
THE VOICE of Pensioners and Superannuants online 

8 September 2021 

Is your MySuper fund a dud? 

 

It sounds better than default super fund, or the fund-you-get-put-into-if-you-

don’t-choose-a-super-fund-yourself, but that’s what MySuper is. 

Unless you choose your own fund, every working person’s superannuation 

contributions go into a MySuper fund. 

In a way, MySuper describes the super funds for people who are not (yet) 

interested in super. 

For the first time ever, there has been a MySuper Product Performance Test. 

The Test assessed seventy-six MySuper funds. 

Thirteen failed. 

This means thirteen funds are collecting fees from workers while the fund is 

doing a bad job. 

Those thirteen funds need to urgently improve or merge with a MySuperFund 

that passed the Test. 

Merge, it seems, is what the response is going to be. Mergers of super funds 

have been very common in the lead-up to the big MySuper Test. 



This will just speed up what was already happening. The number of 

superannuation funds in Australia has halved from 389 to 179 in the past 

decade. 

The MySuper Test is simply part of regulatory and political pressure on super 

funds to merge to address lack of scale and the accompanying 

underperformance. 

Apart from better investment returns for fund members, fund mergers also lead 

to significant fee savings, by an average of almost 20 per cent according to 

some estimates. 

Interestingly, most of the mergers that have taken place involve industry funds. 

While retail funds will remain very large players, they aren’t growing at the 

same rate as the biggest industry funds. 

The MySuper funds that failed the first annual performance test are: 

• AMG MySuper 

• ASGARD Employee MySuper 

• LifetimeOne 

• AvSuper Growth (MySuper) 

• BOC MySuper 

• My Ethical Super 

• FirstChoice Employer Super 

• Accumulate Plus Balanced 

• Balanced (MySuper) 

• MySuper Balanced 

• MySuper Investment Option 

• BT Super MySuper 

• VISSF Balanced Option (MySuper Product) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Funerals: IPART greenlights wrongdoing 

 

“ALL funeral providers should be open about pricing”, announced the NSW 

Independent Pricing and Regulatory Tribunal (IPART). IPART  released its 

overdue final report for the review of Cost, Pricing and Competition in the NSW 

Funeral Industry. 

Unfortunately, funeral providers have a real taste for not being open about 

pricing. 

They have a real taste for charging what the market will bear. This varies from 

customer to customer. Publishing pricing information and sticking to them is 

not what funeral directors like to do. 

IPART’s final report is a report the world (or NSW anyway) wouldn’t have 

missed. It advocates no-change. 

“Some people called for more regulation of the industry, but we found that this 

would likely only add to the costs of a funeral without increasing industry 

standards”, IPART’s Chair, Deborah Cope, said. 

CPSA was part of the “some people”. 

CPSA wanted a single regulator, not the current two. One for organising 

funerals. One for operating cemeteries and crematoria. A lot of funeral directors 

do both. So why not have one regulator instead of two. 

CPSA wanted a price-regulated basic funeral. This would make sure everyone, 

rich and poor, could have a decent send-off. 



IPART found that some funeral providers don’t provide enough information to 

the public about funeral prices. 

“We found that at least 75 per cent of funeral providers have some price 

information on their websites, compared to only two thirds when we published 

our draft report in April. However, they can and should do better,” Ms Cope 

said. 

She noted that it is a legal requirement for funeral providers in NSW to publish 

pricing and other information on their websites. 

“.. . we want to see higher levels of compliance”, Ms Cope said. 

Obviously, with a weak report of the kind IPART has put out, IPART’s fervent 

wish won’t come true. 

IPART appears to regard it as an achievement that compliance-of-sorts went up 

from 67 to 75 per cent. That’s 75 per cent of funeral directors publishing “some 

pricing information”, not 75 per cent complying with the mandatory and very 

specific pricing information requirement anchored in legislation. 

From two-thirds to three quarters. 

That means where previously one-in-three funeral directors did not come within 

coo-ee of complying, it’s one-in-four now. 

Some achievement! 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Social housing going backwards in NSW 

 

THE NSW Government is spending millions less on social housing every year 

and as a result social housing as a proportion of total housing stock has 

decreased consistently over the last ten years. 

The St Vincent de Paul Society NSW commissioned Centre for Social Impact, a 

national research centre, to develop a research report on the social housing 

system in NSW. 

The research found that NSW total spending on social housing in 2019-20 was 

$1.68 billion which is the lowest level of investment in five years. Given this 

reduction in spending it’s no surprise that the social housing stock of NSW has 

decreased as a proportion of total housing.  

The NSW Government has committed to build 9,386 new social housing 

properties from 2016-2026. This is despite calls from economists, housing 

specialists and service providers recommending 5,000 properties are needed to 

be built every year to match population growth. 

Although housing stock development is down and social housing is receiving 

less funding, it was found that the number of households on the waiting list for 

NSW social housing has decreased.  

In 2010, the number of applicants on the waiting list peaked at over 83,000, in 

2020 that number dropped to just under 53,000. Researchers said that a change 



in the counting rules in 2017 meant that suspended applicants were no longer 

counted and thus made a significant contribution to this reduction. 

Applicants are suspended and not counted on the waiting list if they are in 

hospital and unable to accept an offer, fail to respond to annual checks on 

eligibility, if they are a prior social housing tenant have debts of more than $500 

from previous tenancies and are not making repayments, as well as several other 

reasons that revolve around an applicant behaving poorly to social housing staff. 

Instead of finding reasons to kick people off the social housing waiting list 

perhaps the NSW Government should be improving its service to understand 

why people are unable to repay debts or engage in actions that end up in 

suspension from the waiting list. 

It is the responsibility of the NSW Government to ensure that all citizens of 

NSW have access to a basic human right – shelter. As a matter of absolute 

urgency, the NSW Government should commit to increasing social housing 

stock by at least 5,000 properties every year. 

 

 


