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STATE SUPERANNUATION AMENDMENT BILL 2007 
Third Reading 

MR E.S. RIPPER (Belmont - Treasurer) [11.05 pm]:  I move -  

That the bill be now read a third time.  
I wish to clarify a number of statements that were made during the second reading debate and consideration in 
detail.  During the consideration in detail debate, I said that the Government Employees Superannuation Board 
had communicated with all members of GESB.  The full clarification is as follows.  GESB’s West State Super, 
Gold State Super, pension scheme contributors, retirement access and retirement income members were advised 
of the changes in March 2007 in their six-monthly December 2006 member report and statements.  Retired 
pension scheme members were not advised of the changes, as choice of fund does not impact upon this group of 
members.  With regard to the cost of this reform, the clarification is as follows.  The amount of $3 million is 
GESB’s budgeted cost of expert advisers - mainly legal and actuarial - assisting with these reforms, and includes 
amounts expensed in 2005-06 and 2006-07.  However, it is important to clarify that this cost does not include 
implementation costs of the reform; for example, the $500 000 cost of the education program that I have 
outlined.  The other implementation costs include systems and process changes, some tax on transition, and staff 
costs associated with transition.  All these costs will be met from the government services reserve. 
The final issue is that I stated that the Auditor General would have oversight of the process of transfer of assets 
and liabilities between the funds and entities.  I stated also that it was a little unclear to me exactly whether the 
Auditor General would be providing a report on this matter.  However, I undertook to discuss with the Auditor 
General how the outcomes of his oversight would be made available to members of Parliament.  The Auditor 
General has been consulted on this matter and has advised as follows.  The bill does not explicitly provide a role 
for the Auditor General to oversight implementation of the bill, including the allocation of assets, liabilities and 
reserves, between the current GESB, to be renamed the State Superannuation Board, and the new entities.  The 
Auditor General has not determined the approach he will take to examining the implementation of the State 
Superannuation Amendment Bill.  However, the following information is provided.  The Auditor General will 
continue as the auditor of the State Superannuation Board.  As such, the Auditor General will sign off the 
accounts of the State Superannuation Board at 30 June 2008.  Part of the audit process entails reviewing the 
transfer orders, and ensuring that they are correctly reflected in the accounts and there is full disclosure.  The 
Auditor General has power under section 24 of the Auditor General Act 2006 to report to the Parliament on 
matters arising out of his functions that in his opinion are of significance.  This power would enable him to 
report on the allocation of reserves, or other matters he considers of significance in relation to the bill.   
In relation to available resources, the Auditor General has advised that in addition to the skill base that exists 
within the Office of the Auditor General, he also has the capacity to engage appropriate expertise.  In addition, a 
transfer working group has been established.  This group comprises GESB, the Department of Treasury and 
Finance and the State Solicitor’s Office, and is charged with determining the appropriate allocation of assets, 
rights, liabilities, obligations and contracts between the funds and entities.  The Office of the Auditor General 
was consulted in the establishment of that group and its processes, and will be kept informed of the progress of 
its deliberations.  I add that if, in the normal course of his operations, the Auditor General does not provide a 
report to Parliament on this issue, or if Parliament has further questions about the Auditor General’s report, then 
given the relationship between the Auditor General and the Public Accounts Committee, this is a matter that the 
Public Accounts Committee would be able to take up with the Auditor General.  Finally, I wish to thank a 
significant number of people who have contributed strongly to this reform.  I thank my colleagues on this side of 
the house, members of the Opposition, members of the National Party and the Independents, particularly the 
member for Vasse, the member for Avon and the member for Alfred Cove, for their contributions to and their 
support of the bill.  
Mr C.J. Barnett:  We congratulate you on the privatisation.  
Mr E.S. RIPPER:  Many people from the public sector worked on the bill, firstly, the Government Employees 
Superannuation Board and staff, especially the chief executive officer, Michele Dolin; the general manager of 
strategy, Michelle Ahearn; and staff, Frank Meschino, Robyn Miller, Raiyana Pavan and Pepe Vallelonga; the 
staff of the Department of Treasury and Finance, in particular, David Smith, Trevor Keeley and Maria Lee; Hon 
Kate Doust; the Parliamentary Counsel’s Office, especially Nicky Armstrong; Walter Munyard and Greg 
Calcutt; Brad Prentice of the State Solicitor’s Office; Richard Lange, from my office; Lance McMahon from the 
office of the Minister for Government Enterprises; Nick Hagley of parliamentary services; officers from the 
Department of the Premier and Cabinet and the Department of Consumer and Employment Protection; and, of 
course, the public sector unions.  All those people have contributed to a very significant piece of legislation.  I 
thank them for their work and I commend the bill to the house.  
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MR M.W. TRENORDEN (Avon) [11.10 pm]:  After reading Hansard and looking back over the debate on the 
passage of the State Superannuation Amendment Bill 2007, I would like to outline that I do not believe this bill 
has been properly presented to this house by the appropriate people.  The accountability processes have not been 
outlined to this house.  We have no knowledge of the management of this new entity.  We have no knowledge of 
the prudential requirement for the entity other than constantly being quoted the state and federal requirements for 
prudential responsibility.  It beggars belief that all members sitting around this chamber do not understand that 
this is the thirteenth biggest fund in Australia.  It controls the superannuation benefits of all Western Australian 
public servants, and this bill has passed through this house with virtually no debate.  I reiterate that I have read 
through the debate.  I am uncomfortable with this bill, although I am not uncomfortable with its intention.  I put 
it to GESB people and to Treasury that, in presenting the bill to the house, due prudential requirements have not 
been properly provided for.  

MR T. BUSWELL (Vasse - Deputy Leader of the Opposition) [11.12 pm]:  I have listened to the member for 
Avon’s comments, and I understand some of his concerns about the State Superannuation Amendment Bill 2007 
not being subject to more scrutiny.  My view is that the prudential protection of the people whose investments 
are managed by GESB will be protected through the transfer provisions of this bill.  I would not have lent my 
support to this bill if I had not thought that was the case.  

Mr E.S. Ripper:  Neither would I.  

Mr T. BUSWELL:  It is my view that by moving the prudential regulatory framework to that administered by 
the commonwealth, through the relevant authorities, is a far better outcome in the short, medium and long term 
for GESB members.  I, for one, think it is much more desirable that the prudential oversight of GESB and its 
investment of the members’ funds be controlled by the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority than by state 
Treasury.  That is not meant to be disrespectful to Treasury; it is a matter of fact.  The facts are that the nature of 
the superannuation industry has changed considerably.  The prudential management of GESB, as it stands at the 
moment under state Treasury, is predominantly based around a system established for the old defined benefit 
scheme.  GESB is moving into a brave new world.  I understand the member for Avon has some concerns.  I also 
had some concerns, but I think they were raised and canvassed during the second reading debate and during the 
consideration in detail stage.  I have every confidence that our colleagues in the upper house will pick up on 
some of those matters.  At the end of the day, this privatisation of GESB does a lot to secure the long-term future 
of the organisation and a lot to ensure that GESB is able to go forward as a low-fee service provider to its 
members.  This is incredibly important.  Members of GESB, of which I am one, are proud to say that they belong 
to an organisation that gives them good rates of return and the fees it charges are based on a competitive fee 
base.  It is very important that GESB is able to move with the times.  This bill does that in many facets.   

Notwithstanding that, the member for Avon is correct.  Some issues need to be canvassed further.  I indicated the 
opposition’s support for this bill at the start of the second reading stage.  Nothing I have observed during the 
passage of this bill through this house has led me or the opposition to reconsider our support for this bill and this 
very important reform.   

DR J.M. WOOLLARD (Alfred Cove) [11.15 pm]:  I had the opportunity last week during the recess to discuss 
the State Superannuation Amendment Bill 2007 with several state employees.  We were told in the paperwork 
and at the briefing on this bill that employees wanted choice and wanted these changes.  I was very disappointed 
last week when I mentioned this bill to several members because they knew nothing about it.  I then took it up 
with several other people who are involved in this scheme and they did not know about these changes.   

While the government might have carried out a survey on these proposed changes last year and there have been 
some publications released on these changes, I do not believe there has been full consultation with state 
government employees.  In that case I hope that during the passage of this bill from this house to the other house 
some further consultation is undertaken with employees so that when the paperwork is put to members in the 
upper house that indicates employees want this bill the government can give statistics and state with whom it has 
consulted.  There are employees in different areas who are not aware of these changes.  I wish I had had the 
opportunity to discuss this bill with them prior to its coming to this house.  I will pass on the comments they 
made to me to members in the upper house.  I hope the government will ensure that all state government 
employees are aware of these changes because of the implications not now but in a few years when this fund is 
privatised.   

The member for Vasse said the Liberals support this bill because the fund will be privatised and it will provide 
security to its members.  However, state government employees should be made fully aware of the changes 
proposed in this bill.  Many of them do not know anything about this bill.   

Question put and passed. 

Bill read a third time and transmitted to the Council.  
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House adjourned at 11.18 pm 

__________ 
 
 


