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THIRD PARTY PROPERTY INSURANCE — VEHICLES 
Grievance 

MR P. ABETZ (Southern River) [9.18 am]: My grievance is to the Minister for Transport about third party 
property insurance for vehicles. I am sure that all members are aware that in order for a person to register their 
vehicle to drive on the roads they must have third party personal injury insurance for that vehicle. Everybody 
accepts that a person driving a vehicle without third party personal injury insurance is being irresponsible. If 
a person has an accident and causes injury to someone else, the injured person’s needs must be met; therefore, 
we have compulsory third party personal injury insurance. However, there is another issue that keeps coming up 
in my electorate, particularly with younger drivers who buy a relatively cheap motor vehicle, say for $2 000 or 
$3 000. Because they are new drivers, insuring that vehicle with full comprehensive insurance is 
prohibitively expensive, so they take out third party property insurance, which usually costs between $120 and 
$180 depending on the insurance company. 

If someone has an accident and prangs into someone’s brand-new Mercedes, that person’s vehicle is covered. 
But all too often irresponsible drivers do not have either comprehensive insurance or third party property 
insurance on their vehicles. When someone runs into one someone’s car that is uninsured and the vehicle is 
worth only $2 000 or $3 000, the cost of trying to pursue that in court is simply prohibitive. As a result, in the 
last two years, two university students have come to me very upset because they were doing the right thing and 
the accident was not their fault but they have no recourse. It is interesting that in Hungary, Indonesia, Ireland, 
nearly every state in the United States and every nation in the European Union people cannot re-register their 
motor vehicle without current third party property insurance cover. I believe that the time has come when we in 
this state should take the lead and make that a requirement for registration. 

It would be a very simple procedure. Basically, someone would have to have a certificate of currency for 
property insurance and that would be conveyed to the Department of Transport; these days that can be done very 
simply with computers. People would not have to physically send in the certificate. People would send in their 
registration papers or make their rego payment and it could simply be checked against the registration number. 
The insurance companies have a log, so the Department of Transport could double-check that. There is not a lot 
of red tape involved in that. The mechanics of it would be very simple to implement as has been done in Europe 
and many other places in the world. I believe that it is simply unacceptable that people drive vehicles without at 
least third party property insurance. Some people might say that people who drive old cars cannot afford that. 
I put it to those people that if someone cannot afford $120 or $140 a year for third party property insurance, they 
should not be driving a motor vehicle. We have a moral responsibility to protect those around us from any 
damage we might cause to their vehicle. We accept that we must have third party personal injury insurance. We 
cannot drive a vehicle without that. If we are pulled up by the police and our car is not registered, we have to 
leave it at the side of the road. The police will not allow us to drive an unregistered vehicle home, yet people can 
drive around in vehicles without third party property insurance. 

I believe that making third party property insurance compulsory could also have a road safety benefit for us, 
because if a person has such a bad driving record that no insurance company will insure that driver, it will force 
him off the road. People would perhaps be more hesitant to lend their motor vehicle to irresponsible drivers 
because they would know that if they were to have too many accidents with their vehicle, no doubt their 
premiums would increase. I believe this is a very simple step that we could take as a government. It would not 
cost the government any money, but it would provide protection for all drivers on the road and it could possibly 
also reduce the cost of comprehensive car insurance. If some clown who does not have any insurance prangs into 
a new Mercedes–Benz, the owner of the Mercedes–Benz would have to claim that on their comprehensive 
insurance. Their insurance company would have to pay for that, but if the other person had third party property 
insurance, the other person’s insurance company would pay. It would help to keep down comprehensive 
insurance premiums. There would certainly be benefits for the whole community. It is a matter of justice that 
people should be able to drive their vehicles on the road knowing that if somebody crashes into them, the 
damage to their vehicle is covered by the other person’s insurance. 

MR D.C. NALDER (Alfred Cove — Minister for Transport) [9.24 am]: I thank the member for raising his 
grievance. I have also had an uninsured driver run into me, but, fortunately, my comprehensive insurance 
covered it and it did not affect my no-claim bonus. Although frustrating, I had good quality insurance cover on 
my vehicle so I did not have a problem. 

There is no legislative requirement for compulsory third party property insurance in WA, as we know, and WA 
has the same insurance framework as every other state in Australia. Compulsory third party insurance is 
mandatory in all states and territories and provides compensation for bodily injuries caused by vehicles. 
However, it does not provide cover for any damage to the vehicle and, therefore, other forms of motor vehicle 
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insurance should be purchased. The government has previously examined the feasibility of imposing compulsory 
third party motor vehicle property insurance. The introduction of CTP motor vehicle property insurance would 
result in significant increases in premiums for motor vehicles and provide no scope to differentiate between good 
and bad drivers. Linking a CTP insurance policy with a motor vehicle licence with three-month, six-month and 
12-month renewal periods would have significant administrative and cost implications. People would need to 
provide evidence that their vehicle is insured for the entire licence period. Owners have the option of ceasing or 
changing private insurance policies. This would make the implementation of such an approach extremely 
complex and would impact on the insurance industry. 

The Department of Transport does not manage compulsory third party insurance in WA. This is currently the 
role of the Insurance Commission of Western Australia. ICWA sets the prices and administers the legislation 
surrounding compulsory third party personal injury insurance. An increase to premiums could have an 
unexpected consequence of impacting low-income earners of the community, forcing them off the road. This 
could potentially cause an increase in unlicensed vehicles as a result. Whether to take out third party motor 
vehicle insurance is for the owner to decide. Most prudent vehicle owners recognise the value in doing so and 
hold comprehensive insurance cover for their vehicle. 

Motor vehicle insurance policies and premiums vary depending on the type of vehicle, the owner–driver’s age, 
driving history, insurance claim history and other relevant factors. Therefore, including CTP insurance as a  
one-size-fits-all component of a vehicle licensing scheme is likely to result in greater risks and higher premiums. 
Vehicles financed through financial institutions must be insured as a condition of the loan or lease to protect the 
interests of the lender. Compulsory third party insurance cover for personal injuries arising from vehicle crashes 
is compulsory in this state and the government is unlikely to impose a further requirement by requiring 
compulsory third party property insurance on motor vehicles. The government is concerned about the impact of 
fees and charges on households and further unnecessary red tape. It is for this reason that careful consideration is 
given to any undertaking that would impact further on that. The preferred market options provide the people of 
WA with customer choice and convenience. That is the current position of government. 
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