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UNCLAIMED MONEY (SUPERANNUATION AND RSA PROVIDERS) 
AMENDMENT AND EXPIRY BILL 2012 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 16 August. 

MR J.C. KOBELKE (Balcatta) [7.00 pm]: I seek an extension if I can; I am actually halfway through my 
speech.  

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr J.C. KOBELKE: It seems a bit strange to come back to something that we were talking about four weeks 
ago when I was last making my contribution to this debate. I think my contribution then was significant. I could 
perhaps repeat it, but members probably do not need that. To briefly summarise, my contribution really 
supported the government in this arrangement, which will see a transfer of responsibility to a national scheme to 
assist people to access parts of their superannuation that had become lost to them; that is, it was unclaimed 
money because the identity, address or contact for the person who should be the beneficiary of those 
superannuation funds is not known to the system. It is therefore much better to have a national system that can 
seek to advertise the availability of and processes by which people can access these funds, and hopefully to assist 
people to gain what is their rightful entitlement. The context of this is that the actual amount involved is very 
small—while it might be millions of dollars, it is a very small amount compared with the total amount involved 
in superannuation. Therefore, having an efficient system really makes a lot of sense. We do not want an 
inefficient system in which people have to go through different channels to find out whether there is unclaimed 
money owing to them. Going to a national scheme makes a lot of sense. I do not want to go on.  

I asked the minister three questions during my earlier contribution to this debate. I wish to go back to those to 
see whether the minister can provide answers; otherwise, we will need to take them up in consideration in detail. 
They are general questions that perhaps do not go to a specific clause, so it would be good to handle them now or 
in the minister’s reply to the second reading debate. The first point I raised with the minister was that mention 
had been made of private Western Australian–registered superannuation funds. Some of the money—something 
like $200 000—relates to them. It is not of great significance. I simply ask for the number of private Western 
Australian–registered superannuation funds that are involved. I am not asking for their names necessarily, but 
how many are involved, which is obviously part of the administrative challenge the government has in trying to 
make sure that unclaimed money goes to its rightful owners.  

The second question I asked related to the changed management structure that is being put in place for the 
Government Employees Superannuation Board, under which these matters are being contracted out. The issue of 
unclaimed money with respect to that contracting out is really very small; there are much more significant issues 
that have to be dealt with in that contracting out. My concern is that I do not want this matter to fall off the page 
because it is such a small matter in terms of the total amount of money involved and because of the energy that 
will have to go into it. I seek some assurance from the minister that in terms of the management with respect to 
GESB, the unclaimed funds will be handled by and carried through to this national scheme and that this is 
actually on the list of things that have to be done. It is not a big issue amongst all the things that have to be done 
and I want to make sure that it does not become an oversight.  

The third and final question related to the announced suspension of the financial advice services offered by 
GESB. These financial advice services are paid for by the beneficiaries of the GESB superannuation scheme—it 
is not a free financial advice service. The question comes down to two key issues. The first is: when this service 
is suspended, what is to replace it? It is no good saying that there are a lot of financial advisers in the 
marketplace because GESB, as a government scheme, has special conditions and things relating to it. Therefore, 
private providers in the marketplace who are quite used to the big banks’ superannuation et cetera and can 
provide general financial advice may not understand the peculiarities and tax issues involved with a state scheme 
such as GESB. The issue is: where will these people now go? I note that there is also a complexity there because 
it is a general policy of government that we do not wish to recommend a particular private provider in a 
competitive marketplace. But we have systems through which we can put together panels of individuals or 
companies that can offer a service, and the government can indicate that there is a panel that people can go to 
with some pre-qualification. Who is going to take over this work? Is it going to be left wide open to the market? 
Is there going to be some assessment of who is in the marketplace to provide this advice so that if the many 
thousands of people in GESB—I do not know how many there are; it is probably hundreds of thousands, going 
back over the years—feel they have to get advice and it is a service that they probably will have to pay for, they 
will be given some guidance on where to go? That is the first question. Without that guidance, without some 
transition mechanism, we are really vacating the field and not looking after the GESB members, who have the 
right to feel that their ongoing involvement with the fund and the benefits that will come to them are something 
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that they should be helped with. There needs to be a transition process. What is that process and how will that be 
explained to the members?  

The second element of that is that it is my understanding—the minister can correct me if I am wrong—that the 
people who have already paid for GESB-sponsored financial advice services have in that contract expected some 
ongoing provision of advice and service. What happens to that? If they signed a contract for financial advice 
services through a service offered by GESB, which had an ongoing commitment to provide services back to that 
member of GESB, what happens now that that service has been abandoned? Is GESB liable to provide follow-
through for those people? I have had complaints to my office—only two—from people who want to know what 
is happening because they feel left out. GESB has announced that that service will no longer be available from 
October. There was such a waiting list of people wanting to access that service that it has been cut off, so people 
cannot get into it anymore. Where do they go? For those people who have already taken out a contract or bought 
a service through GESB’s financial advice services, what, if any, obligation is owed to them, and where do they 
now go? They are the matters on which I hope the minister can provide answers in summing up the second 
reading debate. Otherwise, we can perhaps pursue them when the minister has an adviser with him during 
consideration in detail. I certainly wish to support the bill.  

MR W.J. JOHNSTON (Cannington) [7.08 pm]: I do not intend to unduly delay the house tonight, but I want 
to make a contribution on the Unclaimed Money (Superannuation and RSA Providers) Amendment and Expiry 
Bill 2012. I first want to say that it is a good decision of the Council of Australian Governments to move to a 
single national scheme for the management of unclaimed money in superannuation. The history of 
superannuation in Australia is really the history of the trade union movement’s struggle to get equity for workers 
in this country. If we go back some time to when the novelty game of the day was not PS3 but something like 
Pac-Man, superannuation was much less common for workers in this country than it is today. It was because of 
the struggle by the union movement to try to get super out to all workers in this country that we ended up with 
the situation we have today, in which basically every worker gets superannuation; if someone’s wage is $450 a 
month or more, they get superannuation.  

Again, the issue of unclaimed super money came about because of the way in which we set out super schemes in 
Australia. Singapore requires its employers to pay, I think, 35 per cent of employees’ salaries into a 
superannuation fund. They have a single central provident fund, and everybody has their money put into that 
single government entity, which means that Singapore does not have the problem of lost accounts because it is 
all in the one fund; but because in Australia we effectively privatised the superannuation system so that 
individuals have different superannuation schemes, we ended up with unclaimed moneys. It is important to think 
about how the compulsory system operates if one is not part of a defined benefit scheme. In such cases, the 
employer has to show that an amount equivalent to at least 9.5 per cent of an employee’s wage has been paid 
into a super fund, and if that money has not been paid, the superannuation guarantee charge applies. 

It is interesting; a member of the defined benefits scheme run by the Government Employees Superannuation 
Board recently came to see me because he could not get a clear explanation from anyone at GESB or from his 
employer why the superannuation guarantee charge did not apply to him. Because of my background as a union 
official, I was actually — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: A double dipper. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It was not a question of double dipping; he just did not understand why he did not get 
that entitlement, so I sat him down and explained the way the system works; that is, if an employer can show that 
they have made the payment, then there is no liability, and given that the defined benefits scheme clearly 
exceeds the 9.5 per cent minimum, the charge does not apply. People do not realise that the charge is actually a 
tax. A very simple but elegant system applies to superannuation in Australia; the people who originally devised 
it—people from the trade union movement, such as Bill Kelty, and the then federal Treasurer, Paul Keating—
were very clever. It was a revolutionary benefit for working people, but we ended up with a situation in which 
people who might have had only short periods of employment will end up with relatively small amounts of 
money. I note that the member for Balcatta has asked a question about the number of these state-regulated funds 
that have been hanging around with the $200 000; in the great scheme of things, $200 000 is a drop in a bucket, 
but for a low-income earner, $1 000 sitting unclaimed in a super fund could actually be quite significant. I know 
that for many of the people who come to see me about trying to cope with their power bills and those sorts of 
things, an extra $1 000 would be very helpful, so this is a very significant issue. As I said, I think it is good that it 
has been agreed between the states and the commonwealth government to transfer responsibility for all this to 
the Australian Taxation Office. 

The Australian Taxation Office runs a very good online system; people can interrogate it to find out whether 
they have unclaimed moneys in their name. Just before I became a member of Parliament, GESB wrote to me 



Extract from Hansard 
[ASSEMBLY — Tuesday, 11 September 2012] 

 p5487a-5494a 
Mr John Kobelke; Mr Bill Johnston; Mr Fran Logan; Mr Roger Cook 

 [3] 

about some unclaimed moneys that I had. I had not even realised that when I was a director of the State 
Employment and Skills Development Authority, I actually had a superannuation entitlement from my board 
sitting fees. I think there was $150 or something sitting in the account, but GESB had found it and, now I am 
back as a member of GESB, that money is in my account. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: One of the big challenges for GESB is that there are a lot of people with very small account 
holdings whose fees are basically cross-subsidised by the people with larger accounts, and it is something we 
need to give some thought to in due course. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That is right. The minister raised the issue that when superannuation funds were first set 
up, there were no rules about fees, so people with very low balances often had their balances go down. As super 
developed, there were a lot of problems that we did not realise we had until after we started, and that was one of 
the early issues. We cannot have a fee that takes the balance below the original capital levels. There is a cross-
subsidy if there are a lot of low balances. Talking about low balances, I worked in retail; I cannot remember the 
figures for the Retail Employees Superannuation Trust. Everybody talks about union superannuation funds, but 
REST was actually established by the Australian Retailers Association, while the union sponsored a scheme 
called CareSuper. In the end, WA was the only state in Australia in which CareSuper was included in the award, 
and in all the other states the arbitrated cases ended up with REST being included. We then compromised and 
moved over to REST in WA as well. I do not remember the figure now, but there were something like 50 per 
cent more accounts than there were retail employees; I think there were a couple of hundred thousand retail 
workers in the state and something like 300 000 accounts. The question of small balance accounts is very 
critical. Back in the 1990s the ATO dealt with the issue of fees and the cross-subsidisation issues that the 
minister talked about. A clearing house was later developed, originally for low-balance accounts, and then it was 
moved over to the ATO. When we think about it, the ATO is the one body in Australia that everybody has 
contact with, everybody — 
Mr T.R. Buswell: I thought you were going to say “confidence in”! 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: It is interesting that the minister talks about confidence. A number of years ago I met 
my Indonesian foster mother’s brother, who had been an illegal immigrant in Australia. He came forward under 
one of the amnesties for illegal immigrants, and he is now an Australian citizen living in Surfers Paradise. At the 
time he did not understand how, since he had been paying taxes, the immigration department had never found 
him. I explained to him that in Australia we see the ATO as being so critical that we do not allow ATO 
information to be shared out. Of course, plenty of information comes from outside into the ATO, and that is why 
it is such a great body to be used as the centre for unclaimed superannuation money. It is already making contact 
with people about these small accounts. The cost of administration is really low and it all makes sense. 

I note the figure of $200 000 for private small account balances; I am not quite sure whether the minister 
mentioned in his speech how much money is there for the GESB accounts. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I’ve got it somewhere; it’s only $1 million or $2 million. 
Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Nickels and dimes in the great scheme of things. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: It is $1.3 million. 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: So we are talking about $1.5 million in total; that is very small beer, but it clears up 
another step along the way. It is also good to note the regulation of the superannuation funds. There is a lot of 
debate in the media at the moment about the regulation of the funds, and there have been discussions in some 
circles about independent directors for superannuation boards in the same way that there are independent 
directors of listed companies. I will just make the point that independent directors of listed companies are 
supposed to represent the small shareholders who do not have enough votes to deliver a director, so their 
interests are potentially being ignored. The situation with superannuation funds is that there are employee 
directors and employer directors. The real challenge is not why there are employee directors. Maybe there are 
some arguments about how they are selected, but they do not need an independent director because members’ 
interests are being represented by the employee directors. There are probably questions about why we would 
have employer directors on a superannuation fund. There is a historic reason for that. When the funds were set 
up, many people believed that they were fronts for the trade union movement and the trade union movement 
would use those superannuation funds to attack capitalism in this country. Of course, that never happened. I 
accept that there are issues of transparency and all those sorts of things, but I do not understand why there is this 
argument about needing independent directors, because it is not analogous to a public company. People are 
represented in a different way. They have different interests. It is not the same as a company. We do not have a 
board of directors with six directors representing the 51 per cent of shareholders and the 49 per cent of mums 
and dads needs a separate representation; they are being represented through their employer representatives.  
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Further to that, they are not a board of directors; they are trustees. That is an important difference because 
trustees must act on behalf of all members and not only a class of members. That is one of the protections in 
Australia’s system of superannuation. Sometimes trustees make bad decisions. There has been a lot of publicity 
recently about the Motor Trades Association of Australia Superannuation Fund and the controversy about the 
way it valued its assets. However, that is not a question of independent directors, because it could have had an 
independent director and still made the same bad decisions. The real question is whether the trustees are working 
for the members of the fund and being transparent in reporting back to their members.  

It is interesting that if we take a 10-year horizon, the industry funds’ net of fees are the ones delivering the 
highest returns. When we go through the annual reports on rates of return, we see that often some small fund 
took some high-risk investment and in a particular year got a good return, but when we take the returns over 
10 years, we find that industry funds net of fees better the private funds. One of the reasons for that is that 
private fees are very high. I was a member of a private fund for a while. The first thing I did when I became state 
secretary was to give people freedom of choice so that they could get out of the private fund with the Australian 
Labor Party, because the fees were extraordinary. They were a per cent of the account balance, which meant that 
as the account balance went up, so did the fees, whereas in most industry funds the fees are a flat rate of 60c or 
$1 a week. Therefore, the balance of someone’s account does not matter; they still pay the same fee. Members 
get their administration done for $52 a year, which is the fee in the Retail Employees Superannuation Trust 
scheme, for example. That is extraordinarily cheap compared with, say, one per cent of a balance of $100 000, 
which is a thousand bucks. We do not want to have a fee specified as a percentage; we want it as a fixed figure. 
The Treasurer looked as though he was going to say something.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: No.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Those advertisements on the TV are telling a true story.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: When you’ve got Bernie Fraser as your frontman, who’s not going to believe you? 

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: That’s right; Sandman. Is he the Sandman or is Sandman — 

Mr F.M. Logan: Most trusted person in Australia.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: Until Peter Cosgrove.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: Cosgrove? We will have to get him next, will we? 

Mr F.M. Logan interjected.  

Mr W.J. JOHNSTON: He ran Cambodia.  

Superannuation presents a complex set of issues. It develops over time and the regulation of superannuation 
should not stay still. This is another step along the road of continued reform of superannuation. At the end of the 
day, this is nickel and dimes, but it is still important. We are not mutualising GESB. That is the decision of 
government. After having been through the debate on that legislation, I am very clear on why the defined benefit 
scheme is run the way that it is, but it would be good for the accumulation fund to be removed from the state and 
given to the commonwealth regulatory environment. That would be in the best interests of the members of that 
bit of GESB. Then everybody would be on the same footing as our colleagues in every other superannuation 
fund in the private sector. It is not a question about privatising; it is about mutualising. It is about making sure 
that the fund is run solely for the benefit of the members of the fund. I will not go over that debate, because we 
had it recently and I understand why the government decided not to mutualise the defined benefit scheme. A big 
lump of money would have had to have been paid to the defined benefit scheme beneficiaries now rather than in 
the future. However, for those of us with an accumulation fund, it is appropriate to move over to a 
commonwealth regulatory environment in all aspects of the fund. In the financial services area we are moving 
away from multiple regulatory environments to a single regulatory environment. I think that would be a 
worthwhile step along that path, which is reflected in the legislation with which we are dealing.  

With those few words and in support of the bill, I commend the government on this further step down the road of 
superannuation reform. 

MR F.M. LOGAN (Cockburn) [7.26 pm]: I will add a few more words to those provided by my colleague in 
support of the Unclaimed Money (Superannuation and RSA Providers) Amendment and Expiry Bill 2012. As 
has already been outlined, this is a very simple bill that passes over responsibility for unclaimed money from 
superannuation funds to the Australian Taxation Office. That in itself is to be congratulated, because it is a 
commitment that has already been given by the minister, federally anyway, through the Council of Australian 
Governments meetings—that is, that there will be centralisation of all unclaimed superannuation moneys 
through the Australian Taxation Office and the services that the Australian Taxation Office provides. The 
provision of that service is extremely good. I commend the government for carrying out this commitment with 
other state and territory governments to centralise the unclaimed moneys through the ATO.  
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If we go on to australia.gov.au, we can follow the prompts under the heading “SuperSeeker” to the Australian 
Taxation Office’s website and then chase up what superannuation we believe is outstanding. Superannuation 
moneys that someone cannot find are able to be tracked down by the Australian Taxation Office through a very 
simple question-and-answer process through the SuperSeeker website. We know that this money will be 
transferred. As the member for Cannington just indicated, it is a very small amount of money. In all it is less than 
$2 million; it is $1.5 million. An amount of $200 000 is from the Unclaimed Money (Superannuation and RSA 
Providers) Act and $1.3 million is from various state employees. I ask the minister: how did the state employees 
end up with lost moneys in the first place? I can certainly understand that in the private sector people move from 
one employer to the next, and tend to have a multiplicity of superannuation accounts, but I am certainly trying to 
wrack my brain on how public sector employees end up with unclaimed money. I would have thought that given 
they work for one employer and do not transfer around, it would be very difficult for them — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Some people move in and out of the public service. Someone might be a casual employee for 
a short time and then move on. As the member for Cannington said, some people do not realise that their super is 
there. That would be one area of unfunded superannuation and the other area, which is under the Unclaimed 
Money Act, as opposed to the State Superannuation Act, is a small number of state-registered private funds. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Yes. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It is interesting that within GESB there are a significant number of inactive accounts. An 
inactive account does not necessarily mean that people can qualify for unclaimed moneys, but there are a number 
of inactive accounts. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Is that because people have left the public service? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: Yes. 

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That explains why we have ended up with $1.3 million. As I said, I can understand that 
happening in the private sector when people moved around. The Treasurer’s response clears up why public 
sector workers have ended up with $1.3 million in unclaimed moneys. 

With respect to superannuation in general, the member for Cannington talked about the history of 
superannuation going back to the commonwealth Hawke–Keating period of office when the decision was made 
in 1987 to establish superannuation. People tend to forget why and how it was established in the first place. It 
was not simply manna handed down by the government for the benefit of workers. The accord was in place 
between the trade union movement, represented by the Australian Council of Trade Unions, and the federal 
government and business. They were working in a tripartite court system and agreed to centralised wage 
outcomes. In 1986, there was an agreement to forgo a three per cent wage increase and instead pay that money 
into Australia’s first centralised superannuation system that would be based primarily on industry accounts. 
People, particularly young people today, think that superannuation system has been there forever and that 
superannuation was handed down by the government on their behalf or was given to them by employers. People 
need to be continually reminded about the history of it. Australian workers, through the ACTU, in agreement 
with the federal government through the accord process, decided not to take a pay increase in 1986 and instead 
put that pay increase of three per cent into a superannuation fund. That was Australia’s first organised centralised 
superannuation system. Treasurer Keating was the proposer and brainchild of the superannuation idea. That is 
not quite right; the idea came from the trade union movement, which had been calling for such a system for 
many, many years because some members of the trade union movement were getting paid superannuation, 
particularly those who were working for very large organisations such as BHP and Alcoa and Ford and Holden 
in the car industry, for example, and some people in the public sector. Most of those superannuation funds were 
defined benefit schemes. However, the rest of the workers across the entire economy did not get any 
superannuation whatsoever. In order to have a globalised superannuation benefit for all workers in Australia, the 
ACTU came up with the concept to have legislation that bound employers to pay moneys on behalf of 
employees into a superannuation fund. Because that proposal came about when the accord was in place, the 
counterproposition put by the federal government and employers at the time was that the money that employers 
paid into the superannuation fund should come from the workers forgoing a national wage increase. That was 
eventually agreed to and hence the three per cent superannuation system was created. 

Subsequent increases into superannuation have been opposed continuously by employer groups, and, as my 
colleague the member for Cannington said, by the Liberal Party. Other developments that the Liberal Party, but 
certainly not employers, has opposed include the concept of jointly managed funds—the industry funds. I 
remember the Liberal Party having major concerns about industry funds being established because there was a 
belief that the crazy socialists in the trade union movement would end up owning either part, or all, of a private 
sector company by using the superannuation funds to buy companies. Concerns were expressed by various 
Liberal politicians and people on the right of the political spectrum about where all this would lead. They 
thought we would end up with unionists on industry superannuation boards directing companies on how to run 
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their companies, where to invest and what pay should be awarded in the enterprise bargaining negotiations. All 
sorts of crazy concerns were put forward by those on the right of the political spectrum and those in the Liberal 
Party about the rise of industry super funds. What has happened after 26 years—goodness me, I am starting to 
feel old!—of having industry superannuation and the Superannuation Act in place is that the industry 
superannuation funds have emerged as the powerhouses of the superannuation industry. They are the single 
largest superannuation funds across the entire nation. Their combined assets run into tens of billions of dollars. Is 
that good or bad? Is it beneficial for union members and the nation? Treasurer Keating’s view at the time was 
that superannuation would ensure that we would raise our own funds for internal investment within Australia 
without continually having to borrow massive amounts of money from overseas, which would therefore have a 
significant impact on Australia’s current account. That was his direct aim of getting the superannuation system 
up and running. It would benefit the country by creating our own massive source of wealth that could be used for 
further investment in Australia, probably at a lesser cost than borrowing the money from overseas, particularly as 
it would have a lesser impact on our current account balance. That certainly has been the case. The current 
account balance has been effectively altered by the rise of superannuation and the investment patterns of 
superannuation over the past 29 years.  

Superannuation has been an absolute godsend for the nation. It has been a fantastic vehicle to ensure that 
Australians can invest in their own futures. For members of superannuation funds, particularly members of 
industry super funds—the largest superannuation funds in the country—it has been an absolute transition to 
ensure that workers have a nest egg for retirement; a nest egg that directly benefits them. Remember that 
industry superannuation funds have extremely low fees compared with retail superannuation funds. The 
superannuation fund that I am in, which I think is the same as the member for Cannington’s — 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: The member for Cannington is in CareSuper and I am in AustralianSuper. My fund’s annual 
fee is $52, which covers life insurance as well. There is no way retail funds can match that. They normally base 
their fee structure on the percentage of superannuation invested. In industry funds, all profits are returned to the 
members. No company seeks a larger percentage of superannuation as part of its fee structure.  

If we look at the performance of industry funds and compare them with private sector competitors, last year the 
average rate of return on industry funds was nine per cent. The public sector rate of return for superannuation 
was 8.9 per cent. That is a great example of public servants making fantastic decisions on behalf of 
superannuation members. They are performing extremely well in terms of rates of return. Industry funds are 
normally governed by an equal composition of trade union officials and employers on the board. They are 
getting significant rates of return of nine per cent. If we compare both types of funds with their private sector 
competitors, corporate funds last year had a rate of return of 7.7 per cent. If members watch TV any time of the 
night or day, they will see retail funds being heavily promoted, trying to attract membership. Last year, retail 
funds had a rate of return of 6.5 per cent. Remember that fees come out of that as well. The actual amount of 
money going into each personal account is significantly different to that of the accounts held by members of 
industry funds.  

[Member’s time extended.] 
Mr F.M. LOGAN: My own personal industry fund has a fee structure of $52. Compare that with some of the 
retail funds out there whose fee structures run into hundreds of dollars.  

When we look historically at what has occurred with the rise of superannuation, particularly industry 
superannuation and the rise of the superannuation guarantee act and its impact, it has been absolutely sensational 
for the country. It has effectively created a sovereign wealth fund that runs into the tens of billions of dollars and 
helps the Australian current account balance. 

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: That is an interesting statistic from the member for Cannington. He said that we are the 
fourteenth largest economy but the third largest pooled investment fund in the world. I think that is a reflection 
of the impact of the rise of superannuation.  

Not only is it effectively a massive wealth fund that is fantastic for future investment in Australia but it also 
impacts on our current account balance. It is fantastic for members themselves, particularly those in industry 
funds and public sector funds. It means those members are accruing a retirement package that is deserved at the 
end of their working lives, without reliance on the state. That in itself is absolutely sensational. Industry and 
public sector funds particularly are accruing at a very low fee structure but with very high performance levels. 
Certainly over the last decade, or longer, industry funds have out-performed their retail competitors year in, year 
out.  
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But there is a long way to go. The average super held by males between the ages of 55 and 64 in Australia is 
$113 200. It is not very much at all. It is a lot worse for females. The average superannuation held by women 
between the ages of 55 and 64 is $54 500. One of the growing major problems, particularly for women in that 
age group, is divorce and where they find themselves after a divorce, particularly when their superannuation is so 
low. The split-up of assets following divorce really does not help very much at all. It is a growing problem for 
middle-aged women in Australia—divorce and low levels of superannuation. That is reflected in the continued 
disparity in income levels between males and females in Australia and the need for equality between genders. A 
lot of work needs to be done in terms of earning power equality between males and females and the capacity to 
translate some of that earning power into future superannuation. It is a real problem and it is a problem that 
ultimately we, as taxpayers, will end up picking up the burden. The superannuation held by women is not enough 
to live on once they are beyond the age of 60 to 65, and ultimately the government will contribute to them for the 
rest of their lives. Women live longer than men by an average of nearly four years, which means that taxpayers 
will address that disparity between male and female superannuation between the ages of 65 and what it is now—
I think the average life span for women is 84 years. It is a significant period for government expenditure.  

At the moment, the average superannuation held by people coming up to retirement—60 to 64—is $72 000. That 
group of Australians had only marginal benefit out of the introduction of the 1986–87 superannuation guarantee 
provisions. The figures I have just pointed out are the reason the trade union movement continues to argue for 
superannuation contributions. As you may or may not know, Madam Acting Speaker, in negotiating for 
increased superannuation contributions, the trade union movement has also argued that part of those 
contributions could and should be made by the employees themselves. The strong argument from the actuaries 
who manage and advise on superannuation funds around the country has been that the average superannuation 
contribution made into any account should be no less than 15 per cent.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: Hear, hear!  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: Only new employees coming into their job at the age of, say, 18 or 19 years with a 
superannuation guarantee of 15 per cent, would get the full benefit, assuming they continued in permanent work 
through to the age of 64 or 65. They would get the benefit of accumulating just over $500 000. A male earning a 
relatively low income of around $40 000 per annum would be able to live a comfortable life for the rest of his 
predicted average lifespan to the age of 80. For that person to have a comfortable retired life, he would have to 
start work now and be paid an average of about $40 000 per annum, with 15 per cent paid into a superannuation 
fund, to have a comfortable life from the age of 65 to the average period of life of 80. That does not happen at 
the moment, so in most cases people who are now earning the average or less than the average wage will have a 
shortfall and, in many cases a significant shortfall, in their superannuation compared to their income levels when 
they reach the age of 60 to 65.  

Mr R.H. Cook: As health systems get progressively better, people will live longer.  

Mr F.M. LOGAN: They will live longer. There were a number of reasons for the establishment of 
superannuation; one being a long-term cherished goal of the ACTU and of the government to create a massive 
savings account on behalf of the nation so that we had our own wealth account. Superannuation funds also help 
the government relieve its growing requirement to fund an ever-increasing population beyond the age of 65; that 
is, workers and employers will fund themselves in their retirement. That was another goal of the superannuation 
scheme. The problem is, even after 29 years we are not at that point yet; we have a long way to go. As I say, the 
target should be, and is, 15 per cent contribution at least into a superannuation fund. The trade union movement 
will continue to campaign for that, and so it should.  

The Unclaimed Money (Superannuation and RSA Providers) Amendment and Expiry Bill before the house 
tonight covers only a very tiny amount that would contribute to helping people in their retirement. Nevertheless, 
as the member for Cannington said, if a female has less than $54 000 in her superannuation account, an extra 
$2 000 or $5 000 would be a significant amount of money when she comes to retire. We support the bill that has 
been introduced by the government, and I commend the bill to the house. 

MR R.H. COOK (Kwinana — Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [7.55 pm]: I want to make a couple of brief 
comments in contributing from this side on the Unclaimed Money (Superannuation and RSA Providers) 
Amendment and Expiry Bill 2012. Obviously, as the member for Cannington pointed out, and the member for 
Cockburn eloquently described, the development of superannuation in Australia is something about which we on 
this side of the chamber and in the Labor movement are very proud. It is an important contribution to our society 
because it not only provides for people who previously would have had to rely upon a government pension into 
their retirement, but also it provides them with a greater sense of security and the capacity to provide for 
themselves in retirement. It also provides an incredibly important investment fund for this country to draw upon 
as we continue to develop as a country.  
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As a young fellow working in a federal member’s office in the early 1990s, I recall that a lot of this stuff at that 
point continued to be a bit of a mystery to us. A young, ambitious senator by the name of Nick Sherry connected 
himself to the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation. In the first instance when I was poking my mangled 
and somewhat grotesque proboscis into this debate, I was struck at that stage by the complexity of it and the 
difficulty of measuring different schemes, some of which had defined benefits and others that had varying 
structures. Also we were in a workforce that was increasingly transient and fluid between jobs, industries and so 
forth. Employees had a range of superannuation accounts across a number of employers. For a time I was 
moving from working for federal members to state members, so I found myself with a whole grab bag of public 
sector–based superannuation schemes. I think I was in something called Westscheme, in West Super Plus Pty 
Ltd, in a scheme called CommSec and in the GESB fund. I was perhaps one of the people this legislation is 
aimed towards; namely, people who would otherwise not get their head around the details of superannuation and 
finding themselves with a grab bag of accounts on hand. This will increasingly become the case as people 
continue to transition from industry to industry, employer to employer and the public sector to the private sector. 
It is not surprising, therefore, that the government has introduced this legislation to make sure we can track those 
members of the community who have super funds that are unclaimed. They might have spent some time working 
in the public sector in Western Australia and moved to a different state and completely forgotten that those 
accounts exist. In the early days when we were still coming to grips with what superannuation was all about and 
how powerful it would be in our retirement and important in our lifetime savings —  

Mr T.R. Buswell: You were living for the moment.  

Mr R.H. COOK: To the extent my modest electorate office salary would provide for me to live in the moment, 
perhaps I was. Certainly there is now an increasing awareness of superannuation and the importance of 
superannuation. But it is not surprising that we have these moneys that have been left over. 

My understanding is that this bill will provide a mechanism by which public sector superannuation schemes in 
Western Australia can form part of a national tracing system run by the Australian Taxation Office. As 
mentioned in the second reading speech, this bill will pull together a whole lot of incarnations of state-based 
public sector superannuation schemes, such as West State Super, GESB super and retirement access schemes. I 
wonder—this is simply a question out of ignorance—how defined benefit schemes will be treated in this case. 
People may have worked in the public sector in Western Australia under a defined benefit scheme and have 
moved to another state. If ultimately the ATO is capable of tracing these people, will these people be able to 
reactivate their defined benefit scheme, and ultimately as GESB Super starts to demutualise, will these people be 
able to access that scheme? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: What do you mean by “demutualise”? 

Mr R.H. COOK: I am talking about GESB becoming a broad-based industry fund as opposed to simply a public 
sector–based superannuation scheme, which I understand is the ultimate ambition that people have for GESB—I 
might be wrong about that. 

In my seat of Kwinana, we have a high number of migrants from the United Kingdom. We also have a high 
number of migrants from Serbia—that happens to be the second biggest cultural group in my electorate—and an 
increasingly high number of migrants from African countries and so forth. These people continue to be 
dependent upon a government-based pension scheme. I am struck by how lucky we are to have a system of 
superannuation in this country that can give people the capacity to live independently in their retirement years. 
As the member for Cockburn observed, as people live longer, particularly women, and as people have higher 
expectations for the sort of lifestyle that they want in their retirement years, it will be necessary for us to boost 
the number of superannuation funds that are available to people.  

As the member for Cockburn also mentioned, a long-term goal of the Labor movement is to have employer 
superannuation contributions of around 15 per cent. Perhaps that is what will be necessary to take super to the 
next stage. The development of the superannuation industry in this country has gone through a number of stages. 
The first was to get people into the process. The second was to make superannuation an important part of the 
bargaining arrangements between employers and employees. The third will be to sustain the superannuation 
industry through both industry-based funds and commercial-based funds to ensure that we are in a position to 
provide for people in their retirement. That will require consolidation of the superannuation industry. It will also 
require a more national-based approach as we continue to grow the pool of savings upon which people can draw 
in their retirement.  

Therefore, it is appropriate that the government has brought this legislation to this place, because it will enable 
Western Australia to play its role in a national superannuation scheme. I wanted to add my support to this bill, as 
a person who had a grab bag or a collection of state government-based superannuation accounts. I am slowly 
consolidating those accounts into what might be considered a more respectable balance, but I am still a long way 
from achieving what the member for Cockburn was describing in terms of a sustainable amount for my 
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retirement. I am, therefore, very happy to support this bill. It is not a large bill, and it is probably not the most 
momentous piece of legislation that we will be passing in this place, but it is a very important piece of 
legislation.  

Debate adjourned, on motion by Dr K.D. Hames (Leader of the House).  
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