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STATE SUPERANNUATION AMENDMENT BILL 2011 

Second Reading 
Resumed from 15 July. 

MRS M.H. ROBERTS (Midland) [1.44 pm]: We now move to the State Superannuation Amendment Bill 
2011. This is a bill that the opposition broadly supports. The purpose of the bill is obviously to amend the State 
Superannuation Act to provide for choice of superannuation for public sector employees in Western Australia. 
This will bring Western Australia into line with the commonwealth and most other states that have already made 
this move. Choice is clearly an important reform, because it obviously gives employees greater choice about 
their superannuation and their retirement benefits. The lack of choice in Western Australia has been a significant 
issue for some time. I think there has been a number reviews, but in 2005 a review resulted in an amendment act 
being brought into this house in 2007. The amendment act partly came into effect in September 2007. The issue 
was of course that it provided that the Government Employees Superannuation Board had to be mutualised prior 
to the introduction of choice. This appears to have been a sticking point since that time. The minister has 
outlined the history relatively effectively in his second reading speech. It is not my intention to go over those 
same points. It means that further amendments to the act are required, including the deletion of those 
mutualisation provisions. That is something that the opposition supports. 

It is clearly in the interests of current and future members of the fund that this legislation is supported so that 
people can have a choice of fund. The opposition does take some issue with one particular clause. Clause 40(a) 
states — 

In section 6(1): 

(a) in paragraph (c) delete “schemes; and” and insert: 

schemes or, in accordance with any relevant Treasurer’s guidelines, select and 
appoint external administrators of the schemes and monitor their administration;  

As I understand it, the GESB is not able to appoint external administrators. It would seem that appointment of 
external administrators is a form of privatisation. This is something that the opposition has some concerns about. 
I would certainly like to hear some more from the Treasurer on this point, as we make up our mind on whether 
this is a clause that we actually want to support. We have significant hesitation with respect to that. Broadly, it is 
not my intention to delay this bill, because, frankly, I think that after such a long gestation, it would be a very 
good thing to give our public sector workers choice in their superannuation. This will be largely beneficial for 
public sector workers. 

MS J.M. FREEMAN (Nollamara) [1.48 pm]: I rise to speak on the State Superannuation Amendment Bill 
2011. I want to dispel a myth about this bill, which is that it will bring the legislation in line with other 
superannuation funds. What it will do is have choice one way. A person in the workforce who is a member of a 
superannuation fund can bring their superannuation fund with them when they start with a new employer, and 
they can take that superannuation fund with them when the leave that employer. Let me try to explain this with a 
particular example. I have a young man who works one day a week in my office. As a part-time employee, he 
has to be a member of the Government Employees Superannuation Board fund, because currently he does not 
have a choice. He also has part-time work with Coles and a few other organisations, so he has to have a separate 
superannuation fund for that. When this bill is passed, he will be able to transfer what is in his GESB fund to 
another fund; however, if he wants to consolidate his funds in GESB, he will not be able to bring, for example, 
his REST fund money into GESB. He cannot say to his employer, which might be Coles, that he wants his 
superannuation provider to be GESB because he is in a GESB superannuation scheme, which is a taxed fund. All 
he can do is choose to go one way; that is, he can choose to go outside GESB. He can work for a member of 
Parliament or in the public sector and he can have a choice, but his only choice, and the only choice of those in 
the public service, will be to put their employer contributions into an external fund. 

Mr C.C. Porter: I missed the first part of your comments. Where is he employed? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: He works part-time in my office, but he also works in retail at Coles. He is in a GESB 
fund, because he has to be with GESB, and he has GESB super because he is relatively new, so he is in a taxed 
fund. 

Mr C.C. Porter: You’re saying that he can’t put his other superannuation payments into GESB. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: He cannot put the contributions from his other employer into GESB super. This is not 
choice; this is one-way choice. About 120 000 workers will probably leave GESB because of this decision. We 
need choice, minister. Choice is very good. When New South Wales moved to choice, it moved to a two-way 
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choice fund. When Victoria moved to choice, it went to a two-way choice fund. I understand what Mr Whithear 
said in his report. 

Mr C.C. Porter: But they went to the two-way choice through a process of mutualisation. 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No; they did not use mutualisation. I never agreed that we needed to go to mutualisation. 
I was working at UnionsWA at the time and I was sitting on the HESTA super board. I constantly said to the 
Treasurer at the time that he needed to look at funds in other states and that there was no need to go to 
mutualisation. With mutualisation, it was to be set up almost as a bank; it was to be set up as a financial 
institution so it could run financial arms of various things. The funds in New South Wales, Victoria and, I think, 
South Australia—the Treasurer might want to check—became basically industry funds that could offer choice 
two ways. One-way choice will undermine the ongoing viability of the government employees superannuation 
scheme. I understand what Mr Whithear said in his report. He said that there are so many small accounts of 
under $100 000 or $10 000—I cannot remember the exact amount; I might be missing a zero—that it will not 
have that great an impact because the long-term membership will stay. The other assumption in his report — 

Mr C.C. Porter: That does seem to be a fairly strong argument — 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: No, but I want to counter that argument. I just had a discussion with the state secretary 
outside the chamber—I hope he does not mind me taking his name in vain—who said that he is probably one of 
those people who falls under that category, because he worked in government for a period. His wife probably 
falls under that category, too.  

One of the assumptions that Whithear made is that people do not make active choices about their 
superannuation; they just take whatever their employer says will be their default fund. They turn up at work and 
their employer says, “This is my super fund. Are you happy to go into it?” and they say yes. People working in 
the public sector tend to have greater levels of education and they make active policy determinations about 
things. When I talked to the state secretary outside the chamber—I can only repeat the comments of the people I 
have talked to—he said that he would be able to make a choice if choice went two ways, not just the one way as 
will be instituted under this bill. He would be able to consolidate the superannuation that he is currently paying 
into another industry fund into his GESB super, and therefore GESB super would be his fund and he would have 
GESB super even though he is not a state government employee. Whithear’s contention—the minister has the 
report before him; I do not—is that those small account holders will not be of any great loss because they are not 
active account holders at this time. I think that is a bad assumption. We should be saying that there is potential 
for GESB to have those small account holders in the fund. Most of those small account holders are with GESB 
super or West State super. I understand that there is a problem with the West State super fund because it is a non-
taxed fund. There are also questions about the tax exemption. There is an opportunity to grow the fund with 
those people. Growing the fund grows the amount of money that can be put into investment. Growing the 
amount of money that can be put into investment grows the capacity for returns. Growing the capacity for returns 
grows the capacity for better membership benefits. If those account holders and that potential for growth in the 
membership are taken away—in fact, the growth in the membership is being undermined because people can go 
only one way—the viability of the operations of the organisation will be undermined. It really is a problem of 
diminishing returns. We are introducing a massive problem of diminishing returns to GESB super by having 
only one-way choice. The profile of the public sector—I have said this on many occasions — 

Mr C.C. Porter: Member, do you say that two-way choice should be limited to those people who are also part-
time civil servants, or should just anyone be able to use GESB as their superannuation scheme? 

Ms J.M. FREEMAN: I think that anyone should be able to use it as their super scheme. I understand that that 
means that it is moving towards an industry super fund model. But it is a statutory authority at this time. If we 
think about third party insurance, there are other organisations. I know that the Treasurer’s argument is that there 
are enough super funds out there and we should not be playing in the area of industry funds. There are no profits 
in industry super, because it all goes back into funds development and funds returns, with some administration 
costs involved. Retail funds work on profit-based funds. The reason I say that is that if we do not do that, we will 
undermine the viability of GESB in any event. We cannot afford to undermine it, because we have a huge 
liability with Gold State super and the pension fund. We need an active and stable fund to manage the 
outstanding liability of those funds. If we just do it one way, we are undermining the capacity to have those 
ongoing funds, because there is a limited pool of people who will not leave but who have the highest liability and 
the biggest problems.  

I firmly believe that if the Treasurer wants to give choice, it should be two-way choice. Members of the general 
public should be able to access what will become an industry super fund. I do not have a problem with that. If 
the Treasurer wants a viable, ongoing fund that will ensure that there is capacity to meet those sorts of liabilities 
in the future, that is certainly what I think needs to occur. 
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Earlier we talked about examples. Queensland has the exact opposite of what the Treasurer is talking about. In 
Queensland, public servants have to join its fund, but if they leave, they can take it with them. I think that people 
outside the public service can also join. I am absolutely sure that if they leave, they can take it with them. That is 
another possibility: if the Treasurer does not want to open it up to people joining from outside, they should be 
able to take it with them if they leave. In the case of what we were talking about before, a part-time employee 
can also become a member of the fund. Unless that is done, it undermines the capacity of the membership to 
grow, especially with the changing nature of the public sector. Gone are the days of the superannuation golden 
handcuffs. We have heard people in this place talk about their self-interest with their superannuation. 

Debate interrupted, pursuant to standing orders. 

[Continued on page 6038.] 
 


