. The
only real losers, should this legislation not pass through the House, will be the public.
The profits being made by the bread manufacturers association were revealed
in an affidavit tendered in court. The secretary of the association has said that the
three major organizations are making $20,000 a week more profit by setting the
retail price at 68c a loaf instead of working to the correct price of 6%. They are
flying in the face of the law. It is in their financial interests to do that, and they do
not give a hoot about the law. They are working on the basis that if they take the
matter to the High Court, they can postpone any attempt to bring them back within
the law. That is totally immoral, especially as they are making an extra $20,000 a
week or $1 million a year while they remain outside the law. They hope that this
legislation will not pass through Parliament. They hope also that the High Court will
not give judgment on 2nd December. The bread manufacturers are motivated solely
by the amount of profit they can make, and not by what they can do for the
consumer.
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The honourable member for Gordon said it is a denial of natural justice not to
allow bread manufacturers to fix their own prices. No one on this side of the House
would deny that the bread manufacturers association has a right to natural justice
but the members of that association have a duty to abide by the law. As well, they
have a moral obligation to see that the cost of ingredients used in bread and the
cost of labour used to produce that bread are reflected accurately in the price charged
for the item. We all know what happened to builders, and to those in some other
industries who were exploiting the public.

I refer to an interesting article published in the B~illetin showing how premeditated are the actions of the bread manufacturers. Allied Mills Limited has a
subsidiary, John Darling Flour Mills. The head of that company also happens to be
a member of the Australian Wheat Board. They also have a close connection with
Mitsui, a Japanese company, and sell wheat to the Japanese.
Mr Caterson: Australia has to sell wheat to someone.
Mr WHELAN: The Australian Wheat Board did not sell wheat to China because
the federal Government did not recognize China before the Whitlam Government came
to office and began selling wheat to that country. The Americans put an embargo
on the sale of wheat to Russia because of the actions of that country in Afghanistan.
But President Carter has now pulled the rug from under the Australian wheatgrowers,
who are running round trying to find other markets to sell their wheat.
Let me explain the motivations of the Australian Wheat Board and of members
of that board. In conjunction, flour millers and bread manufacturers will mount an
advertising campaign costing $3.4 million to promote bread in this State. Who will
pay for that? The Australian Wheat Board will pay $1.5 million, or 41.6 per cent of
the cost. The flour millers will add a levy to the sale of flour in Australia to finance
their commitment, and will attempt to pass on the levy to the bakers, as most of the
bread is baked by a small group of large companies. Ultimately, and probably, it will
be passed on to the consumer. So the consumer will be hit yet again. He will be told
that he should buy more bread. In addition to the abnormally high prices the bread
manufacturers now seek, the consumer will ultimately pay all the advertising costs
incurred in the marketing of wheat.
[Interruption]
Mr WHELAN: Supporters of the Liberal Party and the Country Party are
not even able to beat President Carter in selling wheat to the Russians, that is how
poor they are. The article in the Bulletin, to which I have referred, states:
The extraordinary thing about the campaign, which involves substantial expenditure, is that no critical appraisal has been made. Bread is
a commodity which is income inelastic, in that people with higher incomes
buy less of it. In addition, the traditional economic law probably holds good
that the higher the price the less people buy, regardless of any promotion.

I agree entirely. The public inquiry that the Minister has mentioned is essential,
for the people of this State deserve to be told who controls the bread market. As I
have mentioned, 75 per cent of bread sold is marketed by Fielder Gillespie Limited,
Allied Mills Limited and George Weston Foods Limited. Many honourable members
would say, good luck to them. I wholeheartedly support private enterprise except
when it indulges in exploitation. The public should be told that they are paying thc
highest price for bread in Australia because those three companies hold the bread
industry in thcir grip. The little bread manufacturer is being forced out of business
because he must buy his supplies from the big suppliers at inflated prices. The large
bread manufacturers can hide the cost. The Minister should consider seriously inviting
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Mr Allan Asher of the Australian Consumers Association to the public inquiry. Mr
Asher has suggested that a significant proportion of the investing done by ithe three major
bread manufacturers did not make their operations more cost efficient but went towards
buying out smaller competitors. The whole structure of those three companies is
designed for takeovers. We owe Mr Asher an obligation to ensure that his view is put.
As I have said, 70 per cent of the bread on the market comes from bakeries owned
by those three companies. The Sydney Morning Herald published the following report
of a statement by Mr Asher:
"The present formula encourages takeovers and it discourages bread
manufacturers from becoming more efficient".
Mr Asher said his association wants the abolition of the present pricefixing formula and the introduction of a new formula based on "accurate cost
data".
I wholeheartedly support the Minister and the Government in the introduction of this
bill. Members of the Opposition are a disgrace to persons on fixed incomes, the
unemployed, the pensioners, all of whom are having increasing difficulty in living under
stringent financial circumstances. They must contend with the cost of housing, leasing
accommodation and foodstuffs. It will be a sorry day should the time come when they
are not able to purchase a loaf of bread at a reasonable price. I am comforted by the
knowledge that the people of this State and especially the people of Ashfield are
aware that I support the Minister 100 per cent in his attempts to expose to the public
the immoral stand taken by the bread manufacturers. I shall do everything I can
to ensure that the people of New South Wales are able to buy a loaf of bread at a
reasonable price.
Mr CAMERON (Northcott) [8.4]: Of bread, it has been said that it is a-

. . . baked food

product made of flour or meal that is moistened, kneaded,
and sometimes fermented. A major food since prehistoric times, it has been
made in various forms using a variety of ingredients and methods throughout the world. The first bread was made in Neolithic times, nearly 12,000
years ago, probably of coarsely crushed grain mixed with water, with the
resulting dough probably laid on heated stones and baked by covering with
hot ashes. The Egyptians apparently discovered that allowing wheat doughs to
ferment, thus forming gases, produced a light, expanded loaf, and they also
developed baking ovens.

So, at least, says the Encyclopredia Brifmnica. With apolo~giesto Juvenal, I might take
a liberty with the language of his Satires sufficient to say:
The people that once tamed the rigours of the outback, whose sons
swarmed ashore at Anzac, now meddles no more, and longs eagerly for just
two things, bread and circus games.
It has been said that there has never been a better time for the circuses than when the
bread is dear or scarce. The price of bread is important. Bread is a staple and it is
important that it be of good quality, in ample supply and reasonably priced. Price
control has never guaranteed these things. It never will. Only the free market will do
so. Price control as a mechanism is completely self-defeating. Only simple and
credulous believers in fairy-tales believe in it. Not that I am against fairy-tales, for
they have a vital role in the cultivation of the imaginative powers of the young. Nor
am I against miracles; I believe in them, but the price control fairy-tale is not a bona
fide miracle. Wherever it has been tried it has been a deception, a fraud and a disaster.
It simply does not work. It expands prices; it does not contain them.
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Price control is more than a harmless fairy-tale. It is a misleading and
dangerous myth. It is the acme of artificiality. A government that seeks artificially
to control the price of a commodity merely moves its problem from one quarter to
another. The problem next manifests itself in reduced commodity quality, shortage
of supply, or new substitutes being found for that commodity. That is exactly what is
happening today. We have all of the artificial, self-defeating, prone-to-failure mechanism
of government-imposed price control for bread baked within specified hours in licensed
bakeries, and all of it collapses; all of it crumbles to the ground because the hot bread
bakeries in the little suburban stores quickly prepare and cook their own bread, whether
legally or illegally, and supply it to the market. The cumbrous, burdensome, selfdefeating control mechanisms that the Minister loves always collapse and fall to the
ground. Natural market processes find their way round these labyrinthine, hopeless,
rather pathetic, totally artificial boundaries that a paternalistic Minister tries to set up.
When the honourable member for Hawkesbury said earlier tonight, "The Minister is a
poor loser", I interjected, "Well, he is certainly an experienced loser". I meant that all
of these grand designs for control of his creation, all of his bureaucratic apparatuses
and the misguided paternalism that he pours into them, fail and crumble to the ground.
They do not work, for the market moves round them.

I should like a totally free and unencumbered market that does not resort
to subterfuge. There is glory in the fact that the artificialities the Government creates
achieved nothing and the process simply moves round them. I have no hesitation in
saying that the price of bread is important; so too is the quality and supply of bread.
Through the artificial mechanism of price control none of these things will be
guaranteed in the way the community likes. This has been demonstrated magnificently
in this debate. The honourable member for Heffron, in his rather wandering speech,
devoted ten minutes to assuring Opposition members that there is nothing new about
price control. New South Wales has always had a price control on bread. It is a
condemnation of my own party to say that when in Government for eleven years
had it been philosophically consistent and courageous it would have thrown price
control to the wind and had nothing to do with it. However, it has remained on the
statute books.
What has been the result? It has brought to New South Wales the highest
priced bread in Australia. We have been wedded to artificial attempts at price control
over many years. If cheap, abundant good quality bread is wanted, the Government
should not resort to its labyrinthine references to paternalistic control, bnt should
go back to the free market. In that way it will get abundant, high quality, cheap
bread. I see no point in posing my question to Government supporters, but I ask
members of the Opposition, what is the first essential to get rid of if abundant, high
quality, cheap bread is desired for families in New South Wales? In a rush members
of the Opposition supply me with the answer, which is the elimination of restrictions on
bread baking hours. A situation could never be achieved in which good quality bread
can be obtained with artificially imposed limitations upon the hours during which
it can be baked. These limitations and regulations are never directed to the price
or quality of the bread, but are directed only at the convenience of the union members
who work in the bakeries. They are totally unrelated either to the price, the quality
or the supply of bread. To imagine that is the way to ensure cheap, abundant, good
quality bread, is so farcical as not to be entertained.
The Government should move to obtain satisfaction in those respects, which
can be achieved in a free market. Let us not be the captive creatures of control, for
that is all this Minister has in mind for the people of New South Wales, the sons of
Anzacs, the tamers of the outback, the people for whom a glorious future is in store
if they will but throw off this captivity to fairy-tale myths about the efficacy of price
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control mechanisms and other socialistic devices of that kind. Do honourable members imagine that the great sculptor Michelangelo sat down in his studio to sculpt
David under such strict control that he could work only between 4 a.m. and 7 a.m.?
The Minister for Consumer Affairs could probably tell me the bakers' hoursMr Einfeld: Michelangelo used to paint at all hours of the day and night, whenever he felt like it.
Mr CAMERON: When doing something worthwhile, it is done when the spirit
moves one to do it. It should be done at a time that is the best for the activity in which
one is involved. It is the height of artifice and non-reality to suggest it should be done
within ridiculously circumscribed hours. They exist only to lift prices and downgrade
quality. If cheap, abundant, high quality bread is to be brought to the people of New
South Wales, these artificial baking hours should be abandoned. The Government
should stop pandering to the bread-baking unions and focus the primary requirement
where it belongs, that is, on the quality, the price and the supply of the commodity.
In that way the community is served. Fundamental to all those things is that New
South Wales will be relieved of this socialist Government. That is the process by which
Michelangelo worked when he sculpted David and those are processes by which bakers
should work today when they bake bread.
During his term in Parliament the Minister for Consumer Affairs has been
totally wedded to concepts of artificial control. That great champion, decade after
decade, has supported the continuation of rent control. What did that achieve? Again
Opposition members rush forward to supply the answer. By its actions the Government
diminished the supply of housing and increased its cost. That was the net effect of rent
control. The legislation before the House dealing with bread pricing presents a parallel
situation. The Opposition opposes the measure. The Wran Government has increased
the price of bread to such an extent that it is now higher in New South Wales than
in any other State of Australia. Compared with the bread manufactured in other
States the quality of bread produced in New South Wales has been reduced. The
great judex, Mr Justice Woodward, once again has been brought into the debate.
Mr Caterson: Disgraceful.
Mr CAMERON: Honourable members will recall how that distinguished
figure of the New South Wales Supreme Court bench was singled out by the Minister
for Consumer Affairs, as the honourable member for The Hills says, quite disgracefully, when he referred to him as a man who was physically small and cerebrally
smaller. Mr Justice Woodward was appointed by the New South Wales Government
t o head a most important inquiry, and though in a limited way the Minister later
apologized, the damage had been done. The honourable member for Hawkesbury
refers to the Minister for Consumer Affairs as a magician, as a svengali, and as a man
who has always been tremendously sincere in his approach to consumers. I shall defer
to my colleague and agree that all of those things are probably true. However, the
tragedy is that the Minister always has been totally misguided. There is only one
proper determinant for the price of bread and that is the free market. I agree with
the honourable member for Hawkesbury who said that this is a bill that is heavy
on coercive powers.
Mr Schipp: It is a bill to increase the bills.
Mr CAMERON: As the honourable member for Wagga Wagga says, the bill
will increase the amount that the community pays for bread. That is the reality of the
legislation. Members on the Government side live by their self-deceiving fairly-tales
and their parables of artifice and non-reality; they are believers in the price control
mechanisms, though the most elementary first-year student of economics could see that
price control is a mechanism that does not bring about control.
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Mr MOCHALSKI (Bankstown) [8.20]: I congratulate the Minister for Consumer M a i r s on the introduction of this legislation. It might be said that it is another
jewel in his parliamentary career. It will have a beneficial effect for the people of
this State. The hallmark of this Opposition is its failure to appreciate the reality of
the situation. Opposition members never eat bread, so the comments they make are not
related to the plight of pensioners, the people on fixed incomes, or the people who
cannot cope with the increases in prices on one item after another. This legislation is
long overdue. The attitude of the Opposition is false, pretending to seek natural
justice. I ask honourable members to consider the basic supply of food to the ordinary
people. Members of the Opposition laugh and scoff. That is the total of the contribution they make.
Mr Schipp: The honourable member was not doing too badly a moment ago.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! If the honourable member for Wagga Wagga wishes to
participate in the debate I ask him to seek the call. The honourable member for
Bankstown has the call now.
Mr MOCHALSKI: The Opposition's attitude is pedantic, legalistic and irrelevant. Opposition members have attempted to preempt the decisions of judicial tribunals.
The honourable member for Northcott said that 75 per cent of the bread market
is fixed by three manufacturers. I fail to appreciate how that could possibly be a free
market. If anything, it is a monopoly. Does the Opposition suggest that when a monopoly situation exists it should not be controlled and that the price of bread should
not be supervised by the Government?
Mr Cameron: Yes, that is what I say.

Mr MOCHALSKI: In other words let the monopolies fix the price of bread?
Mr Cameron: Does the honourable member want me to shout it? That is
what I say.
Mr MOCHALSKI: If the Opposition's proposal were adopted, in a short time
the price of bread would increase to $1 a loaf.
Mr Cameron: Bread would be cheaper.
Mr Caterson: The honourable member is still smarting about what happened
at the federal elections.
Mr MOCHALSKI: Within the next twelve months we shall witness what the
future has in store for the honourable member for The Hills.
Mr Caterson: The honourable member need not be concerned about my future.
Mr MOCHALSKI: All that Opposition members can do is oppose; they never
offer any constructive criticism or put forward proposals that would benefit the community. They proceed with pedantic, legalistic arguments that have no meaning to
the people of the Bankstown electorate who are living on the breadline. Under the
Opposition's proposals that breadline would be $1 a loaf.
Mr Schipp: The honourable member's time is limited to half an hour. He should
say something.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for Wagga Wagga to
order.
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Mr MOCHALSKI: The legislation is constructive. It accepts that the market
is controlled by a monopoly basically free from control. That fact is inescapable.
Once a market is controlled to that extent it behoves a responsible governmentas is this Government-to act to protect people from monopolies. Opposition members
speak about the price of wheat and other commodities that are manipulated. Wheat
is bought two years in advance.
Mr Caterson: That is rubbish.
Mr Whelan: It is correct.
Mr MOCHALSKI: Does the Opposition suggest that the price of bread
should continue to be fixed by three manufacturers who undoubtedly act in concert?
No responsible government would allow that.
Mr Schipp: Where did the honourable member come from?
Mr MOCHALSKI: I know where the honourable member for Wagga Wagga
came from and he might soon learn where he is going. He should have the courage
to admit that Opposition members have contributed nothing to the debate on the
legislation, which all media commentators have taken so seriously. Opposition members
simply laugh; they contribute nothing. In twelve months the people will judge them.
Mr Caterson: As they did on 18th October.
Mr MOCHALSKI: Basically the Opposition suggests that bread should be sold
at any price, even as much as $1 a loaf. That would be the consequence of the
Opposition's suggestion that bread prices should be manipulated by market forces.
What are the market forces? Three firms get together and fix prices. The legislation
accepts that bread is a basic food source and that the price of bread should be supervised carefully. Persons on fixed incomes and pensions cannot afford further price
increases unless such increases are set off by corresponding increases in wages and
pensions.
Having regard to the legalities of the matter, bread may be sold at any price.
That should not be allowed to continue. Is that what Opposition members suggest?
Would they allow that to continue? If so, it is little wonder that the people of the
State have rejected the Liberal Party and the Country Party. The sole contribution
of the Opposition members is to laugh. That is what the people of New South Wales
will do to them. Their attitude may be compared with their contribution to the debate
and be described in these words-"0, what a tangled web we weave, when first we
practise to deceive". The Opposition has not accepted the basic economic facts.
Its simple view is that it supports the free market price. Time and again the Government has taken initiatives similar to those contained in the legislation. The Opposition has opposed those initiatives.
Proposed section 16 ( 3 ) of the bill will provide that the Prices Commission
constituted under the Prices Regulation Act, 1948, shall not hold an inquiry with
respect to bread whilst this Act is in force unless directed to do so by the Minister.
The Minister considers that it would be in the interests of the industry for the Government to be directly involved in determining the issues that affect the community. The
W i g of bread prices should be taken away from the bureaucracy and the pedantic
legal system which allows appeals from one court to a dozen other courts. Members
of the Opposition do not listen to what is said in this House but simply sit on the
Opposition benches and laugh. quorum formed.] The present position is of no benefit
to the manufacturer, the Government, the Prices Commission of New South Wales
or the public. Clauses 3 and 4 of the bill read:
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3. A person shall not sell by retail bread of any kind or description
at a price exceeding the appropriate maximum retail price fixed in relation to
bread of that kind or description.
4. A person shall not sell by wholesale bread of any kind or description at a price exceeding the appropriate maximum wholesale price fixed in
relation to bread of that kind or description.

Those clauses should be read in conjunction with other legislation on the quality of
goods and packaging. Other clauses provide for a procedure where a manufacture
or retailer decides to take action that is inconsistent with the legislation. In other
words, the market knows exactly what is happening. In the past the legal position
was unwieldy. The reason for appeals being made to the High Court of Australia
was that the legislation was considered to be unclear. All that Opposition supporters
can do is to laugh and read from an encyclopaedia a description of what constitutes
bread. That has no relevance to the price of bread or how procedures can be
streamlined so that manufacturers and the rest of the bread industry know where
they are going.
The bill is another jewel in the crown of the Minister for Consumer Affairs.
The Minister will go down in history, not only as the friend of housewives but also
as the one who bit the bullet and did what was necessary to help people on low
wages. The Minister is the champion of the little people, the people who live in my
electorate, in the western suburbs of Sydney, and right across New South Wales. That
is accepted by everyone other than Opposition supporters. Time and again honourable
members have heard the same hackneyed phrases about denial of natural justice and
interference with free market forces. The bill will overcome many existing drawbacks.
The honourable member for The Hills nods his head and then calls for a quorum.
In the short period I have been in this Parliament I have not heard the honourable
member for The Hills make a constructive point on any issue.
Mr Caterson: The honourable member for Bankstown has not been here for
more than a few days.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for The Hills to order,
Mr MOCHALSKI: The attitude of the Government is constructive though it
appreciates that price control has its drawbacks. Surely public interest more than
justifies the action that the Government is taking. I should like to see the bill as a
forerunner of legislation dealing with commodities such as milk, butter and other
staple foods that people can afford now but which are quickly being put out of their
reach. To pay 64c, 65c or 68c for a loaf of bread is nothing short of ridiculous. After
buying not too many loaves, one would have no money to spend on other foods, on
educating children, paying mortgages and meeting commitments.

The Government's approach is laudable. It shows the difference between the
Government and the Opposition. Opposition supporters have no great concern for
people. Members of the Opposition sit there, laugh, mumble and speak for the
bread manufacturers. It should be recognized that they represent in this House the
bread manufacturers, not the people. An article in the Sydney Morning Herald
had the caption, "Bakers to Call Own Price Tune Despite Order". Bread
manufacturers simply treat the Government and the Minister as irrelevant and of no
consequence. That cannot be d o w e d to continue. The honourable member for
Northcott chuckles. His contribution was to instruct the House on how bread is made,
That was not pertinent to the bill.
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A headline in the Daily Telegraph read, "Bread can be sold at any price."
Imagine what the poor pensioners of Bankstown, Ashfield, Burwood, Kensington, Parramatta, Wollongong, Baulkham Hills and Mount Druitt thought when they read that.
No doubt they thought exactly what the Government has thought, especially when
they realize that a monopoly of three firms buys ingredients for bread two or three
years in advance. If that is not fixing the market, I do not know what is.
The honourable member for Gordon maligned the Minister for Consumer
Affairs, but in my view the legislation is commendable. The price of food will be
one of the main issues of the 1980's. The bill comes to grips with the fact that bread
is an essential item, the sale of which should be supervised and controlled. The
Minister for Consumer Affairs should be involved in fixing the price of such a basic
commodity. Why should that be left to the bureaucracy, whether it is the Prices
Commission of New South Wales or another authority? Those bodies are not responsible to the electorate. The Government is responsible to the electorate, as is the
Minister.
Other matters should be brought into the same context. The Opposition contributes only chit-chat, laughter, rolling of the eyes and irrelevant comments. Do
Opposition supporters ever make constructive points? Of course not. They are told
what they should do by big business. The bread manufacturers tell the Opposition
what to do. The Opposition is not concerned about the little people. Opposition
supporters do not pretend to represent the people. That is sad. The Opposition
represents vested interests.
Mr Wade: They are toadies.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for Newcastle to order.
Mr MOCHALSKI: I fully endorse this legislation. It is high time similar
legislation was introduced so that the Government can take a direct role in price fixing
in other relevant areas.
Mr Ryan: We are a sovereign State Government and should have those powers.
Mr MOCHALSKI: As the honourable member for Hurstville so rightly points
out, we are a sovereign Government. What sort of government would we be if we
did not come to grips with this problem?
[Interruption]

Mr Ryan: Why should a Labor government not use those sovereign powers?
Mr SPEAKER: Order! The honourable member for Bankstown needs no
assistance from the honourable member for Hurstville.
Mr Ryan: I know he does not.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for Hurstville to order.
Mr MOCHALSKI: Basically, the comments made by myself and previous
speakers on this side of the House are constructive, reasonable and balanced. We
consider also that bread manufacturers do have matters for consideration, for they
have valid interests, but we shall not allow the situation to develop where they can
dictate to the people and to the Government on pricing and play a sort of economic
hopscotch through the eiectorate. An appeal has been lodged with the High Court of
Australia but until a judgment is delivered by that coutt what will happen to the price
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of bread in the community? The public is paying through the nose. Unless this legislation passes through Parliament, time and again the consumers will be milked. As a
matter of fact, the attitude of members of the Opposition is to milk the consumer
continually. They do not worry about milking anybody else.
Mr Ryan: That is the sickness that goes with big business.
Mr Cameron: The Government's idea is that the motorist should be milked.
Mr MOCHALSKI: The honourable member for Northcott has again interjected.
I repeat, his main contribution to this debate was to tell us how bread was made in
Egypt 2 000 years ago. But did he speak on the vital points of the legislation?
Mr Ryan: The honourable member for Northcott would be able to make a
fortune if the ancient Egyptians were still alive.

Mr MOCHALSKI: Of course the honourable member for Northcott did
not speak on the vital points of the debate. He was given the job of wasting another
half-hour of Parliament's time in telling us what the Egyptians did to make bread.
Mr H A m O N (South Coast) [8.43]: I was intrigued by the comments of the
honourable member for Northcott, who spoke about baking bread in Egypt in times
described as B.C. The problem is that that was B.C. The problem now lies with B.F.,
before Fielders; B.B., which is before Buttercup; and B.T.T. which is before Tip Top.
That is what this debate is all about. It concerns a measure introduced by this
Government to ensure the survival of the few remaining independent bakers in New
South Wales. We must not overlook the fact that several hundred bakers have been
put out of business by the octopus-like ruthless activities of the bread combines in this
State. We are talking about the survival of a way of life in country towns where a
person has the choice of buying a country-baked loaf of bread or imported one.
We are talking about independent bakers who provide a limited number of apprenticeships, where the craft of bread-making has been passed on from father to son through
a number of generations in many rural towns. We are talking about the effect of a
local industry on a local economy, about the feeling of loyalty and belonging. All these
are under threat. Employment opportunities also are under threat. We are talking
about the loss of the choice of product, the loss of quality of a product, and the
loss of the local market. The effort of the combines in adopting expensive advertising
to promote sales of their bread should not be necessary. Quality and choice of bread
should be maintained.
The State has had price control in various forms for something like 40 years.
That is not the issue here. The issue is the battle of strength between the Government,
represented by the Minister for Consumer Affairs, and the Minister for Industrial
Relations and Minister for Energy, and the bread manufacturers association. One can
name many country towns where independent bakers have been put out of business:
Narrabri, Tumut, Bennagui, Eden, Bateman's Bay, Narooma, Cowra, Temora, Yass,
Goulburn has only one country baker now, a hot bread shop. West Wyalong had three
hot bread shops but now has only one.
We have heard people talk of a denial of natural justice to the combines. Is
it natural justice for the combines to break the law knowingly by offering discaunts
to promote their sales of bread? Is it natural justice for the combines to use their
interstate bases to overcome the restrictive baking hours legislation of New South
Wales, and the price legislation in this State, when they agreed to that legislation and
were seen to do so? Is it fair that they should not buy out country bakers but should
starve them out of existence? Is it fair that the combines should suck the economic
lifeblood from the independent flour mills so that they must close down? Members
of the Opposition like to talk about competition, but they should talk about the
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competition that has been lost as a resuit of the activities of the bread combines. Is
it natural justice that the combines should be seen to deliver bread hundreds of kilometres when there is an energy crisis, when we are told every day by the Prime Minister
that we must conserve fuel and to deliver it over hundreds of kilometres and sell it at a
cut rate, offering discounts, simply to undermine a local country baker and to swamp
the stores with endless rows of bread so that the local baker's product does not get a
showing?
Let us take the example of Bunge (Australia) Proprietary Limited in Victoria.
That Stare is the corcpany's main base, although ~t has bases in Wodonga and in Wagga
Wagga, and in Canberra, servicing the South Coast. Is it natural justice that that
company should put bakers out of business by running bread to Bateman's Bay and as
far as Moruya from Canberra, and being on the street at 5 a.m. and 6 a.m., clearly
flouting the State laws in regard to times for bread delivery? Is it a fair go that Buttercup closed down a bakery in Nowra, putting 40 employees on the street? Is it natural
justice that Fielders, after three years in Bateman's Bay, and after wiping out the
local baker, put eleven employees on the street together with casuals and bread carters?
Why should we not discuss natural justice for these people? How does one justify the
fact that until a short time ago when 4c was added to the price of bread it sold in
Canberra at 68c and after being carried over 100 kilometres to the South Coast sold for
68c? How does one justify that they added the 4c and now the price differential is
only I c?
The people in the combines are those who are talking about the unfair actions
of the Minister for Consumer Affairs concerning the price of bread. If we were talking
about fair dinkum pricing and fair dinkutn competition there would be no argument
or statement made by me on this subject, but we are not talking about fair dinkum
actions. We are talking about bread that has been baked the night before and
delivered to the South Coast in the early hours of the morning. We are talking about
the wiping out of independent flour mills. When the independent flour mills are wiped
out one must also remember that credit extended to small businesses, loans, the understanding of humanity and the feeling that goes with small business, are no part of the
combines. We have only McLeod's at Merrylands, Manildra and McIntyre, and the
flour mill at Young.
It seems as though the independent flour mill at Young is in danger of closing
down. Only the produce keeps it going. It used to supply Cowra, Yass and Temora
but those markets exist no longer. I have already mentioned what happened in West
Wyalong and Goulburn. This State is inevitably heading towards a cartel. When one
studies the history of the baking industry since 1976 one discovers the number of
independent bakers who have gone out of business. One of the key combines also has
gone out of business. Only the federal Trade Practices Act has prevented the bread
manufacturers from fixing their own ~ ~ ~ i v e rprice
s a l for bread using their figures.

I have reservations about the method by which the bill was introduced, for I
do not like this form of the House being used. But my feeling for the independent
bakers is strong enough to overcome that dislike. I shall be interested to hear the Minister answer the charges made by the honourable member for Gordon on the use of this
legislation. I am concerned that if the price of bread is frozen for too long, independent
bakers as well as combines will be agected. I support the legislation in the belief that
the price of bread must be controlled for the benefit of both the consumer and the
manufacturer. I repeat that if a price freeze goes on for too long, independent manufacturers will be affected. There must be reasonable adjustments of price. Who will
co::*.-01 the price? It will not be the Government or market forces. If some action is
139
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not taken now, the price will be coniro~iedby large companies with vertically integrated
subsidiaries, and they will control it by using their own contrived statistics. So-called
market forces will be the result of mutual agreement.
In 1976 John Pavlakis of Nowra and I called the biggest meeting of independent
bakers ever held in the State. That was the beginning of my education on what was
happening in the baking industry. We invited the Minister for Consumer Affairs and
the Minister for Industrial Relations and Minister for Energy to attend. They were welt
received. Much has been gained since then. Zoning has been introduced; returns and
unfair incentives have been prohibited by legislation. More work remains to be done on
the zoning legislation. I should like protection to be afforded to the independent Aour
mills to ensure the survival of the few that are left.
This legislation concerns fairness. When one talks about fairness in zoning
one must ask, fairness to whom? Interference with free market forces is not fair
to the man in the street or to the independent baker. The combines' idea of fairness
is that there must be no interference with their illegal discounts, use of zoning, control
of the flour mills, or putting the squeeze on bakeries and their freedom to fix prices.
They want free market forces, provided that Fielders and Buttercup and other companies can fix prices to suite their own accounting. The building into the price of bread
of the capital structure of the industry should not be allowed. It is no fault of the
independent bakers or the housewives that these companies are overcapitalized. If that
large item were removed from price fixing, it would make a significant difference.
The myth of the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales is that it represents
bakers in New South Wales. It does not. I mentioned that more than 200 people
attended the historic meeting at tile &Lilton Hotel. There could have been no breakaway at that time because the independent bakers still had faith in the association. But
there is a breakaway movement now and it is growing rapidly, for the independent
bakers have lost that faith. Max Austin, a man of some standing, left the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales because of its clandestine activities of two years ago.
Only recently Mr Gullick. the former secretary of the association, resigned and became
secretary of the lndependent Bakers Association of New South Wales because of the
activities of the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales. The New South Wales
Government pegged discounts to shops at 9c a unit, banned returns, and gazetted fiftyseven country bread zones. I quote a report of a statement made by Mr Pavlakis in
calling together the latest meeting of the lndependent Bakers Association:
"There is now a need to integrate the industry to represent all independent operators within it," he commented. "I see the new association as representing all independent segments, hot bread shops, flour suppliers, equipment
suppliers, alongside bakers. This group would have the credibility in the eyes
of the Government and the spokesnlan would represent the views of the
majority of members. Mr Einfeld has kept his word to me right through all
our discussion over the last four years and his support for the independent
in this State has been invaluable," Mr Pavlakis continued.
He quoted figures to show that in 1976, of the 493 existing licensed bakers in this
State, the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales represents, when one allows for
the grouping of bakers, only about 100 country bakers. That is poor representation.
Ted Benbow of Junee, a respected country baker, left the association. H e was a
former president. That is a red alert to independent bakers, and it ought to be a red
alert to this Parliament that the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales no longer
represents the interests of the independent bakers. They are struggling to sumive.
The independent bakers would have given the association every support if they had
Mr Hattoiz]
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faith in it, but they have been dudded at every turn. The following is an extract from
a document dated 1st September, 1980, over the name of Mr T. J. McCarthy, executive
director of the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales:
The meeting and dinner to have been held in Tottenham on Saturday,
6th September, 1980, have been cancelled.
By whom werc they cancelled and for what reason? He said, though he regretted the
inconvenience, it would be inappropriate for bakers to meet until after bread prices
have been established in the market. He did not bother to tell the country bread
manufacturers' representative, Ted Benbow, that the meeting had been cancelled. That
is typical of action taken by the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales, which is
supposed to be a representative organization. In his letter of resignation John PavlaEs
said :
The Association's involvement in the Supreme Court over the past few
weeks has only confirmed my worst fears. Any joy that either you or the
group bakers may feel, in what is considered a shallow victory, will be short
lived. The State Government will not be defeated and in the short term
there will be no way that the association will be in a position to approach this
Government without massive delays and red tape. In the meantime, with the
breakdown in prices and discounts there will no doubt be "discount wars"
which will result in a few more independents going under.
Later he said:
When I rejoined the Association I knew there were "white ants in the
woodwork". I did not imagine they were so firmly entrenched in the
foundations.
We all know what to do when a house reaches this stage of disrepair.
That was written by a man who is a dynamo in the industry and who feels in his heart
the cause of independent bakers. He resigned in disgust and has been a leading figure
in establishing the Independent Bakers Association of New South Wales. The Bakers
atzd Pastrycooks Monthly contained an expensive full page advertisement paying tribute
to the Government and calling upon independent bakers to get with the strength
in the new organization. More than 3 000 copies of the magazine are sent to independent
suppliers and bakers all over Australia. That demonstrates how strong the feeling is.
ce
There is no doubt that the Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales no longer
represents the bakers of this State. It does not act in the best interests of the industry.
It acts in its own interests. It agreed with the concept of zoning yet it has used old
purchases of bakeries to bypass the spirit and intent ~f the law. It bought the Tomerong
bakery which had a naval contract for twelve months. It is using that bakery te
re-establish itself in the zone rather than have bread made there on franchise.
Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales are using every legal and illegal trick
in the book. They did the same with returns. They flout the law. They went through
the motions of sending out notices which stipulate that under the Act it is an offen
to return bread. Yet the return of bread continues in widely scattered areas throughoM
the State. They also send out notices, and I am quoting from circular 44/80, dealing
with date stamping. If honourable members inspected Tip Top loaves delivered to tbe
South Coast, they would find that the date stamp is there but it is on the tie round &e
neck of the wrapping and so cannot be read. The bread is baked the night before
in Canberra and delivered to the South Coast the next day. It is difficult for a housewife
to determine whether she is buying bread baked that day or the day before. There are
many instances of this; it is no secret. Interstate bases are used in Victoria, Queenslam3
and the Australian Capital Territory to upset the price mechanism.
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Mr Cameron: How does the honourable member explain prices being higher
under price control?
Mr HATTON: If honourable members look at this sleight of hand trick, it
must be the best example. The bread manufacturers put out a circular signed by
Mr McCarthy, dated 25th August, 1980, which read:
The reserved decision of His Honour Mr Justice Woodward on Friday
22 August 1980 means that there is now no maximum price fixed for bread
and bread products in New South Wales.
The association does not intend to make any further application to
the Prices Commission as presently constituted.
Individual manufacturers must make an independent decision as to
the price to be set for the products they sell.
It reads beautifully. The Trades Practices Act prevents collusion between manufacturers
to set a price. They are trying to stick to the letter of the law. But I refer honourable
members to the attachment sent with the notice. It read:
Recommended retail prices for bread and rolls-sales by retail.
Honourable members will see there a definite and heavy nudge to all of their outlets
that the price will be approximately 68c for a small loaf not exceeding 55 grams, 72c
for a medium loaf not exceeding 100 grams and 92c for a large loaf not exceeding
170 grams. The prices are listed for country areas. I am not talking about this
Government's so-called ruthless action in imposing price control, but I am talking about
the type of price control that the combines feel should be imposed. Is it to be price
control by a government or by mutual agreement between people who are forced into
the situation where they cannot afford ruthless competition between themselves, so they
try and contrive to get as close as they possibly can to each other? These organizations
were in a desperate situation when the price of bread was floated. Fielders said
they would put up their price by 4c or 5c a loaf, but did not make a move as they
were frightened Tip Top would not go along with them. A no-man's land situation
developed.
Flowing from that will be the realization, because of the capital tied up and
because of the distances that bread is transported, that a mutual agreement must be
arrived at. That is the danger I emphasized at the beginning of my contribution to
the debate. There may be the formation of a cartel to overcome the price mechanism
in this State. That is a distinct possibility. This matter came before the House because
of confusion resulting from court action. I agree with the honourable member for
Gordon and do not wish to deny anybody the right to take a matter to court. However,
for the manufacturers to take this matter to court and say that they represented the
independent bakers in this State was untrue. They do not. My firm belief is that
the majority of independent bakers in this State did not support that court action and
would not like it thought they were party to it. The rapid growth of the Independent
Bakers Association of New South Wales supports that view.
Though I support the legislation it is painful to me. It is an interference with
the court process. The court process is a battle of might against might. Sandwiched in
the middle of that is the independent baker who is defenceless and relies upon this
Government for support. I make one plea to the Minister for Consumer Mairs; that
is, to bear in mind the strain on the independent baker if this battle becomes protracted
and if the price freeze has to remain for a long time. In fixing prices I make another
plea, and this will assist the combined bakers also. I ask the Minister to consider
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automatic adjustments that take into account the cost of labour, fuel and flour. These
are things over which the independent baker has no control, but he must reside with
them. There are many things over which the dairy farmer or anybody who is producing
a product has n o control. This is accepted by the general public and the housewife.
Producers must be given an automatic price increase. By all means ground
rules should be established by which the Prices Commission may work, but built into
those rules should be a mechanism that provides a fair go for the producer and is
recognized as giving a fair go to the consumer. I ask the Minister for Industrial Relations and Minister for Energy to tidy up section 1 4 of~ the Act, which controls zoning,
to force the baking of bread within a particular zone. Competition should be maintained, but the responsibility that weighs heavily on the independent baker to maintain
his quality within a zone should be reinforced. This will ensure that bread is baked
within the zone. If it is not, it should be franchised to the people within the zone.
The legislation should be tightened so that these dodges that I referred to in Tomerong,
cannot be used to overcome the spirit and intent of the legislation.
The Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales is running out of time and it is
running out of support. I mentioned Mr Laurie Gullick, the industrial secretary, leaving
the organization. I mentioned also that daily many bakers are leaving the organization.
The organization has isolated itself from the Government and the independent grass
roots support in the country. It is now seen to be what it is, representative of vertically
integrated ruthless big business, which will break agreements and even break the
law. It will use any method, legal or illegal, to crush opposition, to expand its empire,
to close down small businesses, to displace labor, centralize power and manufacturing,
to stifle competition, and to restrict choice. Without this Government the independent
bakers cannot survive; neither can the couniry baking industry. I am concerned about
the price freeze and the way it was introduced. I am concerned also about how the
law is flouted. I should like to see more inspections introduced to control the situation.
I support the measure introduced by the Government as I cannot see any viable alternative for the bread industry in New South Wales.
Mr SCHIPP (Wagga Wagga) [9.10]: I respect the contribution made by the
honourable member for South Coast, for I realize that he has devoted considerable
time to the subject of bread manufacture. However, he is a little off beam if he
projects the view of the so-called small bakers as being that which he has put forward
in this debate. His contribution was almost identical to his remarks some 12 months
ago when the House considered the zoning legislation. Many progressive bread manufacturers realize that they will be restricted by the legislation. The proprietors of
S.R. Bakeries Pty Limited, which is a small business operated by two families at
Griffith, were not amused by the zoning legislation.
If the control measures in the legislation were as wonderful as the honourable
member for South Coast has suggested, or as the Minister for Consumer Affairs said
when the zoning legislation was debated and as he said in this debate, the proprietors
of that small business in Griffith would be falling over backwards to support the
legislation. However, they consider that the measure will be restrictive for it will
prevent them from expanding their business. Despite competition from two bakeries
operated by a larger company, S.R. Bakeries Pty Limited had been able to expand
its business and to develop outlets within a territory closer to the bakeries that operated
at Leeton. The zoning legislation has put a clamp on the company's performance. 1
dare say the same will be said about the restrictive measure now before the House.
The representatives of the company believe that the company is progressive and able
to meet competition and are prepared to go to the market place to prove it. I am
surc many smaller bakers wou:d have simi!ar v:ews.
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The honourable member for S;;u:li Coast has a specific problem in his electarate, as he has mentioned often in the House. That problem does not apply in all
areas of the State. The honourable member should widen his vision instead of considering only his local situation. The evidence available to me was presented t o the
Minister for Industrial Relations and Minister for Energy when it was first hinted that
zoning would be introduced. The case put forward by S.R. Bakeries Pty Limited
reflects the interests of many other similar businesses. Recently an honourable member
of this House told me that on a visit to New Zealand he had suggested to a large
lasead manufacturer in that country that it must be difficult to operate under a system
of controls. The manufacturer said "Not at all; all one does is let the little guy write
his application and you ride with him". That will happen with this legislation, as it
happened with the Prices Justification Tribunal. The big manufacturers that Government supporters seem to hate so much do not submit applications but simply wait
for someone else and ride along on their coat tails.
The honourable member for Northcott was on the ball when he said that price
control would result in higher prices. Sydney has the highest prices of any State, and
yet industry operates under the most restrictive price controls. Price control would
~ o be
t so bad if, as has been said by the judges of the courts in the past few weeks,
political manipulation had not occurred within the price control mechanism. If the
Minister for Consumer Affairs kept out of the price-fixing procedures the system
would work satisfactorily and the Opposition might go some way towards accepting
the measure. However, Opposition members know that will not happen, for responsible persons in the community have told us that it has not happened in the past.
The present measure has been made necessary because of the Government's
manipulation. A lot more must be done to assist the bread industry than simply trying
to pin it to price and zoning restrictions. The real problems of the industry should be
considered. If the Government continues with its socialist policy, the industry will be
tied down so severely that no one will be able to make a living from it. The industry
will be put into such a tight situation that the Premier and Treasurer's suggestion
when in Opposition might have to be adopted. It might become necessary to import
bread from New Zealand. When in Opposition, Government supporters did nothing
to enhance the prospects of the bread industry in New South Wales. The Premier
and Treasurer described New South Wales bread as pig feed. That would not have
encouraged the people of New South Wales to eat bread. Where was the honourable
member for South Coast when that statement was made? The unions have suggested
that the Government should stay out of the bread industry and let it run under its own
stem, as the Government's actions might affect the prospects of the industry's 6 000
employees. The Hon. J. P. Ducker was reported as having criticized the Government's
c-ontrols in the bread industry.
In this debate Government supporters have said that bread is basic to the needs

of the community. When they were in Opposition they denigrated bread as a food
and the Premier and Treasurer told people not to eat bread as they would be eating
pig feed. That was a fine example set by a so-called responsible member of the
Government. Similar comments have been made in this debate. The Opposition
has not been called upon to answer anything of substance in the contribution of
Government supporters. When the honourable member for Bankstown reads Hnnsurd
tomorrow he will probably have a few nightmares. H e repeated himself continuously,
and that was the sum total of his contribution.
The small bread manufacturers of New South Wales are willing to meet competition and would be able to supply the required quantity and quality of bread on
dime if they were allowed to get on with the job and were not hamstringed by the
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tough-fisted legislation that the Minister seems to be so pleased to introduce. For
some time I have said that when the Minister departs from the Parliament at the end
of his present term he will leave a legacy from which it will take a long time for the
State to recover. It will take a long time to untie the knots. The State will be left in
the lurch and it will take time to recover from the trouble that the Minister leaves
behind him.
Mr EINFELD (Waverley), Minister for Consumer Affairs 19.191, in reply: I
would have been surprised if Opposition members had not sprung to the defence of the
three large multinational and national bakeries that control the bread industry in
the State. I would have been surprised further if the honourable membcr for Northcott
had not opposed consumer protection, as he always does, for he docs not believe in it.
I-le believes in what he calls free trade which means that many citizens are always to be
subjected to the depredations of the exploiters and cheaters. At the drop of a hat the
honourable member for Northcott will relate how he bought and sold motor vehicles
and how well he did from it. He believes in the concept that a company that exploits
should be allowed to continue to do so. I should not be surprised if he set himself up
as a licensing authority for exploiters.
I was not surprised at the contributions of Opposition members. That is why
they occupy the Opposition benches. They support the people who support them by
the contribution of money and organization when they need help at election times.
Fielders Bakeries, Allied Mills Limited and Tip Top Bakeries Holdings Pty Limited are
the three major supporters who believe, as do Opposition members that the price for
bread should be 68c, notwithstanding the fact that the Prices Commission, sitting
properly and conducting a proper inquiry, decided that the price of a wrapped white
sliced loaf of bread should be 6%.
For the first time, bread is being sent out from the manufacturers stamped
"68c". Never before has a price been shown on bread by the manufacturer. That was
done in complete and open defiance of the Government. It was an effort to show that
big business will win over the Government. That act of defying the Government must
bring its inevitable conclusion. I am indebted to the honourable member for South
Coast for telling the House of the saga of the small bakers who have disappeared from
many country areas because of the depredations of the big three. The honourable
member for South Coast helped gather together the small independent bakers and take
them out from under the umbrella where the big baking organizations were making use
of them for their own purposes. I do not like this sort of legislation but the decision
had to be made whether people should be subjected to a decision by the three large
bread manufacturers to increase the price illegally and against the proper, legal decision
of the Prices Commission of New South Wales.
Mr Schipp: Has the Government stopped discounting?
Mr EINFELD: The honourable member for Wagga Wagga has not been a
member of the House for long. I shall tell him about discounting. Mr Justice Kelleher
was appointed a Royal commissioner by the coalition parties, to which he belongs, to
investigate bread. He recommended an end to discounting. The former Government
did not have the guts to do anything like that, but my Government, immediately upon
assuming office, decided to do exactly what Mr Justice Kelleher said should be done.
Mr Justice Kelleher said to do away with returns of bread and discounting. The
Government did both things in a genuine effort to conform with the findings of His
Honour and to try to clean up the bread industry. Some people do not want the bread
industry cleaned up. The big people do not want the bread industry cleaned up, they
want to do the things that the honourable member for South Coast has complained are
being done to country bakers and other small bakers.
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I do not want to traverse all the arguments that have been advanced-if I can
exaggerate to the extent of calling them arguments-by the Opposition. I shall say
some things mainly because the honourable member for Heffron, the honourable
member for Ashfield, the honourable member for Bankstown and the honourable
member for South Coast, who all played an important part in the debate, did not have
an opportunity to defend members of the Prices Commission from the unwarranted,
discourteous and arrogant attacks made upon them by members of the Opposition.
The Prices Commission of New South Wales is a commission that is appointed by the
Government and consists of one full-time commissioner and two part-time commissioners. The commissioner, Mr Robert Evans, is a stipendiary magistrate of a number
of years' standing. He is a man of good repute-a fine style of a man. He has a
great character and is respected far and wide. In a moment I shall deal with remarks
so ungraciously and rudely made by the honourable member for Gordon in referring
to Mr Evans.
The two part-time members of the commission are Mrs Carolyn Davidson, who
is a university graduate with a Bachelor of Arts degree at honours level. She is still
studying but sits as a part-time representative of consumers on the commission. She is
universally respected, well known and of proper repute. Mr David Hynd, the other
part-time member, is, as the definition goes, a man experienced in business matters.
He has held executive offices in high public companies. Those three people sit down,
discuss m~ttersand hold public inquiries, though sometimes they request permission
not to hold an inquiry in public. Those three people received the most abusive criticism
that can be levelled by honourable members against their personal character. Apart
from everything else that has been said, I shall deal with the claim by Opposition
supporters that they have succumbed to pressure from me in coming to their decision.
Mr Caterson: That is what the judge said.
Mr EINFELD: The honourable member for The Hills should not show his
ignorance. I shall tell him about that. He should be careful about these things. Fools
walk in where angels fear to tread.
Mr Cameron: Honourable members on this side of the House have not had to
apologize for anything they have said but the Minister for Consumer Affairs did-he
had to.
Mr EINFELD: Because I an: a man. That is the di~yerencebetween you and
me.
Mr Cameron: The Minister for Conwrner Affairs was directed by the Premier
and Treasurer to apologize.
Mr EINFELD: The honourable m9mber for Northcott is a liar.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I ask the honourable member for Northcott to desist
from interjecting. I ask the Minister for Consumer Affairs to withdraw the words "The
honourable member for Northcott is a liar" as that language is unparliamentary.
Mr EINFELD: I withdraw the words requested to be withdrawn. The honourable member for Northcott is a man of poor character, and a pseudologist. That
means he is a person who does not tell the truth. He manufactures statements and
wants people to believe them. He uses them in argument as well. Not only are members
of the Prices Commission said by Opposition members to be persons of poor character
but, in fact, the honourable member for Gordon called the chairman a puppet commissioner. That is most abusive of a man who has been appointed to the bench of
magistrates in New South Wales. Those three persons are said to have succumbed
to my influence. The honourable member for The Hills said a judge made that
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statement. It was not said by one judge. it was said by two judges. They said I met
the commission between 2nd July and 10th Juiy this year. On 2nd July I was flying
from New York to Washington and I was away for weeks before 2nd July and after
10th July. To say that was absolute~ystupid.
Mr Schipp: Has the Minister got his ticket?
Mr EINFELD: One thing the honourable member for Wagga Wagga can be
certain of is that 1 would not let him come with me. The honourable member for
Hawkesbury, who led for the Opposition, talked about undue haste. Along with the
honourable member for South Coast, 1 do not like controls except in cases where
people are being cheated. Consumers are paying 3c more then the fixed price. The
whole situation was brought about by deliberate defiance of the Government. It has
led to great confusion in the industry and among consumers. i n the past week a
thousand consumers have rung my department complaining about confusion in the
price of bread. The resellers are complaining bitterly, as are the bread vendors.
What precipitated the situation was that the vendors were instructed by the
manufacturers that they were not to deliver bread to any shops that were not willing
to sell the bread at 68c a loaf, the price that had been illegally and improperly set
by the manufacturers. The result is that this afternoon some departmental stores did
not have bread. David Jones was not supplied with bread. David Jones, like all other
reputable retail organizations, was seiling bread at. the price fixed by the Government
and was satisfied with a lower margin. The manufacturers tried to hold David Jones
to ransom. Bread vendors were compelled to play that game. They had a meeting.
They were told that no vendor may sell bread at a price lower than the manufacturer
requires. The result was that none of the vendors who had agreed to sell at the fixed
price, that is, 65c, was able to get supplies of bread.
Mr Cameron: May I ask a question?
Mr EINFELD: No.
Mr SPEAKER: Order! I call the honourable member for Northcott to order.
Mr EINFELD: At this stage I do not want to discuss the philosophy of whether
price-fixing is good or bad. The Government set up the Prices Con~mission.
Mr Cameron: What is it all about?
Mr EINFELD: The honourable member for Northcott should not ask what
it is all abottt. His Government, for eleven long, weary years, did not hold a p ~ ~ b l i c
inquiry but held closed inquiries by a one-man coinmission which received submissions
from bread manufacturers and set the price asked for by the manufacturers. Opposition
supporters do not know what they are talking about. The honourable member for
Northcott talks about government intervention and the honourable member for Wagga
Wagga, who knows little but is a nice fellow, talks about what has not been done, is not
being done or should not be done. The facts are that the Government leads Australiz
and most parts of the world in consumer protection and in every other possible way.
The Labor Government introduced date stamping on products and put a limit on
the amount of empty space permitted in packages to do away with what was called
family packaging or giant packeging. Every year the department gets 40 000 complaints. I am not talking about inquiries, for we probably get more than 300 000
inquiries.
Mr McDonald: How many are upheld?
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M r EINFELD: I am speaking about complaints. Why is it, at 9.30 p.m., I
must be faced with the ignorance of members of the Opposition? Why must I face
their stupidity? The Department of Consumer Affairs gets probably 40 000 complaints
a year. After complainants have been to the suppliers and the suppliers have not
satisfied their complaints, the department mediates between the supplier and the person
who bought the goods or reccived the services. The department solves many problems
in that way. If the problem cannot be solved in that way, the parties go to the Consumer Claims Tribunal. The Deputy Leader of the Opposition wants to know how
many complaints were solved. That is interesting. The Consumer Claims Tribunal
consists of a lawyer who sits at a table and who has been appointed as referee who,
after a complaint has been received and $2 has been paid by the con~plainant,attempts
to mediate between the parties. If he cannot mediate, he makes a decision on the
matter. The tribunal dealt with about 7 000 complaints during the year. About 62
per cent were resolved in favour of the cornplainant and about 36 per cent were in
favour of the defendant. If members of the Opposition need to know anything else,
I shall be only too happy to put it in writing later.
The department deals with matters up to $1,500 in value. It has night sittings.
It has dealt with professional matters and general trading and service. The Government has given special recognition to farmers and small businessmen, including small
bakers. What the Government is about in this bill is, first, to ensure that there should
be no further defiance of Government. Even mcmbers of the Opposition must support
law and order to some extent, at least when they are not defending some of the big
traders in business. This bill has been brought in to prevent defiance of law and
order. Second, it has been brought in so that the ordinary consumer will not be
cheated of 3c a loaf for every loaf of bread he or she buys. Third, the bill has been
brought in so that the vendor will not be lost in confusion. It has been introduced
to defend the little shopkeeper in every electorate who worries all day about whether
he should break the law by selling bread for 68c, which the manufacturers have incited
him to do, or whether he should sell it for 65c and malie only 6c a loaf profit instead
of 9c a loaf.
This legislation is sin~plein purpose. It is designed to uphold democracy and
the belief in people, in humanity and in family life. It is introduced by this Government to give expression to its faith and philosophy, and to its understanding of the
needs of people. This Government answers the call of people who are being exploited
and made to pay an extra 3c for a loaf of bread by the bread manufacturers. This
Government answers the call of people such as the small bakers in the country who
have been closed down and sold out, who have been destroyed by the big bread
groups. This Government is answering the call of the little shopkeeper and the
vendor. Certainly, it is answering the call of the consumer. For all of those reasons
this legislation is necessary. That is why there is a need to influence prices. It is not
done to discourage business. The honourable member for South Coast spoke of a
possible price freeze being harmful to small business but the clauses of the bill clearly
show that the Government can make regulations to govern prices.

Mr SPEAKER: Order! It is now 9.35 p.m. and the House is near its rising for
the day. The application of Standing Order 392 would be little penalty at this hour.
If disorderly interjections continue, the Chair might have to apply Standing Order 387.
If it does so, the House will be without the company of some members, not only
tonight, but also tomorrow. I ask honourable members to refrain from interjecting.
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Mr EINFELD: As I was listening to the honourable member for Hawkesbury
and observing the tangled web he wove when he spoke about the Prices Commission, and when I heard the honourable member for Gordon call the chairman of
the Prices Commission a puppet commissioner, and when I listened to the Leader of
the Opposition who talked earlier in the day about nothing ever being done in consumer matters, I was reminded of the quotation referred to by the honourable member
for Bankstown. If I see the wife of the Leader of the Opposition I shall tell her what
he said about nothing being done in consumer matters. The honourable member for
Bankstown made a good contribution to this debate. I am pleased that for his first
speech after his maiden speech he chose to speak on this bill. I should like to
encourage him in his efforts. H e quoted a couplet from a poem called Marrniorz by
Sir Walter Scott:
0 , what a tangled web we weave,
When first we practise to deceive!
That is what the honourable member for Hawkesbury set out to do, as did each of his
colleagues who followed. They wove a tangled web. They could not help but deceive.
They were trying to deceive the community. Mr McCarthy, a representative of the
Bread Manufacturers of New South Wales has been in the office of the Leader of the
Opposition for most of the afternoon. The honourable member for South Coast spoke
of the operations of the triumvirate that runs the bread industry. This Government will
not stand defiance. The people of New South Wales may be assured that the Wran
Labor Government will uphold democracy in this State, preserve the meaning of law
and order, and maintain its understanding of what is best in the community.
Question-That this bill be now read a second time-put.
The House divided.
Ayes, 58
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cahill
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. J. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Degen
Mr Egan
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Gabb

Mr Haigh
Mr Hatton
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jensen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jone.:
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallam
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock
Mr O'Connell

Mr O'NeilI
Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Ryan
Mr Sheohnn
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran
Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade
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Noes, 31
Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
hlr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner
Mr Cameron
Mr 3. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher

Mrs Foot
Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mc McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
Mr West
Mr Wotton
Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Motion agreed to.
Bill read a second time.
In Committee
Clause 3
[Maximum price of bread sold by retail.]
The CHAIRMAN: The question is, That the clause as read stand part of the
bill.
The Committee divided.
Ayes, 57
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cavalier
M r Cleary
Mr R J. Clough
Mr Cox
hfr Crabtree
Mr C'urran
Mr Day
klr Degen
hfr Egarr
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh

hlr Eatton
Mr Hills
Mr T-Tunter
l\/l r Jz-kson
Mr Jensen
h'lr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
h i r Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
hlis McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
hf r Mair
Mr Mallam
i\ir Mochalslci
hlr Mulock
Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill

Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Plr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Ryan
Mr Sheahan
h/lr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran

Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade
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Noes, 31
Mr Arblaster
Mr Banaclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr B m e r
Mr Cameron
Mr J. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher

Mrs Foot
Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore
Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard

Mr Punch
Mr Rozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
Mr West
Mr Wotton

Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Clause agreed to.
Mr EINFELD (Waverley), Minister for Consumer Affairs [9.52]: I move:
That you do now leave the chair, report progress, and seek leave to
sit again tomorrow,
Question put.
The Committee divided.
Ayes, 57
Mr Akister
Mr Anderson
Mr Bannon
Mr Barnier
Mr Bedford
Mr Booth
Mr Brereton
Mr Cavalier
Mr Cleary
Mr R. J. Clough
Mr Cox
Mr Crabtree
Mr Curran
Mr Day
Mr Degen
Mr Egan
Mr Einfeld
Mr Face
Mr Gabb
Mr Haigh

Mr Hatton
Mr Hills
Mr Hunter
Mr Jackson
Mr Jellsen
Mr Johnson
Mr Johnstone
Mr Jones
Mr Keane
Mr Knott
Mr McCarthy
Mr McGowan
Mr McIlwaine
Mr Maher
Mr Mair
Mr Mallam
Mr Mochalski
Mr Mulock
Mr O'Connell
Mr O'Neill

Mr Paciullo
Mr Petersen
Mr Quinn
Mr Ramsay
Mr Robb
Mr Rogan
Mr Ryan
Mr Sheahan
Mr A. G. Stewart
Mr K. J. Stewart
Mr Walker
Mr Webster
Mr Whelan
Mr Wilde
Mr Wran

Tellers,
Mr Flaherty
Mr Wade

Noes, 31

Mr Arblaster
Mr Barraclough
Mr Boyd
Mr Brewer
Mr J. H. Brown
Mr Bruxner

Mr Cameron
Mr 3. A. Clough
Mr Duncan
Mr Fischer
Mr Fisher
Mrs Foot

Mr Freudenstein
Mr Greiner
Mr Healey
Mr McDonald
Mr Mason
Mr Moore

Mr Murray
Mr Osborne
Mr Park
Mr Pickard
Mr Punch

Mr liozzoli
Mr Schipp
Mr Singleton
Mr Smith
M r West

Mr Wotton
Tellers,
Mr Caterson
Mr Taylor

Question so resolved in the affirmative.
Motion agreed to.
Progress reported from Committee and leave granted to sit again tomorrow.

ALLOCATION OF TIME FOR DISCUSSION
Mr WALKER: On behalf of the Premier and Treasurer I givc notice of
:
(Prices Determination)
business to be dealt with under Standing Order 1 7 5 ~ Bread
Bill, all remaining stages by 4 p.m., Wednesday, 29th October, 1980.

BILLS RETURNED
The following bills were returned from the Legislative Council without
amendment:
General Loan Account Appropriation Bill
Motor Vehicles (Taxation) Bill
Miscellaneous Acts (Motor Vehicles Taxation) Repeal and Amendment
Bill

ADJOURNMENT
Traffic Lights for Richmond
Mr WALKER (Gcorges River), Attorney-General and Minister of Justice
[9.57]: I move:
That this House do now adjourn.
Mr ROZZOLI (Hawkesbury) [9.57]: I raise a matter of concern to my electorate. I refer to the provision of traffic lights at the intersection of Windsor Street
and East Market Street, Richmond, and the intersection of East Market Street and
March Street, Richmond. The request for traffic signals at these intersections goes back
almost ten years. Following a strong case put forward by myself and the Windsor
council earlier this year agreement was given for the construction of these traffic
lights in this year's road programme. These two intersections are a block apart in the
heart of Richmond. Between them they have the most appalling traffic record of any
intersection in the electorate. When I was first informed that these traffic lights
were to be installed I was told they would be in operation by the end of September.
When it appeared obvious they would not be completed by that time, I was informed
that the postponed completion date was the end of October. Because no progress had
been made with the installation during October I made further inquiries and was
informed that the time had been put back to the end of November. During the period
of the delay a number of serious and potentially serious accidents have occurred at
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these intersections. Considerable vehicular damagc has been caused. No serious injury
has been occasioned to any person, though that was more by good luck than good
management.
The concern of the local people was heightened a few days ago when a car
drohc into the side of a small bus carrying twenty-nine pre-school children. Though
the children were not injured physically, one can imagine the distress and trauma
through which they went and through which their mothers went when they learned
that the children had had such a close shave. The first intersection has two give-way
signs and one stop sign on three of its approaches. The fourth approach has the
right-of-way. The other intersection has two give-way signs. The signs face part of
main road 184, which goes through Richmond and traverses the two intersections.
Motorists are confused about the rules governing the intersections. Persons
who fail to stop at the intersection give various reasons for having done so, such as
that they did not see the sign, that their brakes failed, or something obstructed their
line of vision. While the present circumstances continue the chances of an extremely
serious accident remain. No fatalities have occurred on the Windsor Street and East
Market Street intersection, but fatalities have occurred at the other intersection as
traffic tends t o travel faster there than at the intersection of Windsor Street and East
Market Street, which is in the heart of the shopping centre.

I have raised this matter to seek an assurance from the Minister for Transport
that it will receive urgent attention. I understand that funds have been allocated
for the provision of trafic signals. Residents of thc Hawkesbury electorate have
waited a long time for the ~nstallationof traffc signals at these two intersections and
are concerned for thc safety of local residents and other persons who travel through
the town. Being on a main road, the intersections are used by many people. Residents
are concerned that there should not be a delay of one day longer than is necessary
that might claim yet another life or cause serious accidents and injuries. I had intended
to bring this matter to the attention of the Minister earlier today but my involvement
in the debate on the legislation introduced into the House as an urgent matter
prevented me from doing so. I apologize for that and request that the Minister give
the matter his urgent attention.
),
for Transport [10.3]: The installation of the
Mr COX ( A u b ~ ~ r n Minister
traffic lights at the intersection of Windsor Street and East Market Street and of East
Market Street and March Street, Richmond is of concern to the honourable member
for Hawkesbury and his constituents. The honourable member said that initially he
received advice that the traffic signals would be installed in September this year and
was further advised that the date for installation had been put back to October. H e
has now been informed that the lights will not be installed until the end of November.
When a programme is arranged I endeavour to inform members of the estimated
date of installation of t r a s c signals, but regrettably from time to time contractors let
the department down or the department has difficulty in obtaining electrical components.
I shall treat this matter with the same concern as has been expressed by the honourable
Tomorrow I shall make further inquiries. When information
member for Ha~~vkesburv.
is available 1 shall intorm the honourable member.
Motion agreed to.
House adjourned at 10.4 p.m.
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QUESTIONS UPON NOTICE
The following questions upon notice and answers were circulated in Questiorz~
and Answers this day.
DAIRY INDUSTRY PRICES TRIBUNAL
Mr MOORE asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Decentralisation(1) What were the qualificat~onsof Douglas James Morey which lead to his
appointment as member of the Dairy Industry Prices Tribunal to "represent
consumers of milk"?

(2) Who nominated Mr Morey?
(3) Was a list of names supplied to him of people from whom a selection for
this appointment could be made?
(4) If so, by whom were they nominated?

(5) If not, why were applications for the position not advertised?
Answer(1) No criteria or procedures are prescribed under the Dairy Industry Authority
Act, 1970, for the selection of a person to hold this office. The solely relevant
parts of the solely relevant section of the Act (section 42 (2) and (3) ) read as
follows:
"(2) After the commencement of Schedule 5 to the Dairy Industry Authority
(Amendment) Act, 1977, the Tribunal shall consist of 3 members appointed
by the Minister, of whom(a) (b) (c) one shall be appointed to represent consumers of milk.
(3) A member, officer or employee of the Authority shall not be appointed
as a member of the Tribunal pursuant to subsection (2) (c), or as the deputy
of a member of the Tribunal appointed pursuant to subsection (2) (c)."
(2) The Hon. S. D. Einfeld, M.P., Minister for Consumer Mairs.
(3) No.
(4) and (5) As explained in (1) zbove, no such procedures are necessary.

As the honourable member would be aware, the Dairy Industry Prices Tribunal
was abolished by virtue of provisions of the Dairy Industry Marketing Authority
Act which was assented to on 24 December, 1979, and commenced on 1 July,
1980.
OYSTER LEASE SILTATION
Mr ROBB asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for Decentralisation(1) Are di~usedoyster-rack poles causing siltation near the recreatien area at
Oyster Bay, on the Georges River?
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(2) Who is responsible for the removal of poles from oyster leases not being
worked?
(3) Would the removal of poles improve the visual appearance of local
waterways?
Answer-

(1) No.
Oyster Lease 77-86 situated near the recreation reserve in Oyster Bay has a
silted section but it is considered that this siltation has not been caused by the
presence of oyster rack poles on the lease. It has resulted from the reclamation
of the adjacent area for recreational purposes.
(2) The lessee is responsible for removal of poles or other cultivation placed
on a leased area for oyster farming purposes. The circumstances in which this
obligation arises are regulated by the Fisheries and Oyster Farms Act, 1935,
and the covenants in individual leases. Broadly, these relate to cancellation or
expiry of leases or when directions are given to properly cultivate leases. These
situations must not be confused with the common practice of "spelling" leases
for short periods to improve productivity.
(3) Where the appearance of a lease can be improved by removal of old cultivation and the Act, Regulations or terms of lease so allow, action is taken by
N.S.W. State Fisheries to require removal of the old cultivation when such
instances come under notice.

MUD CRAB FARMING

Mr BARRACLOUGH asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Decentralisation(1 ) Has the Department of Agriculture conducted any economic feasibility
studies on mud crab farming?

(2) If so, what were the results?
Answer-

No economic feasibility studies on mud crab farming have been undertaken
by New South Wales State Fisheries because of inadequate technology and a
paucity of information on many relevant aspects of the biology of the species.
Farming requires collection of brood stock, rearing of the various larval stages
under hatchery conditions and subsequently the juveniles in ponds or raceways
to a marketable size. The rearing of marine crustacean larvae is generally
extremely difficult and although limited success was obtained in a laboratory
operation in Malaysia, it is understood that hatchery production of mud crab
larvae has not been accomplished anywhere in the world.
In addition to the problems associated with larval rearing, little data are available on growth, feeding, and mortality, information required if an assessment
of the economic feasibility of mud crab farming is to be made.
14'3
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It would also be desirable to develop cultivation techniques and determine the
economic feasibility of mud crab farming. Some research on natural populations
of mud crabs is currently being undertaken in Queensland and although it is
desirable that similar work be carried out in New South Wales, this has not
been practicable because of other research commitments.
Enforcement of a minimum legal length on mud crabs captured in New South
Wales waters prevents pond fattening of small crabs harvested from the
estuaries, a practice that could prove highly detrimental to the natural stocks.

PATERSONS CURSE
Mr SCHIPP asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Decentralisation(1) What is the current position in regard to the release of insects for the
biological control of the weed, Patersons Curse?

(2) Is the Government involved in the Victorian court action in which certain
interests have sought to prevent the release of insects?
(13) What is the Government's policy in regard to this weed-control measure?

Answer(1) Certain interested individuals sought an injunction from the High Court of
Australia to restrain CSIRO from releasing insects for the control of Patersons
Curse. On 18 July, 1980, the High Court granted an interim injunction preventing CSIRO from releasing further insects and ordering them to cover those
already released. Later the High Court of Australia referred the matter to the
Supreme Court of South Australia and a hearing in that Court was scheduled
for 29 August, 1980. However, advice received by officers of the Department
of Agriculture is that a judge of that Court has ruled in Chambers that the
injunction be upheld, but allowed the CSIRO a right to present further evidcnce
b have it removed.
(2) This Government is not involved in the Court action except through a close
liaison with, and provision of information to CSIRO on Patersons Curse in this
State.
(3) This Government supports the concept of biological control of weeds
generally and of Patersons Curse in particular. This Government will monitor
the progress of the injunction and review the situation when the Court decision
~nclCSIRO response to it are known.

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
Mr AKISTER asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
DecentralisationWhat effect on the delivery and services by the Department of Agriculture will
the federa1 Government's cutbacks on finance for extension services have?
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AnswerI should point out that the first, and most drastic reduction in Commonwealth
funding for extension came slightly over a year ago. The New South Wales
allocation from the Commoilwealth Extension Services Grant for 1978-79 was
$2.44 million. This amount was halved for the 1979-80 financial year.
The fact that this drastic and unprecedented reduction came without notice or
discussion placed the Department of Agriculture in a serious and difficult
position. The salaries of more than 80 staff members had, until that time,
been met from Commonwealth Extension Services Grant funds. Fortunately,
the State Treasury was able to assume financial responsibility for 47 of these
positions and it has, then, been possible to maintain the Department's advisory
and research services without serious disruption. Naturally, it was necessary to
make many economies, and the effects of some of them may reduce services to
farmers in the longer term.
The Commonwealth Government has advised the Minister for Agriculture that
the Grant for New South Wales for 1980-81 is the same as for last year, that
is, approximately $1.2 million. Of course this means in effect that the spending
power of the Grant has been reduced substantially-by an amount equal to the
current inflation rate. In order to maintain services, the State has had to
shoulder the burden of this additional reduction in Commonwealth funding,
and the State Treasury has been able to assume the financial responsibility for
a further seven positions that had previously been supported by the Commonwealth Extension Services Grant.
It is important that I explain that the extension services provided by the Department of Agriculture are responsible for passing on, or "extending" information
and skills about agriculture to a wide range of clients. The principal clients
for extension are farmers and farm families. As well, though, farmer organizations, commercial firms, financial institutions, Rural Youth groups, Agricultural
Bureaux, educational institutions, consumers and other government departments
all avail themselves of the services provided by extension staff.
Officers of the Department of Agriculture are always available to farmers and
others to provide on-the-spot infornlation about the production and marketing
of agricultural products. As well, they mount extension programmes aimed at
having the results of research adopted by the farming community. Information
is provided through trials and den~onstrations;farm visits; schools and courses;
and, to an extensive system of press, radio and television programmes.
Consolidated Revenue bears the bulk of the costs associated with the funding
of the Department of Agriculture. An additional amount is provided by the
Commonwealth Government through the Commonwealth Extension Services
Grant. In recent years this Grant had run at $2.44 million a year. Commonwealth Extension Services Grant funds are used to supplement those provided
by the State Treasury and are divided about equally between applied research
and extension purposes.
During the period over which the Commonwealth has reduced its financial
support to agriculture, the Department has taken new initiatives aimed at
improving services not only to the rural sector but to urban people as well.
Market reporting services dealing with both wholesale and retail prices of a
wide range of foodstuffs have been expanded, and additional facilities have
been installed so that home gardeners may gain greater access to information
from the Department of Agriculture.
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It is these kinds of new initiatives that formed the basis of Commonwealth
funding in the first place. The original intention of the CommonweaIth Extension Services Grant was to permit State Departments of Agriculture to test new
extension methods and to test the provision of new and better services to
farmers and others. It has always been in the Commonwealth's interests to have
efficient and profitable agricultural industries because they contribute so heavily
to the nation's export earnings. The Commonwealth has now largely abrogated
this responsibility. It is now up to the State Government to maintain extension
services to agriculture and to provide the drives and initiatives needed to keep
up the export-earning capacity of the agric~rlturalindustries.
In summary, the action by the Federal Treasurer in slashing funds available to
extension and applied research through the Commonwealth Extension Services
Grant has transferred an additional financial burden on the Government and
people of New South Wales.

BALMAIN DEVELOPMENT
Mr ? I \SOP: a.l.,cl
for Ports-

the Deputy Premier, Minister for Public Works and Minister

( 1 ) Will the Miilister .tat.. his v;ews about the l u t t ~ r eof Mort Bay, Balmain!

( 2 ) Is he aware of the concern bein2 expressed by members of The Mort Bay
Residents Action Group about future developments in the area?

( 3 ) Will he indicate what interest the Department of Administrative Serviccs
might have in any future developments in Mort Bay?
Answer(1) The matter of the future use of land owned by the Maritime Services
Board at Mort Bay, Balmain, and which is presently leased to the Australian
National Line for use as a container terminal, came before Cabinet on 15 April,
1980, when it was decided that Commonwealth proposals for its use as a
military base be rejected and that the area should be for a conlbination of(i) public and private residential purposes;
(ii) recreation and other open space; and
(iii) "low key" maritime purposes such as a marina and out-of-water boat
storage facilities.
The Government's decision was conveyed to the Prime Minister by the Premier
in his letter of 17 April, 1980. The Commonwealth, by letter of 6 June, 1980,
indicated that as the matter is of vital interest to both Governments and as
national and defence considerations were involved, a conference was sought
which would allow Commonwealth views to be put and permit Commonwealth
representatives the opportunity to hear at first hand the view of the New South
Wales Government. The Government has indicated that it is prepared to
attend such a conference.

(2) The New South Wales Government is aware of the concern expressed by
Mort Bay Residents Action Group and other groups representing various
section? of the local c?mmunity. Those groups have expressed strong opposition
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to the Commonwealth Government's proposals and indicate general support
for the State Government's stated position on the future redevelopment of the
area.
( 3 ) The Department of Administrative Services approached the Maritime
Services Board to ascertain its views on the transfer of that section of the
A.N.L. terminal, which is held under lease from the Maritime Services Board,
to the Department of Defence. The Maritime Services Board had advised the
Department of Administrative Services that it is not prepared to consent to an
assignment to the Commonwealth of A.N.L.'s existing lease of land, forming
part of the container terminal.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS

Mr SCHIPP asked the Deputy Premier, Minister for Public Works and Minister
for Ports( 1 ) What publications or posters have been printed since 1 July, 1976, relating
to departments or authorities within his (or his predecessor(s)) administration?

( 2 ) In rcspect of each of the publications or posters what was the:
( a ) frequency of publication

(b)
(c)
(d)
(e)

quantity produced
cost of publication
date of printing and
frequency of use of his a n d / o ~the Premier's photograph?

AnswerThe information sought is not readily available and, in view of the detail
required, its collation would require extensive search and be time-consuming.
In the circumstances, the cost and manpower that would be required to secure
information to frame a comprehensive reply would make such an exercise
unjustified.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS

MI SCHIPP asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Deceatralisation(1) What publications or posters have been printed since 1 July, 1976, relating
to departments or authorities within hie (or his predecessor(s)) administration?
(2) In respect of each of the publications or posters what was the:
(a) frequency of publication
(b) quantity produced
( c ) cost of publication
( d ) date of printing and
(e) frecluency of use of his and/or the Prv~nier's photograph?

2230

ASSEMBLY-Questions upon Notice
AnswerThe information sought is not readily available and, in view of the detail
required, its collation would require extensive research and be time-consuming.
In the circumstances, the cost and manpower that would be required to secure
information to frame a comprehensive reply would make such an exercise
unjustified.

GOVERNMENT PUBLICATIONS
Mr SCHIPP asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Decentralisation(1) What publications or posters have been printed since 1 July, 1976, relating
to departments or authorities coming within the administration of the Minister
for Agriculture (or his predecessor(s) )?
(2) In respect of each of the publications or posters what was the:
(a) frequency of publication
(b) quantity produced
(c) cost of publication
(d) date of printing and
(e) frequency of use of photographs of the Minister for Agriculture and/or
the Premier?
AnswerThe information sought is not rcadily available and, in view of the detail
required, its collation would require extensive research and be time-consuming.
In the circumstances, the cost and manpower that would be required to secure
information to frame a comprehensive reply would make such an exercise
unjustified.

BEGA DAIRY CO-OPERATIVE
Mr HATTON asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister for
Decentralisation(1) What has been the through-put of milk in the Bega Dairy Co-operative in
each of the last twelve months?
( 2 ) How much of this has been quota milk, and how much of this has been
surplus milk?
( 3 ) What are the monthly comparisons in total milk production in each of
those months compared with the corresponding period in the previous year?

AnswerThe answcry to questions ( I ) , (2) and (3) above, are shown in the following
comparisons for the years 1978-79 and 1979-80.
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1978-79

Four Weeks Ended

Total
Production
(Throughput)
(litres)
3 459 576
3 915 887
4 598 698
5 417 336
5 495 205
4 975 039
4 685 231
4 143 701
3 543 980
3 985 241
4 163 209
4 154 625
4 218 771

Accepted by
Dairy Industry
Marketing
Authority
(Quota Milk)
(litres)
1 516 365
1 616 862
1 600 715
1 580 683
1 602 251
1 691 525
1 947 460
1 798 119
1 754 734
1 606 456
1 826 060
1 888 468
1 741 363

56 756 499

22 171 061

Manufacture
Milk
(Surplus)
(litres)
1 943 211
2 299 025
2 997 983
3 836 653
3 892 9%
3 283 514
2 737 771
2 345 582
1 789 246
2 378 785
2 337 149
2 266 157
2 477 408

1979-80

Four Weeks Ended

Total
Production
(Throughput)
(litres)
4 358 516
4 585 690
5 028 403
5 539 877
5 708 049
5 248 755
4 592 887
5 110012
4 501 929
3 912 888
3 470 750
3 518 977
3 664 831

Accepted by
Dairy Industry
Marketing
Authority
(Quota Milk)
(litres)
1 716 661
1 674 612
1 837 465
1 752 167
1 880 352
1 888 131
2 136 084
1 985 947
1911 271
2 049 898
2 012 975
2 014 739
2 035 275

59 241 564

24 895 577

Manufactrrre
Milk
(Surplus)
(litres)
2 641 855
2 911 07%
3 190 938
3 787 710;
3 827 697
3 360 624
2 456 803
3 124 065
2 590 658
1 862 990
1 457 775
1 504 23%
1 629 556

NOWRA DAIRY CO-OPERATIVE
Mr HATTON asked the Minister for Industrial Development and Minister f a
Decentralisation( 1 ) What has been the through-put of milk in the Nowra Dairy Co-operative
in each of the last twelve months?
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(2) How much of this has been quota millc, and how much of this has been
surplus milk?
(3) What are the monthly comparisons in total milk production in each of
those months compared with the corresponding period in the previous year?
AnswerThe answers to questions ( I ) , (2) and (3) above, are shown in the following
comparisons for the years 1978-79 and 1979-80.

1978-79

Four Weeks Ended

3-8-78
31-8-78
28-9-78
26-10-78
23-11-78
21-12-78
18-1-79
15-2-79
15-3-79
12-4-79
10-5-79
7-6-79
5-7-79

...
...

..

,-

...
...
..

Total
Production
(Throughput)
(litres)

..

.- ..
,..-. .-.-

... ..-. ...
.. ..
... ..
... ...
... ..

Accepted by
Dairy Industry
Marketing
Az1thorit.v
(Quota Milk)
(litres)

A4anufacture
Milk
(Surplus)
(litres)

2 105 201
2 234 399
2 463 690
2 643 566
2 608 322
2 572 847
2 509 029
2 387 353
2 163 654
2 289 161
2 323 368
2 341 760
2 498 208

1 850 187
1 816480
1 797 412
1 815 070
1 849 165
1 871 978
1 750 477
1 909 915
1 899 902
1891 713
1 872 163
1 854 840
1 841 253

255 014
417 919
666 278
828 496
759 157
700 869
758 552
477 438
263 752
397 448
451 205
486 920
656 955

31 140 558

24 020 555

7 120 003

-

1979-80

Four Weeks Ended

2-8-79
30-8-79
27-9-79
25-10-79
22-11-79
20-12-79
17-1-80
14-2-80
13-3-80
10-4-80
8-5-80
5-6-80
3-7-80

..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..
..

..
..
..
..
..
..
..

Total
Production
(Throughput)
(litres)

..
..
..
..
..
..
-

Accepted by
Dairy Industry
Marketing
Authority
(Quota Milk)
(litres)

Manufacture
Milk
(Surplus)
(litres)

2 657 111
2 784 698
2 957 572
3 009 661
2 859 178
2 672 341
2 473 190
2 627 991
2 442 949
2 299 181
2 140 548
2 174 755
2 366 773

1 846 334
1 765 950
1 816 171
1 811 457
1 699 624
1 827 585
1 782 852
1 656 899
1783 171
1 768 554
1 838 429
1 767 616
1 800 579

810 777
1 018 748
1 141 401
1 198 204
1 159 554
844 756
690 338
971 092
659 778
530 627
302 119
407 139
566 194

33 465 948

23 165 221

10 300 727
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SCALLOP CONSERVATION
Mr HATTON asked the Minister for Agriculture-

(1) Has action been taken to impose a bag limit on boats fishing for scallops
and using ports in the South Coast Electorate?
(2) If action is taken or contemplated, is this being done for conservation
or for marketing reasons?

( 3 ) What are the details?
Answer(1) Following receipt of representations from the Bermagui Fishermen's
Co-operative Society Limited and others engaged in the South Coast fishing
industry, I approved of action being initiated to amend the Regulations under
the Fisheries and Oyster Farms Act, 1935, to impose a limit of 30 bags per
day on each boat taking scallops in territorial waters. In this regard I might
add that the Victorian Government imposes a bag limit of 50 bags per day
on scallop fishermen at Lakes Entrance but the fishermen themselves voluntarily
abide by a bag limit of 30 bags per day, which was what the Bermagui Cooperative requested.
(2) Scallops occur only occasionally in substantial commercial quantities in
New South Wales coastal waters, the last occasion being in 1970.
The main reason for this is that scallops spawn in the open ocean and the
larvae drift with the currents before settling on the bottom. Because the freeswimming larvae stage lasts several weeks, it is unlikely that the parent scallop
bed will be resettled by these larvae. In fact, the breeding mechanism appears
to be designed to spread scallop beds far and wide from the parent bed.
New South Wales is on the northern limit of distribution of the scallop, and
because of the meandering of eddies on the eastern Australian current, settlement of larvae is sparse and erratic.
As mentioned earlier it is only occasionally that a patch of larvae drifting northward from a southern spawning settles to provide a commercial stock off New
South Wales.
Therefore there is no question of biological conservation. The scallops currently
being taken off New South Wales are a finite resource which are being "mined"
by fishermen. New South Wales fishermen from the South Coast want this
"mining" to be regulated so that they may harvest and market the scallops
in an orderly manner for their maximum benefit. I am currently facilitating

their wishes.
( 3 ) See (1) and (2).

POWERBOATS

Mr MAHER asked the Deputy Premier, Minister for Public Works and Minister
for Ports(1) How many complaints were received by the Maritime Services Board about
excessive noise from powerboats on Hen and Chicken Bay on Sunday, 2 March,
1980, and Saturday, 30 August, 1980?
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(2) Has action been taken by the Board to reduce this noise nuisance for
residents residing around Hen and Chicken Bay?
( 3 ) When was approval given for powerboats to have exclusive use of
Hen and Chicken Bay on certain race days?

(4) On what occasions have noise level recordings from powerboats on Hen
and Chicken Bay exceeded the maximum level permitted under the Maritime
Services Board's regulations?
(5) On what future occasions during 1980 and 1981 will powerboats operate
on this course?
(6) How many powerboats are licensed to operate in Hen and Chicken Bay?
(7) Does the Maritime Services Board have any proposal to provide financial
assistance towards the cost of sound-proofing dwellings adversely affected by
noise from powerboats?
(8) Has the Maritime Services Board established a policy regarding the future
of water sports which are petroleum intensive?
Answer-

(1) The Maritime Services Board has no official record of any complaints
received in relation to this matter. However, on the day in question, the State
Pollution Control Commission was undertaking tests to assist in the establishment of a noise emission standard for legislative purposes and any complainants would have been advised by the Maritime Services Board's officers to
this effect. In such circumstances, complaints would not have been recorded.
(2) The Maritime Services Board will shortly be recommending to the State
Pollution Control Commission, amendments to the Noise Control Act, 1975,
for the effective control of excessive noise from powerboats throughout the
whole of the State.
(3) In November 1972, for reasons of safety, exclusive use was first introduced into, and continued to be included in, the Aquatic Licenses issued to
the Sydney Hydroplane Club, the Australian Outboard Hydroplane Club, the
Cabarita Speed Boat Club and the Sydney Outboard Club.
(4) Regulation 10 (1) of the Water Traffic Regulations-N.S.W., makes it
mandatory for any vessel on enclosed waters, which is propelled by mechanical
power, to be equipped with an efficient exhaust silencing device. However,
of recent times, the validity of the Maritime Services Board's legislative power
to control the emission of offensive noise from powerboats has been challenged
and steps have been taken to remedy this situation, as previously mentioned,
by recommending amendments to the Noise Control Act, 1975.
(5) Powerboats will operate in events to be conducted by the undermentioned
clubs for the remainder of the year on the dates indicated.
Sydney Outboard Club-25/26-10-80;
15/ 16-11-80; 6/7-1240; and
27/ 28-12-80.
and 29/30-11-80.
Sydney Hydroplane Ciub-1/2-11-80
Australian Outboard Hydroplane Club-8/9-11-80 and 13/ 14-12-80.
Cabarita Speed Boat Club-22/ 23-11-80 and 20-12-80.
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(6) Vessels are not registered to operate specifically in Hen and Chicken Bay.
However, the applications submitted by the four clubs for the issue of an
Aquatic License indicated that the greatest number of vessels to operate in
any one event at one time on the abovementioned dates is as followsSydney Outboard Club 20; Sydney Hydroplane Cl~tb12; Australian Outboard
Hydroplane Club 12; and Cabarita Specd Boat Club 12.

(7) No.
(8)

No.

