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CTP SCHEME PERFORMANCE - THE REALITY 

  

The CTP issues paper compares apples with oranges when it repeatedly argues that NSW 

CTP premiums are more expensive than other states and the NSW scheme is less efficient. 

The most effective way to contain premiums and maintain decent protection for the injured 

is to retain, but streamline, the current CTP scheme.  

 

Premium Comparisons 

 

NSW CTP premiums are more expensive than Victoria and Queensland. There are a number 

of reasons why. They include: 

 

1. NSW offers significantly better benefits than are available to accident victims in 

Victoria and Queensland; and 

 

2. The NSW Government allowed a $50 increase in premiums earlier this year which 

other States did not permit 

 

Queensland does not have a Lifetime Care and Support (LTCS) scheme. In NSW we look 

after those catastrophically injured in motor accidents irrespective of fault. In Queensland 

they do not. If the Federal Government continues to push through the NDIS and NIIS then 

ultimately Queensland premiums will go up significantly to cover the cost of catastrophic 

injury for at fault drivers. This will add over $100 to Queensland premiums. 

 

Further, in Queensland the Government has rejected repeated requests by insurers to 

significantly lift premiums. The Queensland Government is mandating lower premiums in a 

way which the NSW Government has not been prepared to do.  Adjust for these two critical 

differences and the Queensland premium would be similar to NSW. 

 

Victoria has a Government-run no fault scheme. Last year it ran a $1 billion deficit. If the 

Victorian Scheme operated so that there could never be the risk of a deficit (i.e. as applies 

with the private underwriting model proposed for NSW), and if Victorian motorists had to 

pay a premium that delivered a 10% profit to private CTP insurers, then their premium would 

be similar to if not greater than NSW. In short, comparing apples with apples the schemes are 

similarly priced compared to the benefits on offer and once Government underwriting is 

removed. 

 

Efficiency Comparisons 

 

The Issues Paper claims that the NSW scheme is far less efficient than those in Victoria and 

Queensland. The truth is that the schemes have similar efficiency levels. 

 

The Issues Paper repeatedly says that only 50c of the premium dollar collected ends up in the 

hands of the claimant. It fails to say that another 10c goes to paying medical bills and the like 

for the benefit of the claimant.  
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Further, the NSW efficiency rate is calculated by stripping out LTCS payments – treatment 

expenses paid to the most seriously injured. The efficiency rates for Queensland and Victoria 

include these payments. Given their relative size (damages awarded) compared to 

administrative and legal fees, catastrophic injury claims are amongst the most efficient. In 

effect the NSW efficiency rate is being artificially downgraded in the issues paper by 

removing a category of claims that are amongst the most efficiently processed. 

 

Once treatment expenses and lifetime care claims are added back, the NSW efficiency rate is 

comparable to other States.  

 

Benefit Delivery Comparisons 

 

One of the claimed advantages of the proposed statutory benefits scheme is speed of payment 

- earlier payment for treatment and payment of weekly benefits. These are already features of 

the NSW scheme. 

  

At present everyone can access up to $5,000 in payment for treatment expenses and lost 

wages. Innocent accident victims are entitled to an early admission of liability after which 

treatment expenses keep on getting paid. There is even provision for periodic payments to 

cover wage loss by way of advance on damages.  

 

The problem with the current system is that insurers routinely delay making payments. That 

isn’t going to change and with the reform proposal the situation will get worse because: 

 

 No lawyers will be available to assist claimants in fighting for their rights to treatment 

and lost wages; 

 There will inevitably be requirements that each and every dollar spent on treatment be 

pre-approved by the insurance company (you can’t just go to the doctor because you 

need to); 

 Section 65ZH(4) of the Bill prohibits a doctor for charging for any medical procedure 

or advice that is not prescribed within MAA guidelines.  

 

Rather than stripping lawyers out of the system and leaving vulnerable claimants to fend for 

themselves, the Motor Accidents Authority (MAA) should be focussing on making existing 

provisions within the current scheme work. The MAA has failed to ensure early admission of 

liability and reasonable advance payments by insurers. 

 

Under the proposed scheme, innocent accident victims will have their entitlements slashed in 

order to obtain this “benefit” of early payment (which they already have). The payments 

being made for lost wages are cut to only 80% of pre-existing income from three months after 

an accident. Who can keep up their mortgage and maintain their family budget with a 20% 

drop in income whilst at the same time struggling to recover from significant injury? 

 

When fairly analysed, the current CTP scheme is comparatively priced, comparatively 

efficient and can deliver benefits effectively. Radical reform which strips benefits from 

innocent accident victims is unjustified and grossly unfair. 

 

Questions for the Actuary 
 

1. Will Queensland premiums be substantially higher when their motorists have to pay for a no 

fault LTCS? 

2. Are premiums currently being artificially restrained in Queensland by Government refusal to 

permit premium increase? Is this sustainable in the long term? 

3. Would Victorian premiums increase if their scheme was not permitted to run at a deficit?  

4. Would Victorian premiums increase if they had private underwriting? 


