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Transcript of a Seminar on the Work of the Senate Select
Committee on Superannuation
Chair (Dr John Uhr) — Welcome. For those of you who have come from places
other than Canberra, I appreciate your taking time out to spend some time with us to
try to tease out lessons from this historic committee, the Senate Select Committee on
Superannuation. And what a time to be doing this—the first day of the first week of
the new Senate. There were all sorts of discussions on AM this morning. Those of you
travelling may not have heard the discussions about the government’s proposed
restructuring of Senate committees. Here we have an example of a committee that has
lasted longer than any other, produced more reports than any other, had a history of
bipartisan support like few others and it no longer exists. I suppose the question for us
is whether it is a model of better practice that we can look back to and try to tease out
lessons from, or whether it is the last of an era and we are entering an altogether
different time.
Our focus today will be on institutional and process issues rather than on policy issues
of superannuation. But the only reason we are looking at the institutional and process
issues is that they were generated by a lot of dispute over the appropriate policy
response to retirement income and superannuation. Without that intense policy interest
within this building, there would not have been an experiment with process. Our task
today is to try to put to one side the various disagreements over policy and to look at
the various issues of process and its management.
As we work through the morning, we will start with the political process itself. I will
be inviting Senator Sherry and then Senator Watson, the two chairs of the committee,
to tease out issues relating to the management of the political process, as they
experienced it in being responsible for the chairing of this committee—as awful as
that must have been when it first began. I will then call on Richard Gilbert, secretary
to the committee, who had a different process issue to manage—the organisational
and bureaucratic process of the inquiry—in acting as an instrument to link the
parliamentary committee with the industry and other witnesses. Another former
secretary, Sue Morton, is also here. The third step this morning will be to bring
forward witnesses and members of the public who appeared before the committee.
Before we break for lunch, there will be an open session to allow those of you here
representing industry not so much to speak representing the organisations that you
might be employed by or associated with, but to speak in your own name to the public
interface issue.
They are the three process issues that I think we will be looking at primarily. After
lunch, those of you who still have the patience, skill, stamina, fortitude and sense of
excitement can stay with us as we try to tease out some of the lessons—including
those arising from what we learn this morning—to determine how we can take the
investigation of these sorts of processes forward, bearing in mind particularly the
discussion that was on AM this morning and what might happen later in the week.

I note that there are people here from the media. Verona Burgess from the Australian
Financial Review is here and there may well be others. That is all to the good. This is
a public meeting. It is a meeting in parliament but it is a public meeting, the record of
which will be used by the Senate—rather than distributed publicly—and it is an
opportunity for us to bring about some community focus.
This is an historic occasion. I cannot remember an opportunity being given previously
to examine such a longstanding record of the Senate inquiry process. There have been
lots of inquiries and this is the longest I can think of. It spanned a number of
governments, a number of chairs and a number of models of the secretariat. I gather
that it had the first all-female secretariat and that in itself is a historic achievement. It
is very rare for the Senate to throw itself open and invite those of us who are not from
the Senate to sit around a table and try to tease out lessons of institutional learning
that came from that process. We should appreciate the nerve and courage of the
Department of the Senate in throwing itself open for an honest appraisal of the
strengths and weaknesses of the inquiry, and I think we can respond to that in a
favourable light.
I now call upon Senator Nick Sherry, the inaugural chair of the committee. He is also
the shadow minister for banking and superannuation matters. So he has carried the
policy responsibilities with him, or they have sat with him, as he has moved on from
the committee. I now invite Senator Sherry, the foundation chair, to speak to the
issues of managing the political process.
Senator Nick Sherry — I welcome everyone here today, particularly my former
Senate colleagues Sue West, Bruce Childs and Geoff Buckland. Sue and Bruce were
on the committee when it was first established. I will give a bit of political insight into
the establishment and operations of the committee. I think it is generally accepted that
it was a very successful committee. There were certain peculiarities around the issues
of superannuation and the politics of the day that I think helped the committee to
operate very successfully—as did the personalities involved, John Watson included.
I will speak about how the process worked over the first three and a half years when I
was chair and the Labor Party was in government. The story of how I became chair of
the committee is an interesting one. I was elected to the Senate on 1 July 1990. In
early 1991, I was sitting in the Labor Party caucus room with Paul Keating next to
me. That was a fairly unusual event for any novice backbencher. He looked at me and
said, ‘Nick, those Democrats are at it again. They want a select committee on
superannuation. I understand you have some knowledge of superannuation issues.
How about being chair of the committee?’ As a very inexperienced and novice
senator, I was a little taken aback at this approach. I think it is fair to say that, initially,
the then Labor government regarded the prospect of a select committee into
superannuation as a bit of a nuisance and perhaps a political hindrance rather than a
help. Paul then went on to indicate to me that he had some further big plans for
superannuation—of course, unspecified at that time.
Prior to entering the Senate, I had been a trustee of two superannuation funds. I know
it is popular to criticise it today, but the ACTU-government Accord back in 1987 had
agreed on what was called the productivity three per cent compulsory superannuation,
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which was processed through the arbitration commission. I had gained my experience
in superannuation from my four years prior to entering the Senate, when I was a
superannuation trustee involved in negotiations with employers on that initial three
per cent. So in coming into the Senate I had some knowledge of superannuation;
hence Paul Keating’s approach. At that time, I think people had underestimated the
impact of compulsory superannuation in a number of respects. There was the fairly
obvious issue of the quantum of moneys that were going to accumulate through
private sector trustee superannuation funds management funds and there were
certainly regulatory issues. Once you make a financial product compulsory, a whole
set of regulatory issues emerge to make it quite special and unique. So I think it is fair
to say that, within the government at that time and certainly in the conversations I had
with Paul Keating as Treasurer, there were some worries, particularly about the
supervision and safety aspects of superannuation, given its compulsory nature—and
we were about four years into compulsory superannuation.
Once the caucus and the Senate made the formal appointments to that committee, Paul
asked me to liaise with him on a reasonably regular basis. I would meet with him a
couple of times a year to talk in depth about superannuation issues. Once he had got
over his initial concern about another committee being driven by the Democrats,
going by conversations I had in the following years with him and John Dawkins, there
seemed to be a change of view and it was thought that the committee, which had been
established, would be more help than hindrance. I will give some specific examples of
that.
One of the initial appointees to the committee was Richard Alston, as deputy chair.
Richard was the then Liberal opposition spokesperson for superannuation. The other
key appointment, which became particularly important a few years down the track,
was Cheryl Kernot, who was the shadow Treasurer for the Democrats. It is a pity that
Cheryl is not here today, because her role in the committee’s work later assumed very
significant importance.
The committee, when it started, had carte blanche. It could look at everything and
anyone to do with superannuation. Why did the committee last for so long? Because
superannuation is, front and centre, one of the most important social policy issues in
this country, if only because it is compulsory. Clearly, a policy that touches the lives
of ten million working Australians has very significant policy and political
influence—it must do—not just as a social policy for the improvement of retirement
incomes but also because of its economic aspects. It is compulsory and, through funds
management companies, it is invested in the private sector. Obviously a whole range
of important regulatory issues surround the investment and protection of those
moneys, which relate to macroeconomic policy, levels of savings in the economy as a
whole and investment.
The superannuation model in this country has evolved both socially and
economically—I am obviously biased—and I think it will always be one of
Australia’s top ten major policy issues. The policy issues around superannuation are
vast and wide-ranging and our retirement income system has evolved slowly. We have
not had a big bang examination of retirement income systems but, whether or not
people like it, superannuation has been changing constantly. The reality is that our

system has evolved very gradually. Although its slow evolution has led to a whole
range of downsides, there has been a constant stream of legislation. In any year at
least five, six, seven or eight bills will relate specifically to superannuation; therefore,
in respect of legislation, it is up there again in the top ten.
Initially we had carte blanche on the superannuation issues we could look at, but it
very quickly became standard practice to refer legislation to the select committee. In
respect of the committee’s personnel, I pay tribute to John Watson. In politics, in a
relatively new policy area, if you are practical in your approach to that policy and you
bring commonsense to a committee, you can reach a very high level of consensus.
With the issues that we examined as a committee, it was pretty obvious that on most
issues—though not all—if you took a commonsense and practical approach, you
would reach unanimous agreement. That was pretty much the case right through the
committee’s history.
We were fortunate to have John Watson. He was on the committee from day one and
his background was in superannuation—like me—and accounting. He was also a
trustee of the Accountants Superannuation Fund. Because super was a new policy
area, it created a lot of interest. The other founding members from the Labor side—
Bruce and Sue—are here. There was more than the normal interest when placed on
this committee than you would get when placed on a select committee. The secondlongest select committee was the animal welfare committee. I ended up on that
committee when I first came into this parliament, although I did not have a lot of
interest in that area. However, by its very nature, superannuation seemed to attract a
lot of general interest. Therefore, over the years we were well served both in specialty
interest—John is a good example of that—and in general policy interest. Frankly,
everyone who served on the superannuation committee wanted to be on it, whereas
with other committees of ours people had to be conscripted to make up the numbers.
That happens in all political careers at some point in time.
So the committee was established. There were two major areas. Talking from a
government point of view and the liaison I had with the government, Keating
obviously had a very keen interest in superannuation policy—the original three per
cent going back to 1987. As I said, in my preliminary conversation with him about
this, he mentioned that he had some big plans but did not specify what they were.
There was a worry in the government about certain regulatory issues around
superannuation, particularly safety issues. At that point in time, our trustee system was
a common-law system; it was not codified in legislation. There were a whole range of
issues about management trustees and safety of superannuation that were not codified
in law. That was one of the issues we wished to inquire into.
At one of the meetings I had with Keating, he said: ‘This is obviously very big now
and it is going to get bigger. In your work on that committee I want you to look long
and hard at the regulatory issues of super. Once you make something compulsory it is
not voluntary.’ I know within the government there was worry about issues relating to
theft and fraud—what we were going to do if we had made it compulsory and
someone’s money was stolen—because the government of the day would have copped
a lot of political flak. That was one of the issues we had on our agenda in the first
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three years. The government intended to introduce what is known as the SI(S) Act, the
Superannuation Industry (Supervision) Act.
I think by that time the government’s attitude to the committee had changed a little.
Paul specifically asked me to look at the safety issues surrounding superannuation,
and obviously that was part of the committee’s work; they were concerned with theft
and fraud. I was asked to travel to the UK to look at what I suppose was the piece-deresistance of theft and fraud in superannuation or pension funds, which was the
Maxwell case—how it occurred, why it occurred and how we could prevent such a
catastrophe occurring in Australia. I incorporated my experiences in the UK into
examining that issue within my approach to the review of the SI(S) Act. The SI(S)
Act, which was being reviewed by the government, came to the Senate Select
Committee on Superannuation, which was working on safety and regulatory issues
anyway.
I think that is a good example of where, informally at least, I as the chair worked
reasonably closely with the government to improve regulatory issues around super,
and it drew on my experience and some of my ideas. I think that was very useful in
the significant internal debate on how you compensate people in the event of theft and
fraud. I know at that stage, from my conversations with Paul Keating, that we were
not sure which model we should have. There was a general view that in a compulsory
system there should be compensation in the event of theft and fraud or a catastrophic
event; albeit one affecting a small number of people would not be a big issue in the
context of super as a whole but would be a big issue for the individuals concerned.
The government looked at two models. One was the current model, which is a levy
across the funds under management to compensate in the event of theft and fraud. The
other model was a statutory levy on the industry going forward and the establishment
of a reserve account for theft and fraud. That tends to be the model internationally, by
the way. After some internal debate and discussion with me, it was decided that we
would have the levy going forward and would collect the money as needed rather than
establish a separate statutory reserve for theft and fraud, as most other countries have.
I think that model works well, although I know it is a bit contentious when the levy is
applied to the industry.
That was one example of how then Treasurer Keating consulted with me and took up
my ideas and thoughts on the issue. In fact, I bluntly insisted on a compensation
mechanism for theft and fraud. I was very concerned about the worst happening, even
if it does not happen often. There was quite close tick-tacking. I was made privy to
private briefings with some of the Treasurer’s officials who were working on the SI(S)
Act. Of course, there was the work of the committee itself: the public hearings, the
expert evidence we received and our own deliberations. Take the SI(S) Act: we pretty
much had unanimous agreement on the upgrading of the details contained within the
SI(S) Act. The committee as a whole came to a unanimous conclusion, although there
might have been one or two relatively minor issues where it did not. That is an
example of the informal behind-the-scenes work.
The other much more controversial area was the superannuation guarantee (SG). This
was the big issue that Paul Keating had in mind when he first spoke to me. We

announced an extension of compulsory superannuation via the superannuation
guarantee (SG). That followed discussions between Keating and the Secretary of the
ACTU, Bill Kelty, with the involvement of Bob Hawke. Once that policy was
announced—in typical Keating style, it came as a bolt out of the blue—we anticipated
significant political problems in getting the legislation passed through the Senate
because, at one time, we did not have consensus and the then opposition opposed the
superannuation guarantee.
Richard Alston was the then shadow minister and I think, within the limits of
reasonable civility, it was pretty apparent that the committee hearings on the
superannuation guarantee bills were going to be contested politically fairly
intensely—and they were. And that is legitimate politics. I mentioned Cheryl Kernot
earlier. Cheryl was the Treasury spokesperson for the Democrats. When the
government announced the extension of a superannuation guarantee to nine per cent,
to be phased in, to be perfectly honest we were not sure we were going to get it
through the Senate. In typical Paul Keating style, a policy was announced and the
consultations followed afterwards with the Democrats. Once the superannuation
guarantee bills were referred to the Senate committee, my job frankly was to work on
Cheryl Kernot for pretty obvious reasons—we wanted to get the bills through. Cheryl
and I had a very good working relationship. It is not my claim but it is the claim of
some others who were very close to the superannuation guarantee that, if it had not
been for the select committee, it probably would not have got through the Senate. I
spent a good deal of time with Cheryl arguing through the issues, both formally and
informally, and attempting to convince what initially were relatively sceptical
Australian Democrats about the superannuation guarantee. There were many other
people involved in that as well. I know there were direct meetings between Cheryl and
the Democrats and the Prime Minister and the Treasurer on the super guarantee.
I know in politics things move on and we all move onto other life experiences but, if
you think back, Cheryl made her political name as the Treasury spokesperson for the
Democrats because she kept us dangling about whether she was going to sign off on
the final committee report supporting the super guarantee. She did doorstops every
day. That was how she built up her media profile—as the Treasury spokesperson
around the superannuation issue. We got it through and, as I have said, some people
have said to me privately that, without the work of the select committee, it is unlikely
that we would have got it through. They were the two main sets of issues that we dealt
with in my time as chair.
Paul Keating was keen to advance compulsory superannuation to 15 per cent, and he
announced a three-and one-third per cent government employee co-contribution. We
would have liked to have got it through the parliament before the 1996 election;
however, we came to a conclusion that we were not going to get a Senate majority for
that. That is why we as a government did not focus a lot of attention, through the
select committee, on the legislation to take it to 15 per cent. We obviously did a lot of
work on why it was desirable to get to 15 per cent in our modelling and our general
reporting.
I should finish there because I have spoken long enough. In conclusion, I had very
good working relations with all the committee members. There was a genuine interest
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because of a combination of the general interest amongst senators across the board,
and the specialist interest of John and his background. It was blindingly obvious that,
if you took a practical and a commonsense approach to most issues, we were going to
get significant unanimity on the issues. We worked very well. Of course, we would
not have been able to do that work without the staffing of the committee. A number of
former staff and a number of specialist researchers are here today. We were very well
served by staff. If you cannot get good research staff, good secretarial staff and
backup staff who can answer your questions and follow up on the submissions, it
makes your work much harder to do. I have been on many committees in my time in
the Senate and I can say, across the board, we were very fortunate in the quality of the
staff we had—second to none on any committee I served on in this place. I would
conclude my remarks by congratulating and thanking the staff.
Chair — Thank you, Nick. That was very valuable. I will be calling on Professor
John Halligan to open our discussion after John Watson has spoken, so you can look
forward to that. I also have the honour of welcoming Sue West, Geoff Buckland and
Bruce Childs, former senators and former members of the committee. It is very
valuable to have you here and we look forward to your contributions as well. John
Watson was chair of the committee before 1996, chair of the committee when Paul
Keating was Prime Minister and then stayed on to be chair of the committee for a lot
longer than that.
Senator John Watson — Thank you very much, John. On 1 June 1991, the Senate
established this unique committee, the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation,
with Nick my colleague as the inaugural chair, Richard Alston as the deputy chair,
together with me, Bruce Childs and Sue West. I would like to acknowledge the
dedication of the ordinary members of the committee in addition to Nick. Sue and
Bruce brought a commitment that was seldom seen by ordinary members of the
committee. Often Senate committees are led by the chairman and the deputy
chairman, but we were very fortunate to have people who really wanted to make
systems work and get the very best result, so I think this is an appropriate opportunity
to pay my particular respects to Bruce and Sue. I also welcome Geoff Buckland.
Geoff came later to the committee with a reputation of dedication and making sure
that we were going to get the best result possible.
Then we had a succession of Australian Democrats, starting with Sid Spindler, Meg
Lees and Cheryl Kernot. Richard Gilbert, who is with us today, was the first secretary
and he set a very high standard in that first report and went on to lead the powerful
Investment and Financial Services Association (ISFA) lobby group. Nobody at the
time of its inauguration would have envisaged that the life of the committee would
extend past mid-year 2003. It was the longest committee, I believe, in the history of
the parliament. Of the eight members of that first committee, only two long-serving
members, Senator Sherry and I, remain in the parliament. Therefore, I think it is
timely for a body such as the Research Section of the Department of the Senate to
conduct a seminar to appraise the effectiveness of the Senate Select Committee on
Superannuation and to conclude in hindsight its strengths and its weaknesses—
because we did have certain weaknesses.

In hindsight, I think one of the failures of the committee was the failure to create the
right environment for Paul Keating’s member contribution, starting off at one per cent
and rising to three per cent. There are great debates as to the adequacy of nine per
cent, but certainly 12 per cent would have been much more sustainable. I am of the
firm belief that, for small business in particular, it would be unconscionable to lift the
compulsory contribution any higher. I think nine per cent is certainly a strain, and
colleagues from New Zealand say, ‘No wonder we can compete with you, with your
payroll taxes and superannuation guarantee.’ So I think we have to be very careful
with where we go and where we want to go when talking about the adequacy of the
nine per cent.
Historically, with the introduction of the superannuation guarantee, we were faced
with an environment where the big life insurance companies and some emerging retail
providers were looking at something of a duopoly. But these views had quite a short
life, with the emergence of industry funds and small superannuation funds of fewer
than nine members. The committee was pretty instrumental in giving both those
groups a lot of support and encouragement in getting established. That was a time of
low returns from and fairly high charges by traditional superannuation funds. On the
charges issue I think Nick Sherry has made himself famous—or infamous, depending
on the sectors participating in the debate.
Each of the small superannuation funds, starting off as DIYs and later being called
SMFs (self-managed funds) and the industry funds have grown exponentially—the
self-managed funds in terms of members and numbers of funds, and the industry
funds in terms of members and assets under their control. The concept of a custodian
grew out of one of the committee’s hearings, as did other good features such as the
allocated pension, which was a halfway house between a lump sum and an annuity.
When we started, Australians had a fixation with lump sums. Over the years, the
committee had to create an environment or a climate where people progressively
could be weaned off—though not entirely—the concept of taking all their entitlement
in a lump sum rather than as an income stream.
In latter times, the committee in many ways became a pacesetter for the Productivity
Commission and the Treasury. The Productivity Commission drew very extensively—
and it acknowledged that—on our Planning for retirement report. It picked up our
ideas, which became part of the mantra of where we would go from there. However, it
had its humble beginnings in a very good report produced by our committee.
We prided ourselves on the high quality of our reports. We always had very dedicated
staff in our secretaries and in the quality of the research staff behind them. Not only
that, but the success of our committee, as with any committee, was highly dependent
on the high calibre of the submissions put to it. We received numerous submissions.
We were always interested in hearing from not only the lobby groups, which had
vested interests and whose motives had to be teased out, but also the universities,
whose submissions were always interesting although sometimes not very practical.
They showed us the way to follow what they were after and there was often an
alternative. In life, I think you always have to look at possible alternatives. Some
pretty dedicated individuals had made a study of superannuation and this committee
provided them with a forum. We had the valuable contributions of IFSA (Investment
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and Financial Services Association), ASFA (Association of Superannuation Funds of
Australia) and all those groups to add to that list, which I think was one of the
successes of the committee. Increasingly, in the Senate we are getting into a situation
where, because of confrontation and politicisation of its committees, many people are
becoming reluctant to make submissions. We never found that to be the case. We
always found people to be very open and frank and prepared to put their research on
the table.
I thought that having a powerful parliamentary committee oversighting the initiatives
of Treasury was the right fit for discharging parliamentary responsibilities in terms of
bureaucratic accountability and transparency, standing up for people’s rights and
protecting public and government bodies. After all, in our Westminster system, it is
the power of the committees that will give real meaning to the concept of democracy.
In terms of democratic involvement, I feel that our committee provided a forum—and
a marvellous one—not only for showing the way but also for encouraging
governments to follow particular paths or courses of action.
During the public inquiries of the 1990s and the evolution of the SI(S) bills, I was
particularly impressed by the number of officers, whether SIS people or Treasury
officers generally, who had a particular bent for superannuation. At the conclusion of
each day, we had a short meeting with them, at which we discussed the relative merits
of the particular points of each witness. That was particularly valuable, because that
was how the concept of a custodian to look after assets was developed. The
importance of a custodian, the last bastion of protection, proved invaluable for
ComSuper in the attempt to raid that fund.
I was in England recently and was particularly concerned to note that many funds that
had run into trouble did not have a proper distance between themselves and the
employing company or a proper independence from it. In too many cases, there was
no custodian. The regulator there did not have a complete scope of authority. There
were problems, with administration and the scope of authority, in being able to stamp
down on irregular action, which can be done in Australia.
As a committee, we also picked up failures and put the hard word on the regulators to
do more. One of the great worries I now have is the failure of the courts to provide
adequate penalties. In the debacle with HIH, the Australian Securities and Investment
Commission (ASIC) believed that three to four years was an adequate penalty. In the
American system, if a person is given 20 years or 25 years, that is it. I am not sure that
light penalties are a sufficient deterrent when dealing with people’s money that
represents their future. Such failures often come at a time when these people have no
opportunity to start again and suddenly their whole life has been ruined. I think Nick
and I were always very strong on giving the regulators very strong powers. If there is
a weakness, I think it is the failure to have ensured that people who err do not get off
with light sentences. This is common across the spectrum of white-collar crime and,
as time goes by, I think governments will have to look at it.
I think all committee members continually had at the front of their minds the building
of a secure future in retirement. This was the motivation of all committee members
when looking at issues. As Nick said earlier, Cheryl Kernot certainly made her career

debut through the superannuation arrangements. She had in her hands control of much
of the legislation. I must say I felt at times that controlling her enthusiasm were her
forays into the press; they labelled her the ‘princess of superannuation’, which she
delighted in.
Certainly, the committee was a great forum for raising and sustaining issues. Last
night I was the guest of the Society of Superannuants, which fought long and hard
under Captain Ian Woods for the demise of the surcharge. Captain Woods said that it
was this superannuation committee and presentations made to it that gave the society
the confidence to pursue this issue. The committee then supported the heroic case of
Brown, which succeeded in the High Court. That case was based on serious doubts
about the scope of superannuation and its somewhat limited universality. This was one
of the big problems with the surcharge. There were so many people left out of the
system—it included the judges but not the magistrates—that it was just inequitable.
People such as police officers, who were retiring through injury or accident, were
caught suddenly with their lump sum payments in the superannuation dragnet.
One of the most despicable parts was that we capped politicians and Commonwealth
public servants at 15 per cent—and, of course, capping creates its own problems.
However, as far as the private sector was concerned, instead of it being 15 per cent, it
was effectively 20 per cent. If that was the earning right of the fund and that money
was going to be used, the trustees felt that for all others it was unjust not to apply that
as the interest charge. We had situations where people on a pension paid their
surcharge up-front, died within a short time and never got a benefit—they hardly got
their own contributions back. It was a thoroughly bad tax. It is a tragedy that it lasted
for so long.
We might ask: where to from here for superannuation? As a committee, we always
wanted to look to the future: having progressed so far, what was the next step? The
committee has now been disbanded. The House of Representatives seems to want to
take up this baton, with Bruce Baird being given the task of looking at the super and
savings of people under 40. I have given him a detailed submission. With the wealth
of knowledge I gained from the Senate committee, it would have been remiss of me
not to do so. Will that be just a one-off? Big issues still need to be resolved. The
surcharge issues have not been finalised. There is the possibility that matters relating
to the surcharge will go before the High Court. The two big companies that have been
singled out are Shell, in terms of trustees’ behaviour towards members—which the
members felt was abhorrent—and Qantas.
Where to from here? I think we have to mandate that the larger accumulation funds
provide a pension or preferably a range of pensions. If you have remained with an
accumulation fund for 20 or 30 years, despite all the opportunities that choice now
provides, you obviously have a lot of faith and have built up a lot of confidence in that
fund. You have come to know the people there. They are looking after the biggest nest
egg you will ever have. When you approach retirement you are fairly vulnerable. You
have a large mass of money, often hundreds of thousands of dollars, and a lot of
people are suddenly telling you how best to invest it. I think it would be much more
desirable if people could stay within that fund—be it a retail fund, an industry fund or
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whatever sort of fund. In addition, I think those funds should be obliged to provide a
range of pensions, be they allocated pensions or fixed annuities.
I am a great believer in the development of term pensions. One organisation is
running quite hard with them. I think whole-of-life pensions present a problem—for
the provider, in getting the purchase price right or high enough to be able to offer the
fund; and for the consumer, in being low enough to provide a reasonable benefit of an
income stream. We will also probably have to cap the age limit. Do you really need
tens of thousands of dollars when you are 90? Certainly you need such amounts in
your seventies and sixties and those sorts of ages. That is why I think the future has to
be towards term pensions, where you can bring the cost of providing a pension to a
more realistic level.
We also have to work on changing the definition of education. I believe that we need
educators within superannuation—not financial planners—to guide people through
the different stages of their maturity within a superannuation fund. One of the
tragedies of the new rules governing superannuation is the big product disclosure
statements and the cost of providing them, particularly when a person wants to buy a
regular product. That is fairly simple and straightforward, without the need for a
whole-of-life evaluation of your assets and that sort of thing. These are just a few of
the things I think we must continue to look at as we are maturing.
The framework that we have set in this country is second to none. I was privileged to
chair the first summit on retirement incomes in Asia. Everybody is looking to the
Australian model; it is sustainable. Under Adair Turner, a royal commission in Britain
is looking at pensions in association with the Australian model. For some reason,
Turner is also a little interested in opting out under the New Zealand model. I find that
quite strange because, from Australia’s perspective, it is not a satisfactory outcome.
We have provided the framework and we have many good players. Sophistication,
particularly coming out of America in terms of communication, is second to none. I
think we will pick that up gradually in this country. It is still an exciting business,
whether you are in it or outside of it.
Chair — Thank you very much, John. Professor Halligan, would you care to open the
discussion with a response?
Professor John Halligan — Thank you very much, chair. Clearly, this is a
remarkable case study. I congratulate everyone associated both with the committee in
the past and with the Senate for allowing us to reflect on that experience. I would
make a few observations that draw both on the comments made by the senators and
the background document by Wayne Hooper. In a way, my starting point is a sort of
dichotomy. John, you pose the question: is this the end of an era? At this point many
people are reflecting on what is durable in the Senate committee system, because
there is anticipation that certain aspects may not be durable. Reflecting on this, it
seems that the committee offered much that should be durable and one would expect
it to continue, despite the transient politics of the day. So, on the one hand, there is the
idea of the model being durable but, on the other hand, Senator Sherry in his early
comments talked about its peculiarities. I started to think; ‘Well, if such a case is
dependent on a particular policy issue, on the politics of the day and on personalities,

it means that special cases may well reflect certain circumstances—and can they be
replicated so readily?’
Perhaps I could go quickly through a few of the committee’s exceptional or interesting
features. Its longevity has already been mentioned. It was never a permanent
committee. Technically, I think it has been five separate committees. I would have
liked to know a little more about why governments and members were prepared to
continue to draw on this committee over such a long period of time. Another aspect of
longevity is the continuity of its membership. Perhaps, unlike most committees in this
parliamentary system, indicators of institutionalisation were starting to develop. Of
course, given the nature of this parliamentary system, it was not forever. A second
point is the committee’s relationship with the industry and other actors. Points have
been made about the roles it played at an early stage—consensus builder, honest
broker and so on. I would like more of a sense of what roles it played over time.
These seemed to be the seminal roles it played when it found this opportunity or niche
to do things. How would the roles at later stages be characterised?
There is the issue of the committee’s distinctive policy contribution. The word
‘policy’ is used a lot in Wayne Hooper’s document, although in places it is not spelt
out with great precision. Clearly, in many respects, it played a role in agenda-setting.
It also played a role at the legislative stage and it would be interesting to learn a little
more about that. There is the question of whether the committee focused on a major
issue. Often it is said that parliamentary committees are best when they are not
focused on major issues of the day and certainly not on those that divide the parties. I
tried to locate this. Clearly, the significance of superannuation as an issue fluctuated
over time, but we have been advised by Senator Sherry that it was one of the top ten
policy issues. That seems to have implications for how the committee functioned. I
will come back to that briefly in a moment. The committee not only managed to
acquire a niche but also got in on the ground floor and made something of it. I think
there is something more to be reflected on there. There is the question of the
committee’s role in legislation. I am not certain how special that necessarily was,
because this was the decade in which legislation referral became pretty commonplace.
Both senators have talked about the strengths of the committee’s members and
supporting staff. Clearly, they were both important. In addition, the chairs had
expertise in super. We know that occurs with other committees, but there are many
exceptions. There was also the general policy interest of the members. This whole
question of the expertise, the commitment and the quality of the staff is important.
This links into my next point, which is that members felt efficacious. Members
enjoyed being part of this committee; they felt as though they were contributing to
something.
The internal operational style of the committee seems to indicate that much of its time
was concerned with focusing on good policy. It mainly had consensual outcomes. We
have been given an idea of the committee’s identity: people working together in the
public interest. We have also been told of the committee’s effectiveness. Clearly, over
time it was a very effective committee. You would have expected debate on bills to be
more conflictual. It would be interesting to know a little more about effectiveness
relative to the type of work it was doing at different points and stages over time. My
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final point is this: how well can this experience transfer and to what extent is much of
this context dependent? I am inclined to think it is a fine model and I would hope to
see other cases of it.
Chair—Thank you, John. That is very helpful. Before we turn to Richard Gilbert, the
foundation secretary, the session will be thrown open. Are there any comments,
responses or questions?
Ms Sue West—I was a member of the original committee; I was co-opted to it. I was
the new kid on the block and, as I knew nothing about it and have never considered
myself to be a financial bean-counting type person—my area is in the health and
social welfare fields—I wanted to avoid it like the plague. I had an office that
happened to be on Richard’s route to his office, which was deadly because, like a
good sheepdog, he would round you up. He had the ability to identify and explain the
issues. The committee secretariat had a certain level of competence to begin with.
Mind you, Richard came from being a chalky. I knew him when he was running the
education system in the area. He came with knowledge, interest and enthusiasm, and a
major factor for success was the level of competence in the committee.
Another factor was the dynamics within the committee—the personalities of its five
members. Only five committee members were involved in the committee’s first
couple of reports. At the time both opposition and government were seeing big picture
stuff but not the details and they did not have fixed ideas on where it would run. They
were interested in the information coming from the committee and the fact that we
were building contacts.
For the first six years relations between committee members were very harmonious
and collegiate; I do not know what happened after that. There was a wide range of
opinion and systems of personal belief among committee members, but they all had
the ability to be pleasant, friendly and polite to one another. That was evident with the
taking of evidence. I hope that all witnesses found us not to be an abusive committee.
I have been on other committees where witnesses have been roundly set upon. At all
times, even when fighting over the issue of fees and charges and threatening to use the
full weight of Senate procedures in advising witnesses to give us evidence and
information, perhaps through in camera hearings—convincing them that we had a
right to know some of what they could tell us—we were able to remain polite to and
appreciative of what witnesses were doing. I think that is a very important factor.
I would not get too carried away by the fact that the committee’s decisions and reports
were unanimous, because that was the norm back then, particularly before we started
sending legislation to committees. I cannot speak about it now, but that was the norm
back then. I can remember dealing with some difficult committee hearings where we
came up with unanimous reports—and I think in particular of the report from the
Swan inquiry into Defence. While it is important now that they were unanimous, I
think that did happen with Senate committees in the past. I cannot comment now, as I
say, because I have not had much to do with Senate committees for the last six or
eight years, but I think that is important to know.

With this industry, we were dealing with an encapsulated group of individuals and
organisations who, in addition to having a position to defend, came with high levels of
information or understanding. The committee received submissions from one area but
not from another and they were therefore more analytical and of better use to us.
These groups knew their stuff. They could be challenged and questioned and were
able to answer with information that we could trust was accurate—or we knew where
they were coming from and what their biases were and there was a degree of validity
in what they put to us.
John, I totally agree with you on the white-collar crime issue. That is probably not an
issue for today. That a person can go out and mug someone and get several years in
jail while another person can take someone’s whole life savings and get only a slap on
the wrist is probably an issue for another time. Working on this committee was
enjoyable and I learned a hell of a lot. These days, when I am on a finance committee,
I still chase organisations about fees and charges.
Chair — Thank you, Sue. Geoff, do you want to make a brief comment at this early
stage?
Mr Geoff Buckland — No. I will comment later.
Chair — Bruce?
Mr Bruce Childs — In working out what is involved, perhaps we can identify a few
things that would help. First, we should pay credit to the Tasmanian factor. Both
chairs have taken an intense interest in this area and are civil people. It helps when
such a pattern is set and I commend them both.
Secondly, it has to be understood that the legislation came in—Nick described that
well—and suddenly the government had to work out what it would do. As a
prerequisite, anybody studying this should watch the entire series of Yes, Minister.
First, particularly on the House side, people believe they are running the country
well—I am talking about the politicians and the ministers—and then suddenly they
find there are problems. With this committee, the minister—in this case, Paul
Keating—realised very quickly that he could get information that he would not get
otherwise, because the bureaucracy did not understand the complexity of the industry.
So we were very quickly listened to. I have been on other committees where you are
not listened to and where there are internal fights as you try to advise the minister that
something clearly is going wrong while he is being told by his bureaucracy that
everything is okay.
Fitting in with that, we took everything into consideration in a methodical way, which
has been described by Sue. Looking at it from a committee’s point of view, I was
involved with the industry committee in examining many industries and it was when
we were inquiring into the fishing industry that I learned another thing. Somebody
whispered in my ear that in the primary industry sector, if you are not such a crash hot
public servant, you get pushed into fishing. When I studied that industry, the whole
fishing section suddenly came alive to me.
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Just as background, we were worried that the government body that would supervise
superannuation did not have all the necessary skills. This was a code thing because,
unfortunately, it was all growing so quickly that we were not getting the people with
the special skills necessary for dealing with the potential crime that has been referred
to. I am not having a go at anybody, because it is a long time ago now, but I remember
very distinctly people, at least on the government side, being terrified about whether
the public service was up to dealing with some of the smartest brains in the financial
industry. That is probably not in any of the books, but I am sure it was a factor in
motivating the government to give this committee far more licence than normal and to
learn from it. It was characteristic of the committee that everybody learned from the
exercise.
Chair — Thank you, Bruce. For those of us who study the books, it is helpful to
know where they are misleading or incomplete. Are there any other comments or
responses? Nick, can you help put this into perspective? You were the foundation
chair. What else were you doing? We can look back and say that this was a great
committee doing valuable work and there you were getting it up and running, but you
had 66 other things to do. How much of your time was spent in getting this beast
developed?
Senator Nick Sherry — I will respond to that and then I will have to go. For my sins,
I have to fly to Hobart and address a group of businesspeople tonight about the
horrors of super choice, so I have to catch a plane. It never ends.
Frankly, in a policy sense, I was not doing much else. I have a particular personal
passion about superannuation issues, as is apparent from my length of time in the
area. From mid-1993 to early 1996, because I was parliamentary secretary for primary
industry, I did not have any direct involvement in super. From a personal perspective,
I believe it is important not to come into politics thinking you will change the world.
If you do, you will be disillusioned and disappointed very quickly. I think it is better
to focus on a policy area where you have an interest that you enjoy and perhaps an
expertise. That is what I have done. In a policy sense, I did not do much else. I was on
other committees, but I enjoyed the policy and development of this area. It was new;
much of it was greenfields. Even though I had difficulties with people in the industry
in the sense of not agreeing on certain issues, I got on well with them as people. It
took and has taken the majority of my policy interest, but that is personal.
It involved a combination of factors. Sure, super had been around for a long time—
superannuation funds have existed virtually for well over 100 years—but super had
become compulsory at the end of the eighties and Keating, as we all know, was a big
picture man. The details of implementation were at times left until later. In that sense,
because you had some big picture policy issues to deal with—and even Paul Keating
realised that you had to get it through the Senate—the committee was useful from his
point of view. In addition, we dealt with so much detail. I have the stack of reports in
my office.
Chair — You must have a big office.

Senator Nick Sherry — Yes. The pile of reports sitting on my shelf is about a metre
long. But governments also have to look at the detail. Therefore the committee was
very useful in the sense that there was a big picture agenda, primarily driven by Paul
Keating, but there was a lot of detail that we and he had not sorted out. Frankly, some
of the detail of issues still have not been sorted out to this day. By necessity, it was
evolution; therefore it was ongoing. That is why I think the committee lasted for so
long. There were bills every year and issues—not so much new issues—that had to be
dealt with, including some that perhaps had been overlooked or deemed not
important.
I will finish on this. As I am sure John will remember, we went down to Tassie and
did a hearing on the mortgage fund: the scandal of the five or six lawyers who had
looted solicitors’ mortgage funds. It involved the Law Council. In taking on the legal
establishment, John and I were pretty big news in Hobart for a week or two, but
largely they were super moneys that had been looted by unscrupulous lawyers. In
addition, we did some good commercial nominee casework, so we were helping
people out at a community level who had suffered badly as well as dealing with the
big picture policy and the detailed policy issues.
Senator John Watson — Making deals with the government of the day.
Senator Nick Sherry — That is right, we had to deal with the state government of the
day. Frankly, when we moved into opposition, to us the continuance of the select
committee was a political opportunity. In opposition you do not have many resources,
so the continuation of the committee, for me and for the Labor opposition, was very
useful in accessing resources—getting good quality submissions and having good
quality staff. That was very important to us in opposition. Bills were constantly being
referred to the committee so, to be frank, that was a good political opportunity for us
as it was for Richard Alston in his time. But, as Bruce said, I think within the personal
constraints we were civilised to each other. We did take a lot of notice of the evidence
that came before us. The worst committee I ever served on in this place was on the
powers, functions and responsibilities of the Loans Council—a horror committee
worthy of a seminar on the worst committee that ever operated.
Chair — What about the Senate print media inquiry? Did that rival it?
Senator Nick Sherry — Yes. I think it was a combination of reasonably unique
factors over time, including the personalities, the issues and the fact that it was the
Senate. John has made mention of this new inquiry over on the Reps side. Frankly, I
think it is a waste of time. Everything that has ever been said about super is in the
reports we put out. I think the issues have been done to death in parliamentary
examinations. It is about governments acting and progressing a policy agenda that I
think is important now. No matter whether Labor or Liberal is in government—and
we will have our differences—they have to get on and fix the issues that need fixing.
They have all been identified.
Chair — Thank you, Nick. That is a very valuable way of setting the context.
Senator Nick Sherry — Please excuse me; I have to leave.
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Chair — Yes. Thank you. John, do you have any brief comment on the competing
professional issues and priorities?
Senator John Watson — One of the interesting features of the committee is that we
took superannuation into the community, into every state of Australia, where some of
the ASFA (Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia) functions and others
drew crowds of 200- and 300-plus people. So what was happening was very much to
the fore in terms of the financial services industry and the role of the committee.
People were interested in not only what we had done and achieved but also where we
were going and our attitudes. I think that was particularly exciting. It did have its
problems. It virtually took 100 per cent of my time. In fact, I nearly lost a preselection
over it because some delegates felt that I was spending too much time on
superannuation on the mainland rather than attending to other issues. But I suppose
my staff, being very dedicated in looking after constituents, helped overcome that.
You survive in this place. It certainly was very time consuming.
At times we had a very large secretariat. We never had fewer than three staff and at
times we had up to five. The secretaries in managing that large staff did a magnificent
job. We have here Sue Morton, one of the very dedicated members, as they all were.
In fact, Sue worked so hard she got RSI. The situation was that unfortunately her
health deteriorated to such an extent that she had to give the game away and leave the
Senate. That was a real tragedy. I mention that because that is just one example of the
utmost commitment that people had to excellence and to getting a right outcome, so
much so that they were almost prepared to sacrifice their career in the public interest.
Other people showed the same spirit as we went through. It was the staff that gave us
that tremendous support. It was well resourced, for which we thank the Senate. At
times we had to fight a little to get what we wanted. But at the critical times we got
the right people in the right jobs to help us get the answers. But then again we also
had to get the bureaucracy on side to ensure that they were quite supportive. We had a
good relationship with people like Leo Bator, from the Tax Office and the people from
the Australian Prudential Regulation Authority (APRA) and others.
Chair — John has talked about the secretariat and the importance of the staff. I call
upon Richard to speak briefly to the issue of managing the internal dynamics as an
anonymous, neutral and normally quiet person.
Mr Richard Gilbert — Thank you. I have a scripted text here today, John, because I
am worried about the fact that we do not have a witness protection program in the
Senate and I will have to come before a Senate economics committee at some stage on
which may be some of the senators who are here today. So I will read from a text, if
you do not mind, which I will distribute afterwards.
Thank you for welcoming me here today, John, and I thank everybody for remaining
to hear me. I consider it a privilege to be here and I am particularly honoured to
follow Senator Sherry and Senator Watson.
In mid-1991 I was summoned to the Clerk Assistant’s office to be advised that a new
select committee had been established and was in need of a secretary. I was somewhat
surprised that I should be invited to take an interest in such as a venture. I had

virtually no experience in Senate inquiries other than the fact that I had been secretary
to two rounds of Senate estimates. I had not had a background in either committee or
departmental research, nor did I have any expertise in super. However, I had recently
completed my masters in economics with some finance study. But was that sufficient
to resource an inquiry into super? Only time would tell.
However, I suspect the inquiry chair, Senator Sherry, said to one of his wigged
advisers, ‘What does this Gilbert guy know about superannuation?’ Senator Sherry
already had significant expertise in super, having worked in the industrial courts on
award super and having been a trustee of a rapidly growing HostPlus scheme—
although I do not think it was called HostPlus then. The scuttlebutt within the caucus
of the Senate committee secretaries was this: ‘This inquiry is a doozey. It must be
avoided.’ On the last occasion this inquiry had run, it had taken four years and it
engulfed the secretariat—and I mean literally engulfed the secretariat. After that
inquiry, basically all those in the secretariat left the Senate in disappointment, because
it had taken so long and it had drained them. I commenced my work with this
committee with a lot of trepidation. However, I had the benefit of two principal
research officers—not one—in the form of Michael Game and Lyn Curran. Perhaps
that was compensation for having a secretary with such meagre superannuation
experience.
Over the next few years, the secretariat was resourced with quality individuals. Some
of them are here today and they have done extremely well in their careers. Senate
committee work is indeed a calling that has its advantages. Where else can one have
all the material comforts of the public service, have a high degree of academic
freedom, experience the cut and thrust of politics but at the same time work on
achieving tangible and positive outcomes for the Australian community? This is the
plus side. But on the minus side—I think Senator Watson said this—it involves a lot
of pressure to produce quality reports in very short time frames. You are up at two and
three in the morning still reading through drafts to have them ready for the next day. It
is a very difficult job in that sense.
Notwithstanding that, the first six-month period of the inquiry was one of preparation.
This might seem like an extended period of time, but you have to consider it in light
of the fact that the committee had a life that spanned 12 years and five parliaments.
Had the committee not built a strong foundation, it might never have become an
arguably dominant public policy player. I will argue the case for this proposition later
in my presentation.
During the extended period of preparation the committee met often. It was briefed by
super experts and was coached by the secretariat—and the secretariat was coached by
the committee. It was during this time that the witness list was drawn up. My
recollection is that the secretariat minuted almost 100 meetings during its first three
years. There was never one correction to the minutes. That means that either the
senators did not read the minutes or the minutes were accurate. It showed that the
decisions taken were usually taken on a non-partisan basis. I did not run the
committee minutes via the chair. I considered that I could serve the whole committee,
and I hope I got that decision right. I think it was a tribute to the chair that, when the
committee made a decision, it was universal, so it was not difficult to minute.
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Each meeting played a vital role in shaping the committee. I cannot recall a divided
vote during the procedural meetings. This was important, as the secretariat always
operated on the basis of full committee support. Importantly, the committee signed off
on a number of strategy documents. These were not released; they were just strategy
documents. We had 17 terms of reference and we only had 12 months to hand down a
report. The committee had a hunch that some of the terms of reference might be
superseded by government policy but, against this, it knew that the government did
not have a majority in the Senate and would be relying on the Democrat vote for
passage of any bills.
Early in the piece the committee struck an agreement that it would need to hand down
a stream of reports as opposed to a single and weighty tome on retirement incomes
policy. Had it taken the single report approach, it might have ended up in the same
position as the previous committee. As I have said, that committee went for four years
and handed down a magnificently detailed document that had virtually no impact on
retirement incomes policy. But I will say that, when we were working in the
secretariat, we relied on that document very heavily. It was a very critical research
document. It had some fantastic information in it. This one procedural decision gave
the committee a competitive advantage in a public policy space. There were other
decisions that also assisted, so let me outline just three.
The first was in relation to the release of evidence. By virtue of its sheer
newsworthiness, the media took an interest in the inquiry. Consequently, every week
or so, the secretary was empowered to publish evidence. So we did not have to get
permission to publish evidence. Often committees hand out evidence in one fell
swoop; we were drip-feeding it. The exception to the rule on the drip-feed was that
which had adverse reflection in it could not be published: it had to go to the
committee and the committee invariably would ask for a response. During the whole
inquiry, I think we had 390 submissions dripped out to the public; only 11
submissions never saw the light of day.
The committee handled some highly sensitive adverse evidence. It included
complaints from consumers on excessive and undisclosed commissions paid to life
insurance agents, allegations of surplus skimming from defined benefit
superannuation trusts and accusations of fraud on the part of some scheme operators.
These allegations were given due coverage in the committee’s reports.
The committee’s media coverage gave it a prominence and influence arguably well in
excess of the committee’s natural powers, whatever they might be. Ministerial officers
took notice of the committee’s deliberations, as did public officials. I can attest to this
because I often took phone calls from senior public servants asking me for a
committee slant on a particular issue. It was clear from these conversations that the
departmental officials wanted to accommodate the committee’s views. In this regard,
the committee encouraged the secretariat to work with the media as openly as
possible, but I do not recall there being any leaks, official or unofficial. This strategy
is important in creating what I term the ‘virtual circle of information’. It goes
something like this: a senator reads about his or her inquiry in the media, the senator
takes more interest and promotes the committee’s work in the community, the
community interacts with the inquiry, more news is created and then the senator reads

about the inquiry. So that virtual circle of information is very critical for a committee
secretary. You are in a way, if you want to be, a PR and media specialist.
The third procedural dimension was to give interim reports to the Senate on the
progress of the inquiry. Again, this ensured that the media and the bureaucracy were
given an unequivocal message that the committee was an active one and one that
meant business.
So far I have dealt with the role of the secretariat and the inquiry procedures. It is
important that I pay tribute to those senators who sat on the inquiry. Let me start with
Senator Sherry. He led the committee during the phase of its establishment and the
passage of those two bills that did so much to make Australia a leading player in
retirement incomes policy. Senator Sherry gave the committee impetus when it could
have fractured during the passage of the SGC bills. He was the one who had to walk
the 200 or so metres to Treasurer Dawkins’s office to get him to agree to compromise
positions formulated during the inquiries. Let me run through three.
Graham McDonald is sitting on my right. The Superannuation Complaints Tribunal
basically came out of the committee. A number of things were in the pot. Graham
came to the committee as a witness—he was with the banking ombudsman, I think—
and we ended up with the SCT. It has been a very successful body and, funnily
enough, Graham talked the committee around to having one of these and then took the
job—not really, Graham! Senator Sherry mentioned that the committee was the one
that supported the retrospective levy for fraud and theft in the SG or the SI(S) bills.
This was a product of what I call Senator Sherry’s shuttle diplomacy; Henry
Kissinger-like, he did it. I might add here that Senator Sherry was also in frequent
contact with the office of the then Prime Minister, the Hon. Paul Keating and, in
particular, John Edwards, the distinguished economist. You might recall that
compulsory super was in the speech that Keating gave during his stint in the
wilderness, whilst waiting for the second and decisive attack on Prime Minister
Hawke.
Let us come to the deputy chairman. I would say that Senator Alston was a loyal
deputy, notwithstanding his opposition to the SGC. It was Senator Alston who gave
unflinching support during the SI(S) bills and it was Senator Alston and Senator
Watson who, by virtue of their tenacious pursuit of the costs and benefits of the SGC,
forced the government to set up the retirement income modelling task force within
Treasury, a group which still exists and has certain persons leading the group who are
known within the Treasury as national treasures. These people were the ones who
produced the Intergenerational Report. All the GST modelling was done by the
retirement income modelling (RIM) group. They came out of super. Paradoxically, the
RIM group has assisted successive Howard coalition governments in their economic
policies. That came out of the committee inquiry process, because the committee put
into the public domain very difficult questions about the future benefits. Treasury
basically was caught with its pants down and had to get in expertise and set up a
special group to do the retirement income modelling.
Interestingly, some years after the SG passage, the next committee chair, Senator
Watson—I hope he does not mind if I say this—was the one who saw merit in a non-
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partisan policy on the SG system. I believe it was Senator Watson who persuaded the
then Liberal leader, John Hewson, on the merits of the coalition changing its policy on
SG. I recall him writing letters to John Hewson saying: ‘The game has moved on,
John. It’s time for you to support the SG.’ Where would our superannuation system be
now if the Howard government had come to office in 1996 and tried to unravel the SG
or even was trying to unravel it now with the control of the Senate? So Senator
Watson played the major role there. I think he was the then coalition spokesman on
super. Senator Watson is widely acknowledged in industry circles for his contribution
to super over the past 13 years. He too has been a trustee of an industry
superannuation fund in the accounting arena.
I call Senator West, who is sitting opposite me, the reality tester. She often reminded
her committee colleagues and the secretariat of certain pieces of evidence that might
support a particular conclusion. She had experience on the Senate community affairs
committee, which was invaluable for the committee.
Senator Kernot was the Democrat representative. Her role was perhaps the most
publicised, as Labor relied—as you know—on Democrat support for that bill. Funnily
enough, out of that committee came the fact—I think it was one of the first times this
had happened—that the SG legislation, which was passed just before the 1992 winter
recess, was flawed and had to be recommitted to the parliament when it came back
from that recess. Senator Kernot voted for the bill only after she was given certain
concessions, and I think Nick Sherry has covered those.
Looking in the rear-vision mirror, it is instructive to identify some of the
ground-breaking reforms formulated by the committee that have stood the test of time.
The SGC was the first such reform. It has been the main driver of our retirement
savings since 1992. No other country in the world can boast 95 per cent super
coverage of its work force, with individuals holding money in private accounts. The
US, the UK and our Asian neighbours are envious of this breakthrough. Even some
Scandinavian countries—I am sure Diana Olsberg will have a view on this—now
come to Australia to look at how they might emulate the work commenced by the
Senate superannuation committee.
When the committee commenced its hearings, super savings stood at $130 billion;
they now stand at $700 billion and will grow strongly in the coming years as a
consequence of some positive changes by the Howard government. Superannuation
assets underpin Australia’s managed fund stocks, which stand at No. 4 in the world.
With most things in the OECD Australia runs at about 20th; in super with managed
investments, we are up in the top five. I think that speaks loads for the work of the
committee.
The second is the reform of the regulation of super under the SI(S) provisions, which
was in the committee’s first Safeguarding super report. Overwhelmingly, SI(S) has
been a successful initiative, with only minimal fund failure being experienced. Super
has not had an Enron, a WorldCom, an HIH or a Maxwell. Pre SI(S), there had been
fund failures—for example, Estate Mortgage, Auswide, Occidental and Regal—but
essentially super has not had that. SI(S) has been stress tested. Just a few years ago,
markets went backwards to the tune of between minus 10 per cent and minus 35 per

cent and our superannuation funds are still there, with good trusteeship under SI(S)
and good regulation under the Insurance and superannuation commission (ISC) and
APRA—and it is really good to see Ross Jones here today.
A major plank or platform in the SI(S) program was the requirement for funds to be
fully funded. One of the tangible strengths of Australian big business now is that it is
not burdened with super fund in-house assets that have unfunded liabilities. This is
worth comparing with a number of US firms. For example, the super unfunded
liability of GE Worldwide is more than its equity. In Australia, since about 1994, our
public companies have been fully funded. That is not so much the case with public
servants, but I suppose that is being addressed. This is very worthy of recognition.
I believe that the third major change or policy outcome was the disclosure of fees,
charges and commissions. The Senate superannuation committee developed a nonpartisan political solution to commission disclosure. It would have been very
instructive for anybody who was not there to have sat in the room watching two sets
of politicians from opposite sides concluding that the life insurance industry had to
disclose its fees. Hitherto, I think it would be fair to say, the Coalition members
originally (in all probability) would have been more in that camp, but they changed.
The committee report came out and made it clear to the industry that it had to disclose
its fees. It is funny how the Senate has not looked at mortgages. We have had a
housing boom in Australia and mortgage brokers still do not disclose their
commissions. If we had not developed fee disclosure, I believe we could have had
pension mis-selling. Disclosure of fees was a critical issue, particularly commission
disclosure. In Asia those commissions—up to 10 per cent—are still not disclosed in
the retirement income space and it is critical that they are.
The fourth major outcome was the development of retirement income streams. A new
product known as an allocated pension emerged out of the Senate inquiry; I think
Senator Watson has mentioned it. The buzzwords in 1992 were ‘double dipping’,
‘lump sum participation’ and ‘conspicuous consumption’. Since that time, we have
seen a mushrooming in pension take-up, with a tenfold increase in private pensions.
‘Double dipping’ is now in danger of losing its place in the superannuation lexicon.
Superannuation is a household word in 2005. It has become a real barbecue stopper.
Back in 1991, superannuation was only for those who were best placed to save.
Changes to super would not have figured in the federal election contest then, whereas
they do now and will into the future. The game has changed. Almost every Australian
employee has a superannuation balance. That balance now is quite sizeable. On
average, it is a person’s largest asset after their home. Following the 1 July 2005
changes and in the not too distant future, every Australian will be able to choose a
super fund—and I think that will critically change the way we commit ourselves to
super as well.
The regulatory and legislative underpinnings of this proven system of long-term
savings, to a significant degree, have been brokered by the successive Senate
superannuation inquiries. Even the choice regulations that are now there are a
consequence of three or four Senate inquiries—even more. The secretaries are here
today. I think the choice regime is a good one because of the work of the Senate
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committee. It did not get Democrat support until the necessary provisions were put
into the final legislation.
Critics of the Senate inquiry process, those who say that a Senate inquiry is more
about putting an ether soaked cloth over the mouthpiece of a burning issue—I
sometimes criticise it, but not publicly—really need to reconsider what they are
saying, because I believe that this committee has been successful. Often it is easy for
Senate committees to record history, but I think this committee made history. My
experience as a Senate officer and, more recently, as a super industry spokesman has
been very positive. I am very pleased to be here today and I thank you for listening to
me.
Chair — Richard, thank you. You gave a very bracing account. Sue Morton, do you
want to comment? John Watson has already identified you as somebody on the inside.
Ms Sue Morton — Thank you, John. I will make a few observations. Like Richard, I
came to the position of committee secretary of the Senate Select Committee on
Superannuation knowing only how to spell the word ‘superannuation’. It was very
daunting to be asked to take on that role without having the subject expertise that the
committee members had and that everybody else seemed to have and that I lacked.
But I found the subject matter to be so gripping and engrossing that I got across it and
learned. I found it an absolutely rewarding experience from that point of view. One
reason the committee was so successful was that it looked at issues that really
mattered. It was a pleasure and a career highlight for me to work with a committee
that was examining those important pragmatic issues for people planning their
retirement.
The other issue that has been commented on by almost all speakers today is the
quality of the committee chairs, deputy chair and membership. I had the privilege of
serving on about eight other committees in my time in parliament—statutory
committees, standing committees, references and legislation committees and other
select committees. I never encountered committees that worked as well as the Senate
Select Committee on Superannuation. That was a tribute to the chair, Senator Watson,
for whom I worked. I did not have the pleasure of working for Senator Sherry when
he was chair but, as deputy chair, Senator Sherry certainly contributed a lot to the
work of the committee while I was there.
Senator Watson was the hardest working committee chair that I have ever had the
pleasure to work for. He mentioned in his remarks that he was taking up so much of
his time with super that it nearly cost him his preselection. The workload of the
committee was extraordinary. The area of Peter Keele, the Senior Clerk of
Committees, produces a report biannually on the work of committees. If you care to
study that, you will see that statistically the Senate Select Committee on
Superannuation probably had more meetings, hearings, reports and submissions—
more everything—than any other committee. So I draw your attention to that
resource. The expertise of the chair and the dedication of and time put in by the
members were just extraordinary—even to the extent that, when an election was
called, the committee would still work on, whereas other committees would say, ‘No,

there’s going to be an election; all bets are off.’ They would down tools and suspend
their inquiries—but not the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation.
It might be useful to observe a couple of other practical points, if we are also trying to
draw out some lessons. Richard has touched on some of these, but there are others I
would like to highlight. One relates to the resolution for the publication of
submissions, which was passed by the committee at the commencement of each
parliament or on the appointment of each committee. Publishing on receipt meant that
the submissions could be out in the public domain, available to be debated. People
had a chance to read them before appearing at hearings and respond to what others
were saying. That meant that the quality of the evidence received by the committee
was much better than if it had been given by people who appeared before it not
knowing what was stated in the submissions of others. Witnesses could turn up and
say whether they agreed or disagreed with those submissions. The committee chose
the forum of a public hearing to test out those views: ‘Look, one group says this; what
do you think?’ In my opinion, that was a terrific way for the committee to gather
evidence of the quality it sought.
From the submissions received, that also meant the committee could not only
highlight problems but also draw out proposed solutions. Those who made
submissions to the committee’s inquiry were asked to propose solutions—to say not
just what was wrong with everything but also what needed to be done to fix things.
That also made the quality of the evidence received by the committee much higher
than the quality of submissions and evidence I have seen received by other
committees.
The other procedural resolution passed by the committee at the beginning of each of
its terms concerned the ability to form subcommittees. Not all committees are
comfortable going into subcommittee. Senators past and present who are here will
know the politics of the situation. You might always want to be there but, from a
practical point of view, that is not always possible if the committee is to deliver its
reports in a timely fashion. The only way it could keep progressing inquiries when not
everyone was available at all times was to form subcommittees. The members did this
willingly and gave up much to progress inquiries through that mechanism. That meant
that the evidence was fresh and timely and did not take years and years to gather, as
happened with other committees on which I worked.
The committee had other interesting approaches, one of which was the roundtable.
Frequently at the end of an inquiry process, when the committee had identified certain
issues it wanted to test out with witnesses, it would hold a roundtable and say, ‘Look,
this is what we are thinking; what do you think? In addition, to test out the best
solutions to problems presented to the committee, it used a roundtable to gather in one
room all interested parties and consolidate its evidence.
I think the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation was one of the last remaining
committees that published reports on bills that reflected the evidence and gave a
considered view. I remember having a discussion with Senator Watson—I hope he
does not mind my repeating it—in which he said, ‘I’m going to be the last committee
chair to present decent bills’ reports.’ All of the other chairs were being pressured to
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produce just, dare I say, political reports stating only what the government’s position
was—‘and, by the way, the opposition and the minor parties can append their minority
reports, as expected.’
Senator Watson went to great pains to produce bills reports where there was
consensus and, if unanimity had not been achieved, to report in them, ‘The majority of
the committee felt this, and the minority of the committee felt that’, so that everybody
could see what the committee was on about. Reflecting the evidence, ensuring that the
full range of witness groups were represented at all hearings, whether on bills or on
others, and being able to produce as far as possible unanimous reports was, I think, a
credit to the work of the chair.
The committee was very keen to ensure that the reports were worthwhile. Sometimes
that was because of factual information contained in the appendixes, which meant that
they became a useful reference for many. I notice that in Wayne’s issues paper he
referred to the encyclopaedic collection that the committee’s reports constitute.
Senator Sherry talked about a metre’s worth of reports. I am sure that, collectively,
that body of information is extremely useful for students of superannuation.
Richard has mentioned media policy. During my time as secretary, Senator Watson
was very keen to use the media to promote the work of the committee and to highlight
issues. That meant the committee’s work was kept current and issues were dealt with
in a timely fashion by getting exposure. The committee also did a couple of other very
interesting things, which no other committee I have ever worked for did. One of them
was to commission research papers. When the data did not exist or different opinions
existed that could not be resolved, the committee commissioned papers, such as the
Institute of Actuaries paper on the modelling assumptions for standards of living in
retirement. The committee also took the unusual step of issuing background or issues
papers prior to an inquiry so that people making submissions could respond to those
issues and be aware of where the committee was coming from. That facilitated
evidence gathering. There were a number of strategies employed by the committee.
In addition, witnesses were an absolute key. I was struck by the respect with which the
committee treated witnesses and, in particular, the care with which, for example, the
chair would approach a new witness—someone who had never given evidence
before—to put them at their ease and try to make the process less scary for them. I
have been secretary of committees where committee members throw around standing
orders and shout at other each and at witnesses. I recall that during one hearing a
committee member put a newspaper over his head and went to sleep. None of this
happened on the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation. It was all dedication,
respect and eye-to-eye contact with the witnesses to make them feel comfortable and
that their views were valued.
The committee took another practical step to involve people in its proceedings by
giving those who had not made a formal submission the opportunity to speak at the
end of a hearing. Everybody felt they could be heard. The committee valued its
opportunities to hear from individuals who were not well placed to write lengthy
submissions or whatever but who just wanted to have a say. The recognition they gave
to those people was fantastic.

Another issue that struck me through my work was the amount of correspondence the
committee received. It was reflective of the faith that the community had in the
committee—and, in particular, its chair—to do something about what was troubling
them. I recall one meeting in May 2001 where the committee had 170 pages of
correspondence to deal with as well as all of its other matters. The committee took
every letter seriously and responded to every matter raised. Where they could not help
directly and knowing that it was beyond their mandate to get involved in personal
issues, they referred the matter on to the relevant minister, regulator or whatever who
could help.
There were a number of factors that made this committee different from any other I
had worked on and which also made it very successful, but the key was its
personalities and the timeliness of its work. I pay tribute to the committee for that
because, if the members were working hard, we also had to work hard, but it was a
pleasure to do so because you knew that ultimately it was all happening for the greater
good.
Chair — Thank you, Sue. Both Richard and Sue have drawn attention to the
innovative way the committee treated witnesses. We will roll into our witness session
very shortly and I will be happy to call on Michaela and Diana to lead us off on it. I
think Diana has distributed a brief.
Dr Diana Olsberg — I did not know whether I would have a chance to speak, so I
distributed a brief.
Chair — I am sure that this committee would always give you a chance to speak. I
believe that Peter Keele, former Senior Clerk of Committees in the Senate
Department, who is now working with a House of Representatives committee, would
like to make some comments.
Mr Peter Keele — I will say a couple of things about the dynamics of managing
select committees. One of the problems we faced in the Senate—and the Senate
probably still faces it—is that, with a select committee, you have the mind-set that it is
only temporary; after six to 12 months it will no longer exist. When the Senate
decides to create a new select committee, it is the job of the Senior Clerk of
Committees to try to find staff. Generally, there is great reluctance, with people
thinking, ‘Why should I move off a standing committee to go and work on a select
committee? I probably won’t get my position back when the select committee folds.’
That seemed to be one of the problems. Maybe I have been criticised, Senator Sherry
and Senator Watson, for not pushing hard enough to turn it into a standing committee.
That may be something to discuss this afternoon about the future. However, even
accommodation-wise, that created problems.
It is interesting to note that we recruited two of the former secretaries of that
committee from the Parliamentary Education Office and not from mainstream
standing committees; I think our choices were good. Sue West mentioned how we
recruited Richard. It was rather interesting. I will not name him or her, but the then
Clerk Assistant (Committees) said: ‘We’re going to get this Richard Gilbert from PEO
to come and work in the committee office. It will be a temporary transfer only and
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nothing permanent.’ I said, ‘Oh, I’m quite sure Richard will do a good job.’ This went
on for some time. I think the Clerk Assistant (Committees) did not realise that I was a
former teacher also. Maybe I had a soft spot for former teachers, knowing that they
could be called on to do a job under extremely difficult circumstances.
They are the sorts of things that, from a management point of view, we faced in
staffing select committees. I guess too that, with this particular committee, the staff
built up an incredible body of expertise. There was a high turnover and, as we know,
Richard went on to bigger and better things, as did a number of other secretaries of
that committee. Senator Watson referred to Sue as virtually having to be taken out in a
wheelbarrow. At that stage, even though Sue was reluctant to leave, I think we may
have superglued her to her chair so that she could not go; I am not sure what happened
there. Essentially, it is always very hard to retain staff and to change that mind-set.
That may be one of the problems that the Senate has to deal with in looking at the
nature of the committees that it runs. A number of years ago, there were changes to
the structure of committees; the standing committees were changed to reference and
legislation committees. That created more permanent positions but, to a certain extent,
it left the select committees still out on a limb. I think that creates difficulty still in
ensuring that you can attract and retain good quality staff. Perhaps on that note I
should finish. We are probably running over time, but I think it was worthwhile
flagging some of those staffing difficulties.
Chair — Thank you, Peter. I also thank Richard and Sue for their valuable comments
from the inside. I now want to cross the fence and invite those who have appeared and
participated as witnesses. Diana, I invite you to open first and we will then turn to
Michaela.
Dr Diana Olsberg — I am absolutely delighted to be here and I thank you for giving
me this opportunity to come and speak, because I have made many submissions to the
committee and have appeared on many different occasions and in different capacities,
depending on the particular issue being examined. I have a number of hats. I have
appeared as a trustee of one of the largest funds; I am Deputy Chair of UniSuper,
which is one of the largest superannuation funds; I am an academic researcher; and I
am a part-time member of the Superannuation Complaints Tribunal. Sometimes I have
appeared before the committee wearing one hat and at other times wearing other hats.
I particularly want to say how valuable the committee has been to the superannuation
industry, most particularly in providing a forum in which to address the issues of
consumers in the superannuation industry. As people have mentioned already this
morning, superannuation is an issue of relevance to just about everybody in Australian
society. As people live longer, what their retirement income will provide will become
increasingly important.
The committee has always presented a non-partisan forum. It has been so important to
see the way in which members of the committee from different parties have come
together to work through some of the great complexities of what has been an evolving
system. It has been particularly important because the committee has provided a
forum for the particular experiences of the funds. Industry bodies have an opportunity
to make their interests known to politicians and departmental people, but they
necessarily always have to represent the interests of the majority of their members.

My role in UniSuper has provided me with the opportunity to state the specific issues
of a large defined benefit fund, an area that is otherwise not well represented. While
that is a diminishing sector, there are still large numbers of the Australian work force
who are members of defined benefit funds. The hearings relating to certain issues that
we have put to the committee have had significant outcomes in changing legislation
and changing regulations so that those members have been well served. The particular
expertise of the committee’s chairs and members has meant that, when you are talking
about the issues, you are talking to people who are on top of them. That has been a
very significant factor.
The committee has operated extraordinarily successfully and I believe the prospects
for an effective, just and equitable superannuation industry have been significantly
enhanced by the Senate Select Committee on Superannuation. I believe that the
committee has served very well the regulators, the funds and, most importantly, those
Australian men and women who are so dependent on superannuation for their
retirement.
Chair — Thank you, Diana. Michaela might be getting ready in the wings, having
already been identified as a creature of the committee in an interesting way.
Dr Michaela Anderson — I joined the association in 1994 and started to write
submissions and appear at hearings at that time. However, I do remember Richard
before that. I must have had something to do with the committee in my state super
days; other than that, I just could not forget his personality.
Certainly I remember some of the really big things. For me, family law stands out,
surcharge and a notable stoush with Treasury over methodologies, which I think has
been mentioned here. The committee brought in an adjudicator, and I think we won.
That was about methodologies in research. I think it is extraordinary that a committee
could get to that point where it was so deeply enmeshed into a retirement income
policy that it was able to do that sort of thing. That was extraordinarily valuable. In
fact, ASFA (Association of Superannuation Funds of Australia) valued the committee
as a major forum for public debate on these large issues, and you can see why.
We were always a little hindered by the name of the committee—super—when what
the committee was about, even when you look at those first terms of reference, was
retirement income policy. It was much wider than just my industry, being just the
funds, although that includes the post-retirement type of fund as well. It was larger
than that and the relationship between it and social security, family law and all of
those things were dumped on the committee. It had a very sharp learning curve, as
indeed did the industry at that time.
The word ‘evolution’ has been mentioned here a number of times, and that is the word
that stands out for me in all of this. The superannuation industry was evolving at the
same time as the organisations, even in respect of who the players were. The
organisation that I represented was evolving, and we were redoing even our governing
structure to take into account industry funds. In 1961 we started to represent corporate
funds but, gradually—by the late 1980s—our board became representative of all of
this. Evolution is the big thing, not just of super but of our retirement income policy.
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That meant there were others who had an interest in retirement income policy besides
the superannuation industry.
Looking at the submissions, you can see that employer groups were getting involved,
especially in the SG, with fairly different views to the whole of the superannuation
industry at that time. In the family law area especially, there was an amazing line-up
of witnesses that would not necessarily have come into the superannuation industry’s
mind. This committee was excellent in dealing with the big picture and the many
players.
The committee also had a place with technical arguments—so it ranged from the big
picture down to the technical arguments. As an industry association, we valued this
particularly—if I can be blunt—as a useful way of getting through some of the
implementation problems that we were having with the department or others. We had
a forum where we could talk through some of the more efficient ways of
implementing policy, and that was important for us.
It was different from the way the industry association related with government,
although we did lobby particular ministers. A number of things were different, but one
was that it was so public. From an industry association point of view, it was
interesting that you were able to put on the public agenda things that you had been
dealing with privately. We do regret the committee’s passing. I have to admit that I
had a struggle with some of the paper that we were given, because the role of the
witnesses in providing expert information was a little underplayed. That saddened me
because, from an industry association point of view, we spent an inordinate amount of
time preparing submissions and preparing to be witnesses, not just because of special
interest and special pleading but because with the evolution of a retirement income
policy we were all trying—most of the time—to get a big policy thing working. I
know that my staff spent a lot of time with advisers walking them through bills—
some highly technical bills—not to sway them in any particular way but to make them
understand how the thing worked. That should not be undervalued. Probably my only
regret was that the time allowed for preparation was so short and you were often
begging for time, knowing that you could not get it because of the tight time frame the
committee worked under, particularly in relation to bills. I will leave it at that.
Chair — Thank you, Michaela. Graham, do you want to use this opportunity? We
might put you on notice, your having been a public servant—as well as now a kind of
saintly figure above and beyond the Public Service—and you can see it from both
sides.
Mr Graham McDonald — Like Diana, I would like to thank you and the other
speakers for this opportunity and to say that I have appeared in various official
capacities and personal capacities before both state and federal parliamentary bodies
and exercised functions for those bodies as well. My experience is that it has always
been a pleasure to appear before the committee in the sense that one feels they are at
least being listened to and treated as though they have something to contribute to the
topic. That does contrast to some other experiences, where committee members might
be eating their lunch or reading the papers or obviously reading something different
from the material that is being looked at. That does not exactly enhance confidence.

But that has never been the case with this committee. Senator Watson, you have
chaired during the periods in which I have appeared and that has always been
appreciated. I am sure others would appreciate that too.
Superannuation has had a very large change in a very short period of time from being
considered as a benefice to something that is now compulsory. There is a huge step for
the community to take to comprehend, understand and have confidence in the
universal superannuation system. That has occurred in a very short period of time.
Building on what Diana said about consumers, I would say more broadly that the
committee has played a vital role in public confidence and public education. In my
capacity as banking ombudsman from 1990 to 1994, and in my capacity now as
chairman of the tribunal from 2000, I notice that the public have a much better and
much more accepting attitude to superannuation than they ever did in their approach
to banks over disputes. That might very well be different now, and I make no
comment on how people regard their banks now, but the contrast between the
acceptance of the position in the two different categories is, to my mind, very marked.
In addition, an industry that is flexible and prepared to take on, understand and
implement issues rather than just resist those that might come up through complaints
is also very evident in the acceptance of tribunal decisions—much more readily in the
industry than was the case with banking. Again, that might very well be different with
banking now and I make no comment on that.
I think it is the public confidence and the educational activity of the committee that
has played a vital role in securing the community acceptance of universal
superannuation from a very different concept. I see this concept sometimes when
looking at complaints from some of the older funds more used to dealing with senior
executives’ superannuation than from dealing with the ordinary worker and his or her
superannuation. One can sense an attitudinal difference there. However, I think the
industry as a whole has managed to overcome the difficulties that would otherwise
have been faced in such a big transition over such a short period of time. The
committee, in no small measure, has played a very leading role in educating
parliament, ministers and the public—educating all of us—and I think that is to be
commended.
Chair — Thank you, Graham, that is very valuable. Leo, very briefly?
Mr Leo Bator — Thank you for the invitation to comment today. When I presented to
the committee, I was an assistant commissioner and Deputy Commissioner of
Taxation. The comments that I make today are my comments, not those of the ATO,
because I am no longer with that organisation.
On a point that Mr Childs made earlier, in my dealings from the earliest times—1992
and thereabouts—I had a lot of confidence in the public servants who were presenting
to the committees and doing the work around superannuation. Whilst it was a steep
learning curve, there was an enormous amount of goodwill at that time and many
people were burning the midnight oil to understand the issues. It might have been
bumpy, but a high level of integrity and knowledge was being built and I think the
results are there.
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From my perceptions and memories of coming to the committee and listening to
others presenting and reading the material, it was quite clear that they knew the
subject very well. They were knowledgeable and a significant amount of work was
being put into submissions and presentations being made to the committee. The terms
of references and the issues papers that were presented to people before they prepared
their submissions or came along to the committees were of such a nature that it was
easy to present effectively. There was no rambling on, and you were able to present
effectively and produce good submissions. The committee, in my opinion, was always
particularly respectful and very welcoming to people. For my part, there were also
some fairly good examples in other public servants that I was able to model myself on
in respect of how we presented to the committee and how we understood the workings
and tried to contribute and, I guess, sometimes influence.
Importantly, the committee was able to extract and elicit from people different and
divergent views. I always felt the committee was able to bring those different views
together and make a better outcome than would otherwise have been the case with
either just a public servant’s view of it or a politician’s point of view of it. There was a
great diversity of views, and I think the product out of that shows that it would always
be workable in the end and that you would get a higher level of support than would
otherwise have been the case.
The public servants respected and valued the work of the committee. We prepared a
lot before we came to present to the committees. There was always a clear
acknowledgment of the value of the work the committee was doing to build this
institution of superannuation for Australia. For my point too, the reports that the
committee produced were authoritative documents. I was talking to John earlier and
he said, ‘A lot of the information I guess was available,’ but I often referred back to
some of the earlier reports of the committee as justification or as reinforcement for
some of the things we were doing. Many of the reports and many of the
recommendations in the reports are enduring. A lot have not been implemented yet for
any number of reasons, but they are enduring documents and they will always be there
for people to go back and look at what the thoughts on a particular issue were at that
time. There are examples around the world of people examining and questioning some
of the areas that the committee has already done a fair bit of work on. That is about
the process.
As for the executives of the committees, the secretariats were always helpful in letting
us know at what time we had to present. That was always helpful with tight time
frames, so I appreciate their efforts. Perhaps it can be bottled, replicated and used
elsewhere. I guess superannuation is universally a good thing and it is interesting.
Most of us now probably want to have a dignified retirement where we can selfprovide or at least have some extra comfort that the age pension would not provide.
The topic of superannuation was an engaging one. It would be great if there were
other topics that were so engaging and produced such a breadth of good
recommendations and direction for the country. I think that is about all I have to say.
Chair — Thank you, Leo. That is a challenging observation. This is all sounding a bit
too good.

Mr Graham McDonald — A number of topics still need to be examined. Without the
existence of a committee of this sort, I do not see a forum in which those topics can be
examined.
Chair — There is one in the House of Representatives.
Mr Graham McDonald — I have not seen as much publicity about that. Being in
Melbourne, perhaps one does not hear about everything that is going on, on a
day-to-day basis. Death benefit distribution is a topic that trustees—we are seeing this
in the work of the tribunal—are finding very difficult to deal with. Without
descending too much into the detail, death benefit distribution is more often than not a
discretionary matter for trustees and for which the legislation gives no guidance apart
from deciding which group of people would receive the death benefit; however, how
it is to be distributed and in what proportions between that group is not widely
understood by the members of the public when they make nominations and, indeed,
when they write their wills.
The whole issue of death benefit distribution is something left over from the days of
death duties. It was a scheme developed to avoid the payment of death duties. We no
longer have death duties. A considerable amount of work needs to be done on that
topic if trustees are going to be relieved of the considerable detail and time they have
to spend on making decisions in these individual cases. It certainly strikes me as a
matter that requires work. I am sure that Diana is nodding. As a member of the
tribunal, she sees a large number of these cases and I am sure she would agree with
that view.
There are other issues. One that springs to mind is where Aboriginal people feature in
superannuation, particularly with CDEP payments. As I understand it, they are
considered as income but, more often than not, they do not have a superannuation
component. If it is a universal scheme, perhaps that area needs to be further looked at
in terms of development of the universality and relevance of the scheme.
In my own area of dispute resolution, there is the need for synergy between the
statutory schemes and industry schemes that have sprung up where different tests are
applied. Often one person may have access to different schemes to have their
complaint resolved and there is confusion between members of the public as to which
would give the best result. It also creates difficulties for the industry, with different
schemes having different tests, different outcomes, different mechanisms and different
costings. The industry bears the costs for each of them in various ways—ours through
the levy and others through direct payment in relation to the number of disputes
received. They are only two or three areas that spring to mind.
Chair — Geoff Buckland, I think you indicated that you wanted to comment.
Mr Geoff Buckland — I would make a few comments now. If I were to make them
later, I would be totally irrelevant to what is being said here. Carrying on from what
Graham has said, I am a great advocate for a standing committee on retirement and
preparation for retirement. There are changing dynamics within the community.
Family relationships now are far different from what they were even when I got
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married. There is no longer a commitment to stay with one partner for a long period of
time. People move around and there are children from the various relationships, be
they married or not married. With the debate on same-sex relationships, we had an
internal look at the issue of the family dynamic: for example, there were two women
in a marriage or a relationship, both with children. Some of the children were from the
first marriage of one woman and another child was of an unknown father to the
second woman. As the law stood last year, at the time that report was done, the child
of the two women—that is the one with the unknown father—had no legal standing
whatsoever to anything.
At the end of the day, we have to look more broadly than we do now at how
superannuation is being divvied up, and family comes into it. I cannot argue the
dollars and cents of it because I cannot count—and I was surprised to be on the
committee—but there is a role for all of us to play in bringing out the community’s
needs. I think too that the changing lifestyle we are tending to live now puts different
demands on how we look towards retirement, how we treat retirement and when we
retire. Retirement now comes at different ages. Later in the day, I will be calling for a
standing committee on this. I do not think a committee in the House of
Representatives—because of the dynamics of that place opposed to those of the
Senate—can deliver the outcomes that have been delivered by the Senate committee
and that it can continue to deliver.
Chair — Now that the House of Representatives is just a larger Senate, I suppose we
will have to look for changing interpretations and changing expectations.
Mr Geoff Buckland — At times there are different politics involved with it too.
Chair — Yes. Are there any other comments or responses?
Dr Hazel Bateman — I would like to comment as a witness. Unlike many witnesses,
I am an academic at the University of New South Wales and I research super and
retirement incomes. I was not representing any interest group or lobby group. It was
satisfying as an academic to be able to present my research to a committee, to find
that the committee was interested and then to see this research being written up in its
reports. It is important from a number of points of view. It is important that our
research get into the public debate. Most of our research goes into academic journals
that the general public do not read, so it was very important for our research to get out
there. A number of my colleagues from the University of New South Wales and I did
not participate in every inquiry—we presented our work maybe six or eight times over
the 13 years—but I think it was very important that that work went out there. All the
committee members were very nice to us and asked us many questions, and it made us
feel good that our research was getting out.
All the reports and the submissions are very important research resources in
themselves. Australia has a system that does not exist anywhere else. When I have
researched super, there is not much in the rest of the world to use. I used many of the
submissions and reports as research documents. These exist forever now. All the
views of the public servants, the interest groups and the academics have been written
up in very useful reports. Both John and Nick, over their 13 years with the committee,

have themselves become good resources. I used to run a research conference at the
University of New South Wales. Both John and Nick have been guest speakers
because they are so knowledgeable about superannuation areas.
Another comment on why I think the committee has been so successful:
superannuation covers many areas. It covers economics, finance, social policy and
legal matters. Our government departments specialise in their own areas—tax or
retirement incomes or insurance and superannuation—but the committee brought all
these things together. It got the departments talking to each other. It got the interest
groups talking to the departments. Because of that, we have a much better
superannuation policy than we would have had otherwise. They are my main
comments.
Chair — Thank you, Hazel; we appreciate your comments.
Ms Susan Orchard — I have been involved with the committee since 1998, when I
joined the Institute of Chartered Accountants. The committee has also acted as a
facilitator. Some of the areas we get involved in are audit, tax and accounting. The
biggest case study we have had recently was the implementation of the safety and
super area. While from an audit perspective we got a few paragraphs in the
legislation, we were invited to come and sit at the roundtable that was organised to
look at that legislation and how it would impact on funds and trustees and to take that
knowledge away. In the last six months we worked in conjunction with APRA on
developing the audit requirements for the audit report. To know what the regulators
were looking to get, what the intentions of legislators were and what could be
achieved in conjunction with auditing standards meant we were able to work together
effectively to get an outcome also at that end. While we had a very limited interest in
some of what was going on, bringing us to the table and enabling us to work with the
different groups helped to facilitate that process and gave us the strong environment in
which we are working now.
Chair — John, is it an unusual role for a Senate committee to be a broker in that way,
bringing various components of an industry together so that they can participate in the
legislative process?
Senator John Watson — Possibly it is, but it was a very useful mechanism leading to
a final outcome. It was fair and democratic. Generally, the committee drew on people
who were experts in particular fields. One of the big difficulties was that often the
expertise was segmented a little and all the other disciplines that would impact the
final outcome, as one witness said earlier, needed to be brought into play.
Chair — Ross, do you want to comment on APRA?
Mr Ross Jones — Never having appeared before the committee, it is a bit hard to
make a comment. My understanding is that, from a regulatory perspective, it has been
particularly useful to get an understanding of some of the political agenda. I have not
seen any of the witnesses, but certainly APRA, in framing some the approaches that it
has been taking in the past couple of years, has welcomed the opportunity to see
where the committee wanted to go.
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Chair — The committee has gone.
Mr Ross Jones — Exactly.
Chair — Is that a defect or a problem for APRA that the committee is not in
existence?
Mr Ross Jones — I suppose it is one mechanism for APRA to seek information.
However, APRA does not make policy; it implements policy. It is not an issue in that
sense.
Chair — Ramani, do you want to comment?
Mr Ramani Venkatramani — I have had the privilege of appearing before the
committee on a number of occasions, both in my time at ISC (Insurance and
Superannuation Commission)—which was APRA’s predecessor—and during APRA’s
time. The opportunities to appear before the committee have always been fraught, if I
may use the word advisedly, with the opportunity to explain the APRA perspective. As
the prudential regulator, we often work with a number of institutions with varying
difficulties and, because of strict secrecy obligations, many never see the light of day
when resolved—it is basically between the trustee, the bank or the institution and
ourselves. It does provide us with the ability, without revealing the identity of the
institutions themselves, to respond to questions or to make general submissions and to
be alert to certain emerging risks and issues.
I think that has been a great opportunity to alert the industry. For example, on one
occasion Senator Watson expressed a strong view as to why APRA was not moving
against recalcitrant trustees, auditors or other sorts of professionals. That kind of
encouragement coming from a bipartisan forum such as this, where the views of most
participants in the industry were expressed, is very useful. It sends a very strong
message to the industry at large that the regulator is interested in doing its job. A
powerful forum such as this committee is strongly in support of such activity. To that
extent, we have appreciated it. We will continue to seek sources such as that to make
our views known.
Chair — Thank you, Ramani.
Mr Ross Jones — John, I would point out that we still have the benefit of Senator
Watson and Senator Sherry at Senate estimates processes.
Chair — Are there any other comments at this stage about the interaction between the
committee and witnesses?
Dr Diana Olsberg — I think it is been extraordinarily valuable to have those reports
available as almost a visible means of presenting the range of different positions in the
one recorded place so that, when politicians or departmental people are considering
the development or implementation of policy, those views are transparent and are
representative of the different ways that these issues are being considered by various

bodies in society brought together in the one place. I think it is incredibly valuable;
otherwise, people perhaps talk to a politician, three days pass, they then talk to
someone else and they will have forgotten what was said—I am sure that is only
sometimes the case—but at least it is a record whereby you can go and see the
conjunction of a whole range of different positions.
Chair — Thank you, Diana. You are on the public record. Before we break, I will call
on Brenton Holmes. Brenton has the responsibility of supervising the Senate
committees as a system. As somebody who has to supervise those who have to
manage the process down below, there may be a range of issues that he can see that
we cannot see. Brenton, you may wish to use some of the time before we break.
Mr Brenton Holmes — Thank you. I will mention some things I consider significant,
simply plucking out from the things that people have already said. I frequently give
seminars on the role and structure of Senate committees. I always refer back to the
report that Odgers wrote that got the whole committee system going. His words were
about inquiry, counsel and throwing light into dark corners. It struck me all of a
sudden from the discussion that has been on here that this particular select committee
did that very well. It did inquire, it gave good counsel and it threw light in many dark
corners.
John suggested perhaps reflecting on some of the institutional implications of the
experience of the select committee. As someone who cares pretty passionately about
Senate committees being effective and able to do good work in the big public interest
sense, the things that have come out of this for me are the capacity of a well-run
committee to engage multiple interest groups to act at times as a broker. At a time
when we are being told more and more that whole-of-government responses are
required to fix all the really serious issues that confront us—and, let us face it,
retirement income policies is one of those—the select committee appears to have been
an example par excellence of that capacity to deliver a whole-of-government
perspective and not just simply to take evidence and write their own thoughts. Sue
made mention of this capacity, ‘Okay, tell us your problems but also give us some
solutions and let us work through them.’ It provides an arena very rarely available to
the different interested parties, from the consumers right through to Treasury officials
and everyone in between, to have that kind of operation.
Linked somewhat to that is the non-partisan way in which the committees operated,
which I have heard everyone commend, and the importance of the respect and
responsiveness that witnesses in particular felt about the way they were dealt with. I
am sure that had a big impact on the effectiveness of the committees. I have had the
experience of working on some extremely partisan committees, from the ‘kids
overboard’ and the free trade agreement to many others, and it would have been a
blessing to work on committees where there was a substantial amount of togetherness
amongst members.
That is not to say that politics is not properly and rightly part of the whole committee
process. However, it made me consider that we do not know what the future holds for
the Senate and its committees but, to the extent that perhaps there is a new kind of
space created for committees to do more good work in that big broader public policy
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sense as opposed to—although I would not want to eliminate this entirely—an
excessive number of inquiries that are highly politically charged and contentious
which provide opportunities for a bit more politicking and then basically come to
nothing at the end, this kind of committee seems to have been a very good model.
I have a couple of other quick things. Witnesses emphasised the importance of
expertise. That does remind us of the importance and value of having people in the
secretariat who are expert, or able to become expert quickly, and of the joy of having
members of committees who themselves are expert. You have talked about using
Senator Watson and Senator Sherry as speakers for research conferences and so on.
That sort of accumulated wisdom and knowledge cannot be gainsaid. There is the
issue of bringing a whole lot of information onto the public record. That is of
inestimable value not only for researchers but also for Joe Public generally. I am sure
it is of such value to public servants and the like who are trying to make good
policy—if you ain’t got the information, you’re not going to make good policy. So the
extraordinarily valuable work of the committee in that capacity is a highlight.
To the extent that Senate committees can listen to these messages about expertise,
respect and responsiveness, about their capacity to broker and to work somehow
almost beyond their remit a little in enabling parties to talk together is something I
will certainly try to encourage and to convey to my colleagues. At the end of the day,
it is up to the members themselves—the senators on these committees—to largely
determine whether a committee functions in the way that the superannuation
committee functioned or whether it functions as a very different kind of beast. I would
advocate the superannuation committee role for a significant amount of the work that
Senate committees might do in the future.
Chair — Thank you, Brenton. That concludes the morning session. We will
reconvene here shortly after half past one.
Proceedings suspended from 12.39 pm to 1.43 pm
Chair — Normally an event like the one we have had this morning, which is a
‘celebration of the life of’, takes place after somebody has died and you are averting
gaze and consideration from your loss of a departed loved one and trying to identify
all the good things that have happened. In a way, we have been doing that this
morning, because the committee does not exist any more and there may be no good
reason for it to exist. However, public concern about super certainly still exists and the
Senate’s capacity for committees still exists. The issue in the next 30 or 40 minutes is
to try to work out what interest we have in unresolved issues of super that can be
related to parliament, particularly to the Senate. We know that the House of
Representatives has a committee that is continuing with untested new areas in relation
to super—and that is a good thing—but there are probably lots of areas, as we have
identified this morning, that are on the agenda and not yet under public scrutiny. We
have to bear in mind that the Senate particularly is a small and frail thing with limited
capacity to take on more and more work, and we have to balance our respect for it
with our demands for it to take on things that we want it to do when we know it is
already busy doing lots of other good things.

John, could we begin by turning to you to clarify why it is that the committee is no
longer in existence. You are the longest serving chair. You are the most recent chair.
You are a passionate advocate of superannuation. You are a passionate advocate of the
Senate, but the thing we have been talking about this morning is not in existence. In
90 seconds or less, can you clarify why it now is not in existence?
Senator John Watson — The major political parties decided that there are other
issues they wanted the scarce resources of the Senate to examine. All the big issues,
they felt, had been dealt with and that was it. Perhaps we might hear from Sharon as
to how she feels the House of Representatives may take over some of these things. I
put a submission in, Sharon, to your committee, which I hope was useful.
Ms Sharon Bryant — I am the inquiry secretary to the new superannuation inquiry
‘Improving superannuation for those aged under 40’. It is new ground. There is not a
lot of hard data on that area. It is a very important and significant area. The House
economics committee is looking into it, although is does not have a history of having
done so. It will be interesting to see what will happen beyond this inquiry and whether
anything leapfrogs off that. I have heard the suggestion that we could have a dedicated
superannuation committee—and, as I missed the first part of today, I do not know
whether that was discussed this morning. That is something that has been raised.
Senator John Watson — Would that be a joint committee or just a House of
Representatives one?
Ms Sharon Bryant — It would be a House committee. There has been nothing
official; it is just something that has been mentioned. From my perspective, I have not
been involved with the Senate’s process, but it has certainly been a longstanding one
and in that sense it would be a shame if the forum were lost. The problem with the
economics committee being the main proponent for the future is that it has other
ongoing matters—like the Reserve Bank hearing, which we will have this Friday in
Melbourne. Other economic type issues that may come forward could pose a problem
in terms of its capacity to deal with superannuation per se.
Dr Diana Olsberg — The inquiry into superannuation for those under 40 has been set
up as a particular issue for the House economics committee. I am interested in
whether the House economics committee might see superannuation as an ongoing
issue.
Ms Sharon Bryant — The committee was looking into superannuation generally.
The reference, when it came, was for people under 40 and that was not necessarily
what the committee was expecting. There is the possibility of a more general
reference. Certainly the members are very interested in the issue, but I suppose it
would depend on what issues they felt were of particular relevance.
Dr Michaela Anderson — Perhaps I could make a comment. I get quite worried
when we start using the word ‘superannuation’ because, although this committee we
are all mourning today was called a superannuation committee, it actually was much
wider. Superannuation for those who are under 40 is very specific and looks at that
second pillar. If you are looking for something that will work now, you cannot be
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constrained by that. You have to look at something—we were talking about it at
lunch—that is associated with the integration of the second and first pillars: the social
security pension and superannuation and tax and all those things at the end. Most
people have a reasonable lump sum coming to them over the next few years; the
amount will be greater than the one where you would say, ‘Look, buy a fridge and
then retire.’ You need to look at how people deal with the payment phase as well as
the savings phase now, and you have to give yourself room to move there. That brings
in things of a wider nature.
Mr Wayne Hooper — Sharon, how was this topic chosen from those that exist in
relation to retirement incomes?
Ms Sharon Bryant — I do not know.
Senator John Watson — It was a direct reference to the committee from the minister.
Ms Sharon Bryant — Yes.
Mr Richard Gilbert — Not only we but also ASFA, I think, went to prebriefings of
the committee and I think that was very constructive. We put up charts showing that
the retirement savings gap was biggest for those under 40, particularly females. You
would have seen the same thing, Michaela. That might have become one of the
options. But we did not advocate any one option; we just gave them information.
Dr Michaela Anderson — I am not saying that this is not a good thing to look at. I
am just saying that, if you were looking at having a permanent body, it would have to
have a wider remit.
Chair — Michaela, you were helpful this morning in drawing attention to the fact that
a committee is only as good as the evidence before it. The committee is not in
existence now, but the evidence and the people in command of it and able to appear
before such a committee are. As somebody who is close to both the evidence and the
industry, can you tell us whether you have any expectations of either the Senate or the
parliament in relation to retirement income and institutional issues?
Dr Michaela Anderson — I am not quite sure that I understand what you are asking.
Chair — This is not so much about policy solutions but about institutional capacity—
that the parliament might have to help clarify by taking the issue forward and acting
as the public educator, as referred to by Graham.
Dr Michaela Anderson — We almost breathed a sigh of relief when we received the
call from the economics committee to talk about what we might want to do. That was
the first indication that there was still someone there who was willing to listen.
Probably for better rather than for worse, the Australian retirement income policy is
evolving and will continue to do so. It is as simple as that.

Mr Richard Gilbert — John, I think it would be fair to say that the industry right
now is in a lull. Getting super choice, financial services reform (FSR) and a whole lot
of other things is renewing our strength. We are not putting out a headline saying that
we want a lot more change, but we are thinking about the next run.
Dr Michaela Anderson — It is probably in that payment phase, which we have done
work on before. Looking at the evolution, I think it was Susan who said that the first
five years were spent looking at—
Ms Susan Orchard — In the first five years of the committee, we were looking at
making sure that we had savings with the introduction of SG and the bringing through
of savings ideals. The next few years were focused on making sure that money was
safe. As it accumulated, we realised that people were starting to see this as a potential
area to dip into and we asked ourselves how that could be made safe. Now that we
have made it safe or safer, the next phase will be people wanting to rely on it in
retirement and they will need to take it out.
We have an ageing population and are starting to get to the baby-boom bubble. At the
moment we have a system that focuses on savings for individuals and a system that
focuses on the retirement income needs of families, and individuals are trying to slot
into families. The next phase of interaction will evolve and develop over the next five
or six years. That will be to change our systems to make sure that the savings we have
accumulated interact well with the safety net systems and that it is easily understood
by consumers and the public—that they will be able to see where their retirement is
and why their savings have benefited them.
If we lose sight of the fact that it is people’s savings and they expect to get a benefit
from it, there will be a continued attitude towards lump sums, which will undermine
the purpose of requiring the savings in the first place. We are now at the next
transition where the community is starting to think about how these two systems
interact, because they are starting to reach milestones. Perhaps we need our legislators
to help us move those systems down the same track. That was the next phase we saw
the committee moving into and that was where we were heading. I certainly advocate
seeing that process continue and the groups that have been involved continuing to
expand to include those that understand the family and community services issues.
Chair — Geoff, in the last session you foreshadowed that you wanted to make a
comment. Is this the right time to invite you to do so?
Mr Geoff Buckland — It is only a repeat of what I said before. Any committee,
whatever it does—and I agree with what Michaela said: you just cannot look at the
superannuation; I think that is a dunce’s way of doing it—it is about the whole
preparing for and the event of retirement. I think any committee should be looking
more broadly at what leads up to retirement and how people prepare for it. Someone
mentioned this morning the education part of it. We talked about education in the
committee a number of times, but we never got down to producing anything that
provides education for young people going into their last couple of years of school—
to prepare them for what superannuation means in the work force. You are getting this
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money set aside. You do not want it when you are 25. You do not think you will ever
need it. When you are 25, you do not think you will ever get old.
I am just not sure how the committee can be set up. I would need to take advice on
that. I cannot see how you could operate with so much money going around in a pot
when there is no tier of parliament that can supervise what is going on. You only have
to look at the record of the superannuation committee to see how it got regulations in,
how it controlled what was going on, and how it looked after the interests of
individuals. If you do not have a committee of some nature in the parliament itself,
what will happen with that? It will get changed with time. The meaning of legislation
as it stands now and the regulations for that legislation will change over time.
Individuals will change; government thinking will change, community thinking will
change. I can see that we will get ourselves into a hole unless something regulates
that. The committee structure is the way to do it.
Chair — You are making a call for an oversight committee of some sort.
Mr Geoff Buckland — Yes.
Chair — Do the regulators share that interest in an oversight function being
performed by parliament?
Mr Ross Jones — The regulators, of course, are accountable to parliament. I think
one of the interesting elements about that is that, from a regulatory perspective, where
you see holes in legislation, having some ability to interact with a committee
sometimes gives you the opportunity to fast track areas where you may have some
issues rather than going through standard processes of dealing with your bureaucrats
through Treasury and so on. If you have a second avenue via a committee that has
particular expertise and dedication, clearly I think that is in the interests of the
regulator.
Chair — That is very succinctly put. Sue?
Ms Sue West — My remarks follow on a little from Susan’s. It seems to me that, over
the last 10 to 15 years, we have managed to get the community to appreciate they
have to save for their retirement. We now have them saving. We have big savings of
$700 million a year. We are now about to hit the baby-boom bubble, but we are giving
it back to them. I have been out of this area for a couple of years, so I am happy to be
told I am wrong, but I do not know how well we have put protection mechanisms for
them in place once they get their lump sum or how well people will comprehend the
difference between commission advice and fee-for-service advice of their financial
planners and which one is better for them.
In fact, as they get older and move into the last five years of their life—some people
love playing around and getting their money—we see a higher incidence of dementia.
I have a real concern about how we protect the frail-aged from themselves if they
have dementia or from their avaricious children or family members who want to rip
off grandma and grandpa—the whole bit—and plead cases. Before I retired, there was
one family where we had to get the public protector to hold the purse strings. They are

not adequately resourced at a state level. The legislation might require amending to
cope with the change in their role where they will have to become responsible for a
much greater number of older people with dementia and with squabbling, fighting
families.
There is a whole stack of us here who are of the baby-boomer generation. In 30 years
time when we hit 80 who will be able to save us from ourselves? I have taken it as a
pension so I am all right. But that whole issue is a time bomb potentially ticking down
and I think we need to do for that what we did previously to ensure there is security
and safety of investment and that people have protections and rights—avenues of
complaint and complaint resolution and the whole thing.
Dr Diana Olsberg — I think you are absolutely right, Sue. The constitution of this
committee, as we were saying this morning, allowed a coming together of the
Treasury, Social Security and all of those sorts of areas. Many of these issues will
require that sort of collaborative effort. We are talking about reverse mortgages,
asking older people to access the equity in their homes. We will need tax incentives to
do those sorts of things. So there will be a whole range of legislative procedures that
will require the sorts of interdepartmental collaboration that this committee has been
able to achieve. I do not know how we can formally do this other than by
recommending perhaps that we have a standing committee that looks not just at
superannuation but also, as Michaela was saying, at the issues of retirement income
for an ageing population or some nomenclature of that broader context.
Mr Ramani Venkatramani — This is not so much an APRA issue. As a student of
superannuation, I have been particularly concerned with the growth in self-managed
super funds where the concept is that every trustee is a member and every member is
a trustee. If some of these trustees are getting on in age—let us say they are crossing
80, 85 and 90—the law still expects them to be responsible for the management and
compliance of their superannuation obligations, including a lot of tax.
I have a concern that this issue is a waiting time-bomb. Just as people have the right to
manage their own super funds, they need to be warned that there is a time in your life
when you are not able to manage anything, including your super fund, and you need
to get out of that. Can you imagine an 80-year-old with a spouse with Parkinson’s or
dementia or whatever it be being chased by the regulator for non-compliance or tax?
That is not their primary purpose in life. Effectively that should be a process to wean
them away from continuing that responsibility, because there is no realistic way that
responsibility could be fulfilled. If this is not addressed as a proactive issue, we are
really focusing on a prospect where there will be hundreds or perhaps thousands of
such people who are not able to manage and realistically there is no way you can do
anything about it. There is a lot of tax riding on it. There are many obligations riding
on it, in addition to the points Sue makes that there could be avaricious children or
other people circling over the money.
Chair — Yes, looming hazards, looming problems. Sue, would you like to comment?
Ms Sue Morton — I would make some observations. You asked about institutional
change that might be involved. I have worked in both the House of Representatives
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and the Senate and can make observations about the relative effectiveness of
committees on both sides. I am a little concerned that the House of Representatives
committee currently looking at this superannuation issue is able to pick up only one
small reference. I am also mindful that, when I was in the House of Representatives,
committees never looked at bills. I understand that is slowly changing and I think
some committees do that now. Obviously you will get better policy outcomes if the
proposed legislation can be vetted in the lower house before coming to the Senate for
another look. It can also be vetted through the Senate committee system there. I do not
know whether the intention is to refer bills to your superannuation committee.
There are limits on the ability of Senate committees to scrutinise legislation. For
example, without the superannuation committee, bills have to go to the standing
committee related to the relevant portfolio. I guess we are talking about the economics
committee and, where there are tax issues, the corporations and securities committee
or whatever. However, if bills and references go to those committees in isolation, no
one committee will look at the whole context. So a bill will come out and be looked at
in isolation and not in the context in which it is about to be considered. I think that is
of real concern. The number of issues that people have raised today—obviously
60000 additional superannuation issues need to be looked at—suggests that there may
be a need for even an advisory group or body to provide technical oversight and
perhaps then advise the individual committees that have to do the formal work of
looking at legislation or references. The limitations on these other committees and on
Senate committees—on which there will be a government majority from now on—
mean it is likely that that will not happen.
Chair — John, do you have a response to that? That sounds like a sensible
expectation of parliament—that it have some central facility to act as a clearing house.
Senator John Watson — One of the strengths of the old superannuation committee
was that it looked at everything that was relative to superannuation. It commissioned
reports and interacted closely with Treasury and others. I think Sue makes a very good
point.
The problem with a House committee is time. There is an awful lot of detail in
superannuation that requires a lot of parliamentary time. You can rely on staff, but you
have to have a political feel for some of these things. As Sue said, there will be a
fragmentation because they will go to different committees and, for good measure,
will be thrown at a committee or two of the Senate. You will be looking at particular
issues and not getting a comprehensive view of them. Further, the committees may be
dominated by the big egos of one or two members, particularly in the House of
Representatives where people have to make a name for themselves and quite often
have to do so fairly quickly. This will be one of the challenges. Perhaps there will be a
fundamental shift in parliament’s approach to superannuation because of the
difference in philosophy due to personal egos and time constraints and in having to
deal with a constituency and a plethora of other sorts of issues, as must be dealt with
by economics type committees. This will be one of the real tests. The leadership group
could well say, ‘Yes, committees are looking at this; we’ve covered it.’ Sue, you make
an excellent point.

Ms Sue West — When I was a member of the community affairs committee, a piece
of legislation concerning aged care came from the lower house. Someone in their
wisdom wanted it referred to the community affairs committee. It came to us and I
kept saying, ‘It’s not ours; it should go to the super committee.’ Eventually it was
flicked to the super committee but, with all due respect to my colleagues on that
committee, this jug and water set would have been better able to comprehend the
detail and come up with the necessary decisions in such a short space of time than the
community affairs committee. They could have got up to speed, but the super
committee was already up to speed. It knew the issue and was able to do what was
necessary within the short time that was allotted. It had the knowledge necessary for
inputting. If you are going to start splitting up parts of the issue—because there are
different elements to it—and sending those parts off to different committees, you will
have to try to get across all committees a level of knowledge that may not be possible.
Mr Richard Gilbert — Didn’t the Selection of Bills Committee come into it?
Ms Sue West — It was the Selection of Bills Committee that flicked this to
community affairs.
Mr Richard Gilbert — I thought they performed that sort of task better than that. I
stand corrected.
Mr Bruce Childs — I wonder what we are trying to achieve here. With what was
coming forward, I thought we were building a log of claims of things that should be
done. From my union background, I am experienced in building logs of claims. I think
that is an excellent thing to do and I have heard some excellent suggestions. However,
governments do not tend to act until legislation has unintended consequences—say,
with the ‘choice’ legislation or something like that. Suddenly there is a panic and they
need a committee to find out what is going on, to bury it or to do whatever else is
necessary.
I think it is absolutely proper to get a log of claims of things that we could all agree in
the spirit of the superannuation committee tradition, but we then have to be ready for
the catalyst, which will be an unintended consequence of the government. They then
might look at a Senate committee, which is the only body that will deal with it
effectively. A House of Representatives committee is based on ‘short-termism’. That
is the nature of the House. Thinking of previous debates and discussion about whether
legislation should be looked at by the Senate or the House first, the issue is
complicated and things will not change quickly, especially with a government that
now has a majority in Senate. The government might be persuaded at some point in
the future that it should go back to a Senate committee but the catalyst will be
something that is not contemplated at the moment. Hopefully, from the opposition’s
point of view, something will occur to make them look at it again.
Chair — That is realistic advice. Thank you, Bruce. John Carter, do you have
observations about the institutional process that you want to bring forward?
Mr John Carter — I have a couple of observations about things generally, which I
should have put in perhaps at an earlier time. Taking up the last point of former
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Senator Childs, it seems to me that the success of what we are celebrating here today
has much to do with the fact that you had some highly committed people leading the
committee through a good number of years. I think there is a lesser chance of finding
that kind of thing in the House of Representatives than in the Senate, given the
electoral cycle, and that for much of the time the minds of its members are necessarily
preoccupied with constituency matters.
In addition, it must be borne in mind that the committee—it is another of its great
successes—was dealing with a technical and esoteric matter that the people of
Australia, even though it affects every one of them, do not think about most of the
time. I was only dimly aware of superannuation until I reached the recent years of my
life. It does not really impinge upon the consciousness of people when they are
younger. Also, it does not lend itself to any kind of populist grandstanding. People do
not ring up the John Laws show with their latest ideas on superannuation; it seems to
be left to experts. It does not lend itself very much to partisan political divides; it is
too hard. Another great advantage this committee had in dealing with this matter was
the ability to get on with the job, knowing that it would not be sniped at from all sides.
It comprised like-minded people meeting together to talk about things they knew
enormous amounts about.
One of the interesting comments made earlier by Michaela was about the direction of
the superannuation industry at the time being rather uncertain. It did not know quite
where it was going. The timeliness of the inquiry gave it a great deal of force and led
to great things because everyone suddenly realised that this was terribly important:
‘We don’t know anything about it. Let’s have a committee.’ The rest of us sat back
and watched them do their job without too much interference. That amazing
conjunction of circumstances is very often hard to find in parliamentary committee
inquiries. In fact, I do not know of any other example—possibly agriculture and
veterinary chemicals in the rural and regional affairs committee many years ago,
where they were dealing with a policy vacuum. Agriculture and veterinary chemicals
will not put people on to the talkback radio or on to the front page of the newspapers,
and you are not going to have caucus debates about it. That is the sort of thing that the
Senate committee is ideally placed to do.
If there is going to be some kind of institutional thing, it would have to involve people
who were very much committed to it. It requires people of long experience and
special dedication to this particular task. I think it is very much a matter of chance. In
a few years, will there be anyone left in the Senate who has a great burning
commitment towards superannuation? Possibly there will, but I think we are to some
extent in the lap of the gods with that one.
Chair — Thank you, John. You will remember that Senator Sherry emphasised the
role of Paul Keating in the process. Of course, Paul Keating was never a senator but
he was instrumental in shepherding something to the Senate.
Mr John Carter — Indeed. That was the genesis of the whole thing.
Ms Sue West — That was probably the only time he was polite about the Senate.

Dr Michaela Anderson — Perhaps I can make a comment about the sexiness of
superannuation. I was invited recently onto the Kerri-Anne Kennerley show to talk
about superannuation. I thought, ‘Once we get there, it means we’ve made it.’ Leaving
that aside, I think that one of the things that the committee was part of was this huge
growth in interest in superannuation. I do not think it is top of mind for everybody, but
I do not think it is where it was when this committee started. I think the popular myth
that nobody really cares is changing a bit now. The Kerri-Anne Kennerley show had
people providing advice to people who emailed or telephoned. I have a copy of the 90
emails that appeared in the time that that show was going on. They are not the usual
suspects that I would have thought would have been there. The people who watch that
show are predominantly women, and they are often women who are out of the work
force. But the interest with which they were looking at retirement income in its widest
sense was quite refreshing in lots of ways. The lack of education in the finance area
was also very worrying. If we started the committee again now, I think we would find
that the general public has moved on.
Chair — Thank you, Michaela. John, you have used the phrase ‘policy void’. This
gathering is also part of a void. We have been established, I gather, by the Department
of the Senate. We are really responsible and accountable to nobody. We are here
through their generosity and gift and it is a wonderful initiative to the extent that we
can report back to anybody. If you have Kerri-Anne’s telephone number, perhaps we
can speak directly to her but I am not sure, procedurally, whether we have any
particular authority to speak to anybody.
Mr Wayne Hooper — This meeting today was arranged by the Department of the
Senate and not by the Senate itself, so it has no Senate imprimatur behind it. At the
end of these proceedings, if people here wish to pass resolutions and send them on
anywhere they like, that is fine. However, that will not be part of the department’s
activity, which was to bring you together to reflect on the work of the previous
committee.
Chair — To put a positive spin on that, there is no barrier to the communications we
can send.
Mr Wayne Hooper — But they will not be sent on behalf of the department.
Chair — Impartial and anonymous public servants will not be part of it.
Mr Wayne Hooper — I have some general comments to make about what I have
heard today. There seems to be an emerging demand for some sort of body with
expertise, trust, transparency and continuity for the purposes of coordinating and
monitoring what we might call the retirement ageing superannuation business. The
devil’s advocate sort of question I want to put is this: why can’t that function be done
by an industry association or a commission set up by the government? Is there
anything about parliamentary committees that means they can do it better than either
an industry association—a big conglomerate that monitors and looks at these things—
or some sort of commission set up at arm’s length by the government to monitor
business in that area? I put that question to you. Are we just falling into the trap that it
was a Senate committee that did this and, therefore, let us simply repeat the past, or is
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there a peculiarity about parliamentary committees that warrants us thinking about
one being a future coordinating body?
Chair — Thank you, Wayne. Trying to respond to Wayne’s question might help to
wind down our proceedings—or, depending on answers, wind them up perhaps.
Hazel, do you have a response?
Dr Hazel Bateman — I have a comment. Superannuation is very difficult and we are
still learning. I have been dealing with it for 15 years and I am still learning. One of
the committee’s benefits was that it built up a base of knowledge, but there is much
unfinished business. If we go to a different structure, an entirely different group of
people will have to begin again to build up all this knowledge. A number of things that
we have just mentioned are for the future. It was alleged that we had not thought
enough about the decumulation stage. I remember talking about that in 1991 when I
first gave evidence to the committee. I mentioned that we needed to think about
lifetime benefits. There is a complete public record of issues that we think will come
up, and we have already talked about them. If we are to have a completely new body
looking at these issues, all this history goes. With a new committee, we will have to
present everything again. That is a concern I have.
Chair — The reinventing of the wheel, yes.
Dr Hazel Bateman — Last week I spoke to people who had been observing House of
Reps hearings in Sydney. They spoke about certain things and I said, ‘A Senate
committee reported on those 10 years ago.’ People coming to them now do not realise
that there is a whole history of these issues having been examined previously.
Chair — That is probably the case in most areas. Bruce, you have had long
experience of Senate committees. With Defence, for example, there must be revisits of
issues that have been examined repeatedly—two, three or four times—at previous
committee hearings.
Mr Bruce Childs — Politics is also about not wanting a corporate memory of
mistakes that you have made.
Ms Sue West — Defence justice.
Dr Hazel Bateman — There was a benefit with this committee in that the people on
it had a long corporate memory of matters that had been discussed many years ago.
Chair — Thank you, Hazel. Are there any responses to Wayne’s question?
Dr Diana Olsberg — We have a mandated system that is strongly controlled by
legislative and regulatory controls. Because of the special nature of this mandated
system, I do not think the industry can be responsible totally for the sort of feedback
we are talking about.

Mr Brenton Holmes — A variation on the idea that war is too important to be left to
the generals.
Mr Richard Gilbert — You do not leave the fox in charge of the chook yard, as
APRA would probably say.
Ms Sue West — Yes.
Chair — Are there any other responses to Wayne’s challenging invitation to identify
the virtues within this building?
Dr Michaela Anderson — However, the committee itself must have another thing
going for it. People appearing before it must have confidence that it will make a
difference in some way and be more than just a good public record. I think towards
the end committee members felt that the committee was being dismissed—‘Oh,
there’s that committee again’—by their parliamentary colleagues. They would not
want to go onto another committee that would not be valued by their peers and we
would have to guard against that. It must have some clout.
Chair — Are you suggesting that it was getting a little tired, or was it a matter of
window-dressing?
Dr Michaela Anderson — No. I think the outside impression was that towards the
end it was not being as listened to as much as it had been in its earlier years and
perhaps there was a sense of it being resented. We have no Treasury people here
today.
Senator John Watson — On the other hand, Planning for retirement was used very
heavily by the Productivity Commission, which was acknowledged in its report. It
provided the initial basis on which it built its program.
Dr Michaela Anderson — I am talking only about some of the things that were
heard. If you were to continue, you would have to make sure you had something that
had strong support from a number of areas and not just from the people sitting here.
Chair — The Kerri-Anne factor.
Mr Geoff Buckland — I do not think it was a case of the committee tiring. Pressure
came from the major parties to shut the thing down and get it out of the way.
Dr Michaela Anderson — That is what I am talking about.
Mr Geoff Buckland — That is what really killed it off. That is why a standing
committee would have far more credibility. Knowing that I would attend this meeting,
people I mix with and talk to—particularly young people—as late as last week gave
me their views on superannuation. Wayne has asked whether the industry can do it
itself. The view of people who are putting their money in the pie is that it cannot and
it needs something such as government or parliament controlling it.
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Dr Michaela Anderson — I do not want to leave the impression that I thought the
committee was getting tired.
Mr Geoff Buckland — No, I did not take it that way.
Dr Michaela Anderson — Really, I am saying that there were pressures around it and
it was not being appreciated. That is a problem. Whatever was established would have
to be something that people were not trying to close down.
Mr Geoff Buckland — Yes.
Ms Jill Adams — Would a joint committee be seen differently? In being listened to,
is it likely to have a different success rate? Does anybody have a view? A joint
committee is a difficult entity.
Chair — There are plenty of them.
Senator John Watson — We have a joint committee on corporations. One of the
difficulties with that committee is that essentially it is run by its members who are
senators—again, because its members from the House of Representatives do not have
sufficient time to attend to the detail that is required to understand changes to
Corporations Law. To get four people from the House of Representatives to provide
the time necessary to visit to the various capital cities, particularly down the eastern
seaboard, is very difficult. Their environment is one of always looking towards
re-election and of building up their personal profile, for which superannuation is not
the proper vehicle. I think Michaela has hit the nail on the head. Increasingly, at times,
the committee was seen as a stumbling block and perhaps it was not always put in the
best light by the powers that be.
Chair — Thank you, John, for that Delphic comment. I am conscious that Diana has
obligations to get away and others of you have been here for a long time. I am in your
hands as to whether you want to do something formally. I have people to thank but, if
you want to bring forward matters of substance relating to either the Senate committee
or superannuation for us to resolve and send on to a higher authority, I am happy to do
that.
Senator John Watson — You should probably first close the forum.
Chair — John, you have been here from the beginning of the day. Do you have a last
comment on the day’s substance?
Senator John Watson — I would thank everybody for coming and also for
resurrecting some of the committee’s history. It was interesting to hear that some
people regarded aspects of our work, which generally have gone into the dark recesses
of the mind, as important. There is no doubt that our work was important. It had a big
impact on certain people, organisations and operations. In addition, it was very
challenging. Certainly, superannuation has been the highlight of my parliamentary
career and of my life. I thank everybody for the part they played in making possible

our contribution to providing Australia with a stand-out retirement incomes
framework, which is second to none around the world. Those who have done any
travelling and looked at other systems around the world would know that our system
is quite remarkable. There have been riots in Paris and problems in Scandinavia where
benefits have been downgraded and the age at which people become entitled has been
raised.
There is no doubt that the demographics of Australia will require us to revisit many of
our older workers and bring them back into the system. Because of smaller families
and there not being big migration, there will be a shortage of skills in the work force.
Increasingly we will have to rely on young people and on others returning to the work
force. Married women have filled the gap temporarily, but the problem is growing.
Dr Diana Olsberg — The only government agency with which I have managed to
have dealings is the Office of Older Persons, which is situated in the Department of
Health and Ageing, which has a very narrow perspective. Is it possible for us to
suggest that there be a joint committee—I do not know what the institutional
structures would be—to address the needs of Australia’s ageing population? It seems
as though we need a committee like this one that can bring together people from all
different departments. A concern that John Carter mentioned was that perhaps we will
not find the necessary people. As an academic working in the area of ageing, I must
tell you that the challenges we will face with Australia’s ageing population will rivet
people’s attention. We will have no difficulty in finding people to pay attention to this
issue.
Chair — John, as a self-confessed ageing person now, is paying very close attention.
Dr Diana Olsberg — I would like us not to leave today without having some feeling
of moving forward on some sort of advisory body or joint or standing committee. I am
not aware of what the ramifications would be, but I would not like to walk away from
today without feeling there will be some form of institutional collaborative structure
across departments and political parties to address the challenges of the ageing
population.
Chair — Thank you, Diana. My advice from John and Wayne is to close the meeting
now to allow discussion to take place among those who have an interest in this. I am
happy to participate in that discussion as well. I will end where I began—by thanking
you for taking so much time out to participate in what is a historic occasion: an
opportunity, funded by the Department of the Senate, for us to give a frank and
fearless account of the strengths and weaknesses of a Senate committee process that
has now finished. We thank the Department of the Senate for its inspiration. In
addition, we thank Wayne for putting together a background paper and bringing
together—not the usual suspects—a very agreeable group of people who have a range
of challenging perspectives. A public record will be made of this meeting. I am not
sure what the Department of the Senate want to do with that public record, other than
to use it themselves. I close by thanking Wayne publicly for all the energy he has put
into this and leave it to him to make any final comments he chooses to.
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Mr Wayne Hooper — Thank you, John. A Hansard record of this meeting will be
made. We also have a number of academic papers about committees, how they work
and the way witnesses interact with them. We may well publish, sometime in the next
six months, a volume in our Papers on Parliament series, in which today’s
background papers can be put together with other papers reflecting on the Senate
committee process. It will be a public document, it will be on the web and all of you
will be sent a copy.
Mr Richard Gilbert — Thank you for organising this meeting. It has been
tremendous.

