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INSURANCE COMMISSION OF WESTERN AUSTRALIA AMENDMENT BILL 2013 
Referral to Public Accounts Committee — Motion 

MR B.S. WYATT (Victoria Park) [11.26 am] — without notice: I move — 
That the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill 2013 be referred to the Public 
Accounts Committee and that the committee report to the house by 26 September 2013.  

The opposition moves the motion because we have seen on eight separate occasions legislation rushed into the 
chamber without following the ordinary course of standing orders—that is, allowing three weeks for members of 
Parliament to appropriately consult with and seek feedback from affected third parties and to then come back to 
do their job in the chamber. Nowhere has this been more evident than with the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia Amendment Bill 2013. This is a significant bill that was introduced just last week and we now 
find ourselves rushing to pass this legislation before Parliament’s lower house finishes today.  

I went through some of the issues during the second reading debate about why this is a significant bill and the 
potential impacts it will have on the future sustainability of the Insurance Commission, as highlighted by its 
former chairman, Mr Michael Wright. I will outline the significant changes that will clearly occur in how the 
Insurance Commission manages its asset investment strategy. There is already a reasonably aggressive split 
between growth and defensive assets of 68 to 32 per cent. As Treasury officials told us yesterday, they expect 
more from the Insurance Commission’s assets. Treasury has a very firm view about how the Insurance 
Commission is managing its assets. It is unhappy and evidently wants the commission to take a much more 
aggressive approach in managing its assets. Clearly, that will be the end result.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Mr P. Abetz): Member for Butler, when you come into the chamber, you are 
required to acknowledge the Chair.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Insurance Commission’s board members or its commissioners can expect that the impact 
of a dividend on their finances will be one of two things. The first impact is they will have to “sweat” people’s 
assets more, as the Treasurer pointed out in answer to a question I asked him during the week. The return on the 
assets has effectively artificially suppressed the compulsory third party premiums. The second impact will be on 
the premiums charged to Western Australian motorists simply because the Insurance Commission now has to 
factor in a dividend payment. That dividend payment may be required to be made regardless of whether a profit 
is made, as advised by Treasury officials. A member of the board is under pressure on two fronts: first, to 
maximise even further the asset base; and, second, to try to recover the underwriting losses being made in the 
compulsory third party insurance division. Yesterday I made the point that over the last three financial years up 
to 2011–12, there had been extraordinarily divergent results from the Insurance Commission’s budget. In 2009–
10, as I pointed out yesterday, ICWA posted an after-tax profit of $119 million and the underwriting loss was 
$44.2 million. The profit was generated by a 10.1 per cent investment return. Members will remember that 
Treasury does not think that is high enough. Treasury thinks ICWA should be getting more from its assets. In 
2010–11, after-tax profits declined from $119 million in the previous year to $33.6 million. That effectively 
hides an underwriting loss of $151 million, which is $67 million worse than was budgeted for. The significant 
difference is that the commissioners and members of the board of ICWA had a view that there would be an 
underwriting loss. I dare say it is a view they have had for many years, but it was $67 million worse than even 
their expectations. We came from a $119 million after-tax profit in 2009–10 to a pre-tax operating loss in 2011–
12 of $188.3 million, and the underwriting loss increased significantly from $44 million just two years 
previously to $225 million in 2011–12. The reconciliation of how the loss was budgeted for no doubt caused 
some consternation with Treasury officials, because that operating loss was $150 million worse than they had 
budgeted for. That reflects the comments made last night, which echo the comments made by the former 
chairman of the Insurance Commission, Michael Wright, that if a dividend is forced on ICWA, it will have a 
materially adverse impact on its future financial sustainability. No doubt the chairman was thinking ahead about 
using those profits and surpluses to invest further to generate more income to cover those underwriting losses. 
ICWA’s former principal accounting officer Con Abbott was quoted in The West Australian on 14 June. The 
relevant paragraph reads — 

… senior Perth finance executives, including ICWA’s former principal accounting officer Con Abbott, 
said the introduction of a dividend on ICWA’s profits would inevitably put pressure on the agency to 
lift CTP insurance premiums, which jumped 4.5 per cent this year.  

This quote attributed to Mr Abbott reads — 
“ICWA is very much a social insurer and its purpose is not to be a point of taxation or revenue raising 
for any government,” Mr Abbott said. 
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The reason I seek to refer this matter to the Public Accounts Committee is not only is it the relevant committee to 
inquire into the Insurance Commission, but also, as reflected in the motion to suspend standing orders a little 
while ago, it has a government majority.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: With a learned chairman. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: It is a committee with a learned chairman, the member for Alfred Cove, who I know will be 
very keen to pursue this line of inquiry. I think the Public Accounts Committee would like to pursue and 
examine a number of questions. All members should give the committee the opportunity for a short, sharp 
inquiry into the impact this legislation may have on the future performance of the Insurance Commission. All 
members of Parliament and, indeed, all members of the community would learn a lot about the potential impact 
of this bill on the Insurance Commission and the future sustainability of compulsory third party insurance—
importantly, the likely impact on premiums. The Treasurer said in answers to questions I asked him that there 
would be minimal impact on compulsory third party premiums and that imposing a dividend should have no 
impact whatsoever on the sustainability of the Insurance Commission. That needs to be examined with the 
insurance commissioners. They need to be able to provide their views to the Public Accounts Committee on the 
impact this legislation may have, bearing in mind their obligations under the Statutory Corporations (Liability of 
Directors) Act 1996. I dare say they will have individual and collective views about the future sustainability of 
the Insurance Commission. I have the words of the former chairman, Michael Wright, echoing in my ears that 
the bill will have a materially adverse impact on ICWA’s future sustainability. There are about 12 questions I 
think the Public Accounts Committee should look at, and the member for Alfred Cove will no doubt be delighted 
to look at them!  

The first question is the impact of the amendment act on the cost of CTP premiums on Western Australian 
families—that is, through car registrations. That perhaps will be one of the most contentious points between the 
opposition and the government in the passage of this legislation. I look to what the RAC has already said on this 
point. Prior to the election the RAC sought obligations from both sides of politics, the Labor Party and the 
Liberal Party, about their future intentions regarding the Insurance Commission of WA. I quote Matt Brown, 
head of advocacy at the RAC — 

“Prior to the State election the RAC sought assurances from both major parties that ICWA would not be 
used as a source of additional funds for government through the calling-in of special dividend 
payments,” … 

“The RAC had been reassured by the State government’s response that the ICWA Act did not allow the 
payment of such dividends.  

The media release then states — 

Mr Brown said any profits from the CTP scheme should be returned to the motoring public through 
lower premiums. 

“CTP Insurance is a significant part of ICWA’s business and is a government-mandated monopoly. 
Motorists can’t shop around for an alternative,” …  

The Treasurer confirmed last night that he is not seeking to open up compulsory third party insurance for private 
sector competition, so it will be maintained as a government-mandated monopoly. Clearly, the RAC, 
representing its members, has a very firm view that profits generated within ICWA should stay within ICWA to 
allow it to invest in assets to keep CTP premiums low. We know the Treasurer has a different view and that he 
thinks CTP premiums have been artificially suppressed over the years because ICWA has been relying on 
returns on its assets to get by. The point is, as Treasury officials advised us yesterday, the drafting of this 
legislation was commenced in October last year. Why did the Premier advise the RAC that the act would not be 
changed? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You had better read that line out of his letter, if that is what you think it said. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I have not got the letter; perhaps the Treasurer could provide us with it. What does it say? 

Mr T.R. Buswell: It says there are no provisions in the ICWA act for the payment of a dividend, or words to that 
effect. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: Right. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: But he did not say, “We intend to change that.” 

Ms R. Saffioti: “And we are drafting it at the moment.” 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is right. They are the weasel words the Premier likes to use. According to the Treasurer, 
in that letter to the RAC the Premier said that the current ICWA act does not allow for the payment of dividends, 
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full stop. I would have thought, since he had been asked a specific question, the Premier would then go on to say, 
“However, we have commenced drafting legislation that will see the payment of dividends from ICWA go into 
the consolidated fund.” That did not happen, and the RAC was reassured by Premier Barnett’s statements. That 
is clearly a deceit on the RAC; and when I look at the comments made by the RAC, it also considers that a 
deceit.  

The second point the Public Accounts Committee should look at is the impact of the payment of dividends from 
ICWA on its future performance. I already referred to comments made by former chairman Michael Wright and 
former principal accounting officer Con Abbott, who clearly have views about the future sustainability of the 
Insurance Commission of WA in the event that it is forced to pay dividends. In ICWA’s “Annual Report 2011” 
Mr Wright made that point in the chairman’s report — 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You read this out last night.   

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will not read it all out again. In the report he states — 

The Board of the Insurance Commission has an awareness (borne of experience) of the inherent costs 
and uncertainties involved in conducting litigation. It is also conscious of the concerns and abnormal 
volatility which are currently endemic in global financial markets. 

Then at note 30 there is an extensive explanation of the fact that former Treasurer Christian Porter wrote to 
ICWA looking to get his hands on some of the money contained within the ICWA reserves. 

The third point that the Public Accounts Committee would look at is the impact on the reduction of the third 
party insurance fund’s solvency ratio being reduced from 137.1 per cent to 127.2 per cent and whether this will 
be impacted by the payment of dividends. A minute ago I referred to note 30 of the 2011 annual report, which 
was specifically referred to by the chairman in his report, and the letter from former Treasurer Porter trying to 
get his hands on all the surplus money above 125 per cent. The most recent annual report of the Insurance 
Commission makes the point that there was a reduction as requested by the former Treasurer. The TPIF’s 
solvency ratio was reduced to 127.2 per cent at 3 June 2012 compared with 137.1 per cent at 30 June 2011. The 
Public Accounts Committee would be interested to know what impact that will have on the future performance 
of the TPIF; whether that reflects an industry standard; what happened to the surplus money that was then 
generated by that reduction; whether that is intended to be paid to the government—I do not know—and whether 
the government intends to continue that reduction from 127 per cent to 125 per cent or lower. 

The fourth point that the Public Accounts Committee would consider is whether the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia Amendment Bill 2013 is consistent with the obligations and liabilities of the commissioners 
pursuant to the Statutory Corporations (Liability of Directors) Act 1996. It is a reasonable request for the Public 
Accounts Committee to examine an important obligation on those commissioners. The commissioners have not 
been public with their commentary. They have made no comment about their views on the government’s 
dividend policy, but I would be interested, as would the Public Accounts Committee, in their view about what 
impact the dividend may have on the insurance commissioner, certainly as former chairman Mr Wright was very 
happy to provide his views.   

The fifth point that the Public Accounts Committee would look into is whether the Insurance Commission of 
Western Australia Amendment Bill is consistent with the Insurance Commission of WA 2013 statement of 
corporate intent developed pursuant to the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Act 1986. Bearing in 
mind that this legislation will apply a dividend this financial year, we need to see what impact that will have on 
“Statement of Corporate Intent (SCI) 2012/2013” that was developed for this financial year without any thought 
or consideration to the payment of a dividend. Page 19 of this statement states that in December 2009 cabinet 
approved the drafting of the amendment bill that would subject the Insurance Commission to a dividend policy, 
but the SCI of the current financial year certainly did not consider that. What impact would a dividend policy 
have on this document, as required by legislation to be prepared by the board of the Insurance Commission? As I 
said last night, the government will apply a dividend to the Insurance Commission that was not part of the 2012–
13 budget and now, getting to the end of the 2012–13 financial year, the government expects the Insurance 
Commission to pay a dividend this financial year before we have seen the final financial result for the Insurance 
Commission for this financial year, and demands it regardless of the fact that we do not know whether there will 
be a profit or a loss. Let us not forget that last financial year there was a pre-tax operating loss of $188 million. 
The government will demand that the Insurance Commission pay a dividend before we know its final results. 

The sixth point that the Public Accounts Committee would look into is whether payment of a dividend will 
impact on ICWA’s investment strategy as outlined by the “Insurance Commission of Western Australia 
Prudential Guidelines for Investments”. When the opposition was briefed by Treasury officials yesterday, I 
asked the officials, if I were a member of the board of the Insurance Commission now having to cover a 
dividend—not just in future years but in the current financial year, due to a piece of legislation that will pass 
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through Parliament about two weeks before the end of the financial year—what impact would that have on my 
decision making as a member of the board? Clearly, Treasury’s view is that the assets are not being utilised to 
their maximum capacity; that is what it told the opposition. Treasury will tell the Insurance Commission that it 
needs to get more out of its assets and this amendment bill provides the Treasurer with the power to say to the 
Insurance Commission, “Regardless of your advice to us on whether the Insurance Commission can and should 
pay a dividend this financial year, we will make you pay one and we will tell you how much that dividend will 
be.” Clearly that will impact the board’s decision-making. The current “Insurance Commission of Western 
Australia Prudential Guidelines for Investments”, which I ran through last night, is already a fairly aggressive 
investment strategy. At page 7 it states — 

The Commission concluded that an approximate 68/32 split between “growth assets” … and “defensive 
assets” … was appropriate for the neutral asset allocation in view of the objectives of the Commission. 

Sixty-eight per cent of those assets are already placed in the growth assets category. That is fairly aggressive. 
Treasury will now dictate the amount of dividend payable by ICWA and will demand that the Insurance 
Commission generate more out of its assets. The Insurance Commission’s return on its assets over the past three 
years highlights that they appear to be fairly volatile: a 10.1 per cent return in 2009–10; 9.7 per cent in 2010–11; 
and only a 2.9 per cent return in 2011–12. The Public Accounts Committee would be interested to see whether 
that is industry average, or higher or lower than the average, but that will clearly impact the decision-making of 
the board and therefore the future of the Insurance Commission.   

The seventh question that the Public Accounts Committee could examine is whether the payment of a dividend is 
required and/or consistent with the state’s policy statement on competitive neutrality. I expressed my view on 
that last night, as did other members on this side of the house. The Public Accounts Committee should examine 
that very issue. It should be examined for the reason given by the Treasurer for his introduction of a dividend 
payment. In the very first paragraph of his second reading speech for the Insurance Commission of Western 
Australia Amendment Bill 2013, the Treasurer stated — 

The purpose of this bill is to further align the Insurance Commission of Western Australia to the state’s 
policy statement on competitive neutrality. 

That is the government’s reason for applying a dividend to the Insurance Commission, so surely the Public 
Accounts Committee should be charged with responsibility for looking at whether, firstly, the Insurance 
Commission already meets that policy statement; and, secondly, what further actions ICWA needs to take to 
achieve competitive neutrality. I made the point last night that there is no requirement under the government’s 
policy statement on competitive neutrality for the payment of a dividend to meet those obligations. It is outlined 
in appendix A of the government’s policy statement, under the heading “Competitive Neutrality Obligations 
under the Competition Principles Agreement”, what organisations need to have imposed on them to comply with 
those competition principles: firstly, full commonwealth, state and territory taxes or tax equivalent systems—
already done; secondly, debt guarantee fees directed towards offsetting the competitive advantages provided by 
government guarantees—I am pretty sure that is already done; and thirdly, those regulations to which private 
sector businesses are normally subject, such as those relating to the protection of the environment, and planning 
and approval processes, applied on an equivalent basis to private sector competitors. There is no mention in 
appendix A of the payment of a dividend. It is stated elsewhere in the document that the government may 
consider the payment of a dividend, but there is no requirement to do so. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: I think it says “other measures which usually apply”. 

Ms R. Saffioti: The document’s badly written. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: So I hear. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I will read the full paragraph, Treasurer. It reads — 

A minimum requirement for competitive neutrality will be for government business activities to be 
subject to the TER, state taxes, debt guarantee fees and appropriate planning, and environmental 
approval arrangements (having regard for the economic effects of such action). 

They are the minimum requirements, and they all apply. It continues — 

Other measures which would usually apply include the payment of dividends to the consolidated fund 
and payment from the fund for CSOs (It is expected that the latter two would apply simultaneously). 

But the government does not need to do that to comply, bearing in mind that that was the very first reason given 
for the introduction of a dividend payment. A dividend would certainly be appropriate if there were, indeed, 
competition—a private sector operator attempting to enter the market to provide compulsory third party 
insurance—but there is not. The Treasurer said last night that he does not intend to change that, so the dividend 
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requirement is an extra burden that is not actually required to meet those principles as stated by the Treasurer in 
his second reading speech. 

A dividend would be required in circumstances outlined under the two reasons given in the government’s policy 
statement for recommending a mechanism for competitive neutrality: firstly, because of concern that it is not fair 
for government businesses to enjoy artificial competitive advantages when competing with private firms—that is 
correct, but ICWA is not competing with private firms for the provision of compulsory third party insurance; 
secondly, because it may be a misallocation of resources to subsidise, by artificially conferring a net competitive 
advantage, the provision of services by the public sector if to do so limits or prevents the opportunity for more 
effective provision of those services by the private sector. However, there is no intent on the part of the 
government to bring the private sector in for the provision of compulsory third party insurance. 

The eighth question that the Public Accounts Committee could consider is whether the payment of a dividend 
from the returns on ICWA’s asset base, as per the Treasurer’s statement, will have an impact on how that asset 
base is currently managed. I have made comments around that question already, in respect of the current split 
and how it is managed between 68 per cent growth and 32 per cent defensive. Treasury has a view that that is not 
aggressive enough and that more needs to be generated out of that asset base. Clearly, that will have an impact. 
As the Treasurer has said in answer to questions this week, it is that asset base, the returns on that asset base, and 
the fact that it has been offset as an underwriting loss within ICWA that artificially suppresses CTP premiums in 
Western Australia. Clearly, the government intends to correct the current premium levels in the future. 

A ninth consideration for the Public Accounts Committee to inquire into is whether the payment of any return 
pursuant to the Bell Group litigation under this new dividend is consistent with the current ICWA act. We had a 
particularly interesting discussion last night across the chamber with the Treasurer, and also a particularly 
interesting discussion with Treasury officials. Treasury has the view that once the High Court has finished its 
deliberations, a decision is made and the inevitable processes for the distribution of whatever judgement is 
awarded, if any, are finalised, any return should be treated as revenue for the purposes of the profit and loss 
statement of the Insurance Commission of WA. According to Treasury advisers, the Insurance Commission is 
apparently unwilling to express a view while the litigation is ongoing. But there clearly seems to be some tension 
between the Insurance Commission and Treasury over how any potential future payment to the Insurance 
Commission, pursuant to the Bell litigation, is to be considered under the accounting principles. I would have 
thought that a payment pursuant to a court judgement would be fairly easily dealt with pursuant to accounting 
principles; but I am not an accountant, and clearly I am wrong. That has caused some debate and differing views 
between the Insurance Commission and the Department of Treasury, but ultimately, the Insurance Commission 
might have one view and the government will clearly have a different one—that it is to be regarded as revenue—
and will consider that when it makes its instructions to the Insurance Commission on the amount of the dividend 
that the Insurance Commission is required to pay. Clearly, there is potentially a significant difference between 
the government and the Insurance Commission over the treatment of those moneys. 

The tenth consideration that the Public Accounts Committee could look into is whether the payment of a 
dividend would impact on ICWA’s current capital expenditure program of works, and whether this aligns with 
the state government’s strategic asset management framework. The Insurance Commission of WA’s 2011–12 
annual report outlines in some detail the commission’s capital expenditure program. I quote from page 36 of the 
annual report, which states, in part — 

The Division remains — 

“The Division” being the motor vehicle third party personal injury insurance division — 

focused on efforts to continually improve the delivery and efficiency of our services to all customers, 
whilst ensuring that the Western Australian CTP scheme continues to provide fair and equitable 
compensation in a socially and economically responsible manner. 

Over the past 24 months, a comprehensive review of all the Insurance Commission’s management 
systems was undertaken, as a first step in a planned major business modernisation project. 

In the coming year, the focus will be on gaining funding approval for capital expenditure to fund the 
necessary program of works. 

Upon completion, this program of works would be expected to deliver improved processes and cost 
saving efficiencies with enhanced customer service whilst contributing to the maintenance of Western 
Australia’s CTP premiums at an affordable level. 

The Insurance Commission spent two years reviewing all the management systems within ICWA—two years! 
No doubt a not inconsiderable amount was spent on that review. It then developed a plan, as outlined in the 
statement of corporate intent, to fund that intended capital expenditure with the approval, of course—I assume—
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of the government to go forward and deliver to Western Australians its desire to keep CTP premiums at an 
affordable level. We would expect that that capital expenditure would be funded out of profits made by the 
Insurance Commission of WA. Now, 65 per cent of those profits will potentially, on the passage of this 
legislation, be redirected to the consolidated fund. That will have an impact on the current plans of the Insurance 
Commission. As I have said, let us not forget that this bill will require the Insurance Commission to pay a 
dividend this financial year; members will vote for a bill that will require a dividend to be paid two weeks before 
the end of the financial year. For 50 weeks the Insurance Commission has operated free of any thought of an 
obligation to pay a dividend, and in the final two weeks the government has said that it will have to pay one, 
despite two years of review and planning capital expenditure internally on the Insurance Commission and, I dare 
say, on information technology. A dividend payment will clearly have an impact on it. If this program that took 
two years of review to develop is delayed, what impact will that have on the stated program of the Insurance 
Commission to deliver improved processes and cost-saving efficiencies with enhanced customer service while 
contributing to the maintenance of Western Australia’s compulsory third party premiums at an affordable level? 
Clearly, it will have an impact. I think the member for Alfred Cove and the Public Accounts Committee are 
ideally suited to examine that impact. 

The eleventh point that the Public Accounts Committee could consider is whether the payment of any amount 
pursuant to the Bell litigation will be treated as revenue for the purpose of the payment of any dividend to 
government. That is just an extension of the previous recommendation, because clearly there is tension between 
Treasury and the Insurance Commission about how that will be treated. 

The twelfth point that the Public Accounts Committee could consider is an examination of other insurance 
companies, both public and private, to ascertain whether a 65 per cent dividend meets industry standards. I 
would have thought that a payment of 65 per cent of profit by way of dividend would be rather high compared 
with the payments in private sector insurance companies. Again, I am not an expert on the insurance industry, 
but I am not familiar with any private sector company that pays 65 per cent of its profits by way of dividend to 
its shareholders. Let us not forget that the Insurance Commission considers that it already meets its obligations 
pursuant to the competitive neutrality principles, as outlined in the Insurance Commission’s statement of 
corporate intent, which I will again quote. At page 19 it states —  

The Insurance Commission is committed to the principles of Competitive Neutrality. Applicable 
legislation, internal policies and procedures, will continue to be aligned with the State’s Policy 
Statement on Competitive Neutrality 1996, to ensure the Insurance Commission operates free of 
competitive advantages and/or disadvantages. 

It states “will continue to be aligned”. The Insurance Commission’s view is that it already complies with the 
competitive neutrality principles, so it will continue to ensure that it complies. The payment of a dividend is 
above and beyond the obligations required by the government’s policy statement on competitive neutrality. 
Indeed, if we are looking at the impact of an insurance company paying that sort of dividend, what is going on in 
the industry? The government made the point in the second reading speech that it is about ensuring equality. Let 
us look at what other insurance companies are paying by way of a dividend. The document provided by Treasury 
officials titled “Interjurisdictional Comparison of Government-owned Entities that provide compulsory third 
party insurance and provide a return to owner” outlines the situation in other states in Australia. The Northern 
Territory is one state in which CTP insurance is provided by a state-owned entity, the Territory Insurance Office. 
Its return represented 50 per cent of its profit in the 2011–12 financial year. South Australia has an interesting 
mechanism. Yes, CTP insurance is provided by a state-owned entity, the Motor Accident Commission. The notes 
made in this document, I assume by the Department of Treasury, state that dividends are not paid; however, the 
minister has directed that the MAC pay a minimum of $5.3 million per annum to the SA Ambulance Service and 
a minimum of $794 500 per annum, plus GST if applicable, to the state rescue helicopter service. I do not know 
what percentage that is. Is it a dividend or a sponsorship? I dare say that it could be considered to be both, but we 
do not know what percentage that is of the overall profit.  

In Tasmania, CTP insurance is provided by a state-owned entity, the Motor Accidents Insurance Board. The 
notes from Treasury state that the dividend in a year is 50 per cent of the average of after-tax profits and losses 
over the current and four preceding years. That is an interesting blend, because it takes into consideration the 
average over the current and four preceding years. I have already made the point that there was quite a 
considerable difference in the performance by ICWA in the three years from 2009–10 to 2011–12, and of course 
we do not have the current financial year’s results yet. But when it goes from an after-tax profit of $119 million 
to a pre-tax operating loss of $188 million in three years, there is clearly a marked difference in performance. 
The underwriting losses have grown dramatically from a loss of $44 million to a loss of $225 million in just that 
three-year period. It is not unreasonable to look at other publicly owned and privately owned CTP insurance 
providers. That is why the Tasmanian approach of the average over the current and four preceding years is 
interesting. That approach would obviously have the impact of smoothing out the payment of dividends and 
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probably lessening the impact that the dividends would have on the future sustainability of the Insurance 
Commission. I do not know whether the government has considered applying a similar dividend policy to the 
Insurance Commission. It would sound reasonable, and no doubt the member for Alfred Cove and the Public 
Accounts Committee would be keen to look at that. 

Victoria is the only other state in which a state-owned entity, the Transport Accident Commission, provides CTP 
insurance. The notes from Treasury state that dividends are determined each year by the Treasurer, in 
consultation with the TAC, having regard to funding levels and other factors. I dare say that that is where the 
current bill is trying to go. I do not know whether the Victorian legislation also has the strong arm of stating that, 
regardless of what the commission advises, the Treasurer can still say, “I don’t care; you’re paying this 
regardless of your advice.” I do not know whether the Victorian legislation has a similar provision, but the latest 
return for 2011–12 represented 50 per cent of the Victorian Transport Accident Commission’s profit. In the 
Australian Capital Territory, New South Wales and Queensland, state-owned entities do not provide compulsory 
third party insurance. I believe there are six private providers of compulsory third party insurance to motor 
vehicle drivers in New South Wales. 

That twelfth point is an important point for the Public Accounts Committee to consider. If the government is 
going to make the argument that the reason for putting a dividend requirement on the Insurance Commission is 
to further align the Insurance Commission of WA to the state’s policy statement on competitive neutrality, it 
needs to examine whether it is actually required. Clearly it is not to meet the policy; we know that. What impact 
will it have on the sustainability of the Insurance Commission? Are other compulsory third party insurance 
providers obliged to do something similar? I dare say not. We do not have a private sector competitor in Western 
Australia and the Treasurer said last night that he does not intend to change that situation. We will not have a 
private sector competitor to the Insurance Commission in the provision of CTP insurance. They are 12 legitimate 
questions that the Public Accounts Committee should examine. I think it will be to the benefit of ICWA, and also 
of this house, to have a short, sharp review into this legislation because it imposes a significant impost on the 
Insurance Commission. The Public Accounts Committee, quite rightly, should review this legislation. My 
motion calls for the committee to report to the house on 26 September this year. That is not a long investigation, 
member for Alfred Cove. I am sure that we members on the Public Accounts Committee could get that done 
within that time frame and that all members would benefit from that investigation. 

The Insurance Commission, of course, has a very important role to play in Western Australia. As the Treasurer 
pointed out last night, there are further reforms to come concerning the national injury insurance scheme. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: That is something we are working through. 
Mr B.S. WYATT: The government is working through that at the moment. No doubt that will further impact on 
the work the Insurance Commission carries out and the premium it charges drivers. This became an issue during 
the election campaign and, from memory, it was suggested that the NIIS would impact on drivers by about $100 
a year. 
Mr T.R. Buswell: It is $70 or $80. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is an early estimate at this point but who knows what impact that will have? Clearly 
there will be pressure on premiums as a result of the implementation of the NIIS, if that is where the government 
is heading. The Treasurer pointed out last night that that is where he believes we are heading, but he is still 
working through that process. Now, despite the fact that this legislation began to be drafted in October last year, 
the Premier wants us to believe that this decision was made after the election. That is not believable. This has 
been around for a while. The former Treasurer raised this matter in 2011. The then chairman of ICWA, Michael 
Wright, expressed grave concerns about imposing dividends on ICWA. He said it would have a materially 
adverse impact on the financial future of the Insurance Commission. The government went quiet on it for a long 
time, despite the fact that behind the scenes Treasury had started drafting the legislation in October last year. It is 
not as though this was a non-issue during the election campaign. The RAC wrote to the Premier and the Leader 
of the Opposition asking about this issue. The Treasurer said to me by way of interjection that the Premier’s 
letter to the RAC said that the current law does not provide for the payment of dividends by the Insurance 
Commission—full stop. I would have thought that if the Premier were to be honest, open and accountable, he 
would have gone on to say, “However, three months ago the government started drafting legislation to change 
the law to require ICWA to pay the state government a dividend.” He missed out that bit, which is why Matt 
Brown, the head of advocacy at RACWA, made those comments that I read into Hansard. He was deceived. 

Now that the election is over, the government has rushed to implement this dividend in the final month of the 
financial year to ensure that the dividend is paid by the Insurance Commission this financial year. The Insurance 
Commission’s statement of corporate intent, the plans it developed for capital expenditure and the prudential 
guidelines it followed were all developed without a dividend in mind, yet in the last month of the financial year 
the government is making the commission pay a dividend before we even know the financial result of the 
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commission for this financial year. Surely that deserves thorough scrutiny and for members of the Insurance 
Commission board to appear before the Public Accounts Committee to give the committee their view on what 
impact this will have on their job, bearing in mind their obligations under the Statutory Corporations (Liability of 
Directors) Act 1996. They have obligations that might not align with the government’s desperate desire to get its 
hands on the cash. I say that they do have different obligations from the government’s desire to get its hands on 
the cash. That is something that the Public Accounts Committee should look at and all members of this place 
should want the Public Accounts Committee to look at that. I predict that not long in the future we will vote for 
this motion and that members opposite will all vote against it. They will be voting down a reasonable motion that 
does not require the Public Accounts Committee to come back in five years. It is a short, sharp inquiry that will 
make members of this house much better informed when they vote on this bill. It is not an unreasonable motion 
at all. 
Let us not forget that the Parliament has had this bill before it for one week and one week only. The Insurance 
Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill 2013 is the eighth bill to have been declared urgent and we 
have had it for just one week. It is utterly unreasonable to expect not only the opposition, but also members of 
the government’s backbench to go out and consult in that time. The member for Carine made the point that he 
has had the opportunity of a briefing from the Insurance Commission and Treasury before this week. He has had 
those opportunities but the opposition has not. We had a briefing from Treasury yesterday but no-one from the 
Insurance Commission turned up. We had the absurd situation whereby the Treasury officials, quite 
understandably, could not answer many of the questions asked by the opposition. As the member for Carine 
pointed out, he had a briefing from the Insurance Commission. The opposition has fought against some of the 
other bills that the government has declared urgent because the government is abusing the purpose of declaring a 
bill urgent, and the government knows it. Yesterday the government brought on a bill about the City of 
Fremantle trust fund, which goes back decades. Some of the other bills that have been declared urgent might not 
have an impact here or there, but this ICWA bill will. The Treasurer may sigh and roll his eyes but I know that 
when he sat on this side of the house, he would have demanded a very different standard. 

Ms R. Saffioti: He might be rolling his eyes but we can’t see them. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Treasurer, not the Premier. The Treasurer is wide awake—well, he is awake, anyway. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You can’t use that argument, member for Victoria Park, because when you sat on this side, 
you did exactly the same thing we are doing and when we sat on that side, we said exactly the same things that 
you are saying now. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: I was not here after the 2001 and 2005 elections when Labor won, but I would be very 
surprised if Parliament came back and bill after bill was declared urgent. This government has declared eight 
bills urgent so far. I am pretty sure that never happened under Labor. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: Never. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The member for Cannington tells me that it never happened. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: Never. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: The Member for Butler, who was here, also says it never happened. 

Mr J.R. Quigley: The first bill that won’t be an urgent bill will be the budget. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: That is the irony. 

Mr C.J. Barnett: No, because I established a new precedent, which I hope the Parliament will keep. 

Mr B.S. WYATT: What is the precedent? This is the precedent being set by a conservative Premier: Parliament 
returns without business to debate and then it rushes in legislation and declares it urgent so that we have 
something to consider. The Premier said recently that every time Parliament sits we are wasting thousands of 
dollars. Yes, we rushed the Parliament back and the Premier seems to think that just because we are all sitting in 
this chamber, it is a productive use of our time. But we have to be actually doing something. We have to have 
legislation to debate.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: The government has the prostitution bill ready but it won’t introduce it.  

Ms M.M. Quirk: And the Dog Act legislation could have been brought in during the first week back.  

Mr B.S. WYATT: I thank my fellow members for those useful contributions, but the reality is, yes, the Premier 
brought the Parliament back, but we must have something to do and the government cannot continue to abuse 
urgency motions, which he railed against when he sat on this side of the house and which are now becoming 
standard operating procedure under this government. Standard operating procedure is to bring in legislation, 
immediately declare it urgent and debate it straightaway. The three weeks for legislation to lie on the table is 
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there for a reason—that is, to allow proper consideration of legislation. I have moved this motion today because 
the government has not allowed proper consideration for this bill, which is a significant bill and which will have 
a significant impact on the Insurance Commission of WA. It is the only provider of compulsory third party 
insurance in Western Australia, and that will not change, as the Treasurer said. Yet the Premier is rushing it 
through in a week because the government is desperate to get its hands on the cash for this financial year. As I 
said, it is the legislative equivalent of fossicking around the back of the couch looking for loose change. That is 
what this bill is for. The Treasurer is going through the ashtray in his car looking for loose change and coming 
out with a lot of bronze coins that have been there for a long time. This is the legislative equivalent of that sort of 
desperate financial behaviour. Now the government is looking around in every government nook and cranny 
trying to find cash. That is what is going on and that is what this legislation will do. If this was a considered 
long-term change to the policy of how we treat the Insurance Commission, we would have seen it in the budget 
in August and it would apply from that year on. We know this is desperate and poorly thought through and that 
what the government said in the second reading speech is not correct because the government is rushing it 
through in the last month of the financial year so that it will apply to the Insurance Commission this financial 
year. It has to pay the dividend this financial year. That is how we know the government is desperate, how we 
know the loose change is starting to run out. The government has been fossicking there for a couple of years now 
and there is not that much left. That is why this motion is perfectly reasonable.  

The Public Accounts Committee, chaired by the very capable member for Alfred Cove, with a government 
majority, should be charged by this Parliament to look into this legislation in a short, sharp inquiry and report 
back on 26 September on the implications of this bill on ICWA. I have outlined 12 questions that should be 
considered by the Public Accounts Committee. That is not an unreasonable expectation.  

MS R. SAFFIOTI (West Swan) [12.23 pm]: Madam Acting Speaker (Ms L.L. Baker) —  

Mr J.H.D. DAY: Madam Acting Speaker —  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s not a race; it’s protocol.  

The ACTING SPEAKER: Member for West Swan.  

Mr C.J. Barnett: It’s protocol. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I rise to make a short contribution to this debate.  

Mr W.J. Johnston interjected. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Of course not. 

I honestly and seriously believe the Insurance Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill is important 
and must be considered by a committee. This is a significant bill in a number of ways. First of all, in a sense, it is 
retrospective.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That’s right.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: In the 2012–13 financial year it has been operating as it always has done, and now the 
government is seeking to impose, in a sense, a retrospective tax or retrospective contributions. Whenever 
governments do things retrospectively, it is of significant interest to the public. I think part 3 of the Duties 
Legislation Amendment Bill included a retrospective component. We argued strongly against that because small 
businesses need to know in advance what their taxation policy will be, not after they have made their decisions. 
In a sense this is a retrospective bill because it seeks to apply a dividend from the beginning of the 2012–13 year 
when the Insurance Commission did not believe a dividend would be applicable. That is a significant aspect of 
the bill. As I said, this bill is seeking something retrospectively, so a committee such as the Public Accounts 
Committee, chaired by the member for Alfred Cove—I have a lot of faith in the member—would do a good job 
of analysing this retrospective measure.  

Another key point I want to make is that although drafting of the bill began in October last year, it has pretty 
much been rushed into the Parliament now. The government could have introduced it in April but it has declared 
it urgent so that it can rush it through now. I do not think things can be considered properly when these bills are 
introduced in such a manner. The member for Victoria Park said that, I think, eight bills have been declared 
urgent since this house sat in April. There was no reason that this bill could not have been introduced in April. I 
think it has been declared urgent because of the financial predicament this government is in. I have never seen 
such desperate attempts at the end of a financial year to try to balance the books. Since 1993, I have been either 
closely watching or part of federal or state financial processes. I cannot recall such a desperate tax and 
considerable grab being undertaken at the end of a financial year. The member for Victoria Park compared it 
with going through the ashtray looking for loose change, after looking down the back of the couch for it. As I 
was driving in this morning I recalled that in my earlier years I used to look in the ashtray of my father’s ute for 
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small coins. It was not a particularly nice task but that is where I looked when I was desperate for a few coins. 
This situation is the Barnett government equivalent to that. It is going through the ashtray of the old ute parked in 
the shed. It has looked down the back of the couch, in the piggy bank, in the handbags and in the wallets and 
now it is looking through the old ute in the shed. It is absolutely desperate to try to force this bill through to pick 
up—we do not really know how much because we have not been informed—millions of dollars to try to balance 
the books. That is why I believe its scrutiny by a committee is very important.  

I want to focus on three other key aspects which I think the member for Victoria Park alluded to, and which the 
Public Accounts Committee should consider—that is, competitive neutrality. Competitive neutrality was 
introduced as part of competition policy reform in the 1990s. One of the key issues about the concept of 
competitive neutrality was to ensure that no government-owned business had competitive advantage over the 
private sector when it operated in a particular market. When entities such as Western Power, the Water 
Corporation and others underwent corporatisation, the concept of competitive neutrality was at the forefront of 
that process because, in most instances, there was competition at some level. I am not saying there is competition 
at every level, but there is some. The whole idea was that a government business competing with a private sector 
business in a marketplace should not have an unfair advantage. That is the whole concept of competitive 
neutrality. As I said, it was part of the competition policy reform. It basically tries to ensure that no government-
owned business has an unfair advantage when competing with a private company in the marketplace. Those 
guidelines were written and introduced back in 1996, as the member for Victoria Park alluded to. At that time it 
was never envisaged that the Insurance Commission of WA would have a dividend applied to it. Since that time 
the policy has been that ICWA would not pay a dividend. I believe there is probably a good reason, since those 
competitive neutrality guidelines were introduced back in 1996, that ICWA was not paying a dividend. There 
were two key reasons. The first was to try to ensure that premiums were held as low as possible. The second was 
to ensure that ICWA could operate in a sustainable way and could cover its costs in dealing with insurance. I 
actually think that is why. The competitive neutrality guidelines were introduced in 1996 and the competitive 
neutrality complaints mechanism was introduced shortly afterwards. To not apply a dividend for all those years 
and to now say that, because of competitive neutrality, ICWA must pay dividends is a false assertion. As the 
member for Victoria Park has stated, ICWA does not compete on compulsory third party insurance in Western 
Australia—it is not competing with others in the marketplace.  

The second key point that the Public Accounts Committee must look at is the impact this would have on 
premiums in WA. I want to go through the comment made in the 2012 annual report of the Insurance 
Commission of WA that — 

Over the past ten years, Western Australian CTP premiums have been increased on only three occasions 
and in net present value terms, the current CTP premium for a private family sedan is the lowest it has 
been at any time in the past 36 years. 

I also want to quickly go through some of the increases since 2002. On 1 July 2002 there was no increase; in 
2003 there was a 4.4 per cent increase, which was GST related; in 2004 there was no increase; in 2005 there was 
no increase; in 2006 there was a 10 per cent decrease; in 2007 there was a 4.6 per cent increase; in 2008 there 
was no increase; in 2009 there was a four per cent increase; in 2010 there was no increase; in 2011 there was no 
increase; in 2012 there was no increase; and I understand in 2013 there was a 4.1 per cent increase. As can be 
seen by the history and also the comments made in the annual report, insurance premiums have been held to “the 
lowest it has been at any time in the past 36 years”. Much has been made of our compulsory third party 
insurance premiums being lower than they are in any other state. I am sorry I was not here last night, but we 
asked that a table be provided to us giving an interstate comparison of compulsory third party insurance 
premiums. Did that table come to us, member for Victoria Park?   

Mr B.S. Wyatt: No; it was not provided.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: I do not think it was provided. I have gone through the ICWA annual report to try to 
understand just how low our premiums are compared with other states. I made estimates from a graph. From 
what I can see, as of 1 July 2012, WA’s CTP was $225, Queensland’s was $290, Tasmania’s was $310, 
Victoria’s was $370, South Australia’s was $420 and the Northern Territory’s was $460.  

Mr W.J. Johnston: So we’re cheaper? 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We have the lowest. The ACT’s was $480.   

Mr T.R. Buswell: They are different sorts of insurance.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: We have the lowest. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: The inquiry can find out all the detail.  

Mr T.R. Buswell: We’re default based.  
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Mr W.J. Johnston: That’s why we want the inquiry; to find out all the details. 

Mr T.R. Buswell: You can have your inquiry. You are more than welcome to have an inquiry any time, just not 
with this legislation.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: That is the whole point; you are making it law.  

The ACTING SPEAKER (Ms L.L. Baker): Members, I think Hansard will probably struggle to get 
everybody’s voices, so can we just go back to the member for West Swan?   

Mr T.R. Buswell: I am sure it will be high on your priority list.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: It will be, if we can get it delayed and get it done. 

The ACTING SPEAKER: Members!   

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Sorry; I was just interested in that interchange.  

As we have stated, the history of CTP over the past 10 years is that there have been only three or four increases 
and not the annual increases that there have been for other charges. The comment made in the annual report was 
that, on net present value terms, CTP is the lowest it has been for 36 years. An interstate comparison also shows 
that WA is doing very well. That has been the case for a number of years. If we have this advantage, we need an 
inquiry to look at why we have that advantage and to make sure that this Parliament and this state does not take 
any action that reduces or eliminates that advantage.  

The other key point, which I think was raised by the RAC, was about whether commitments were made by the 
government to a key stakeholder in this area and, if those commitments were made, what the government knew 
was happening. We understand that this legislation started to be drafted back in October. We understand from 
the Treasurer that the government wrote back to the RAC in response to a clear question about whether the 
government was looking at bringing in any special dividends in relation to the Insurance Commission of WA. 
The answer was that the current legislation does not allow it. In anyone’s business, that would look like a very 
misleading, false statement.  

Mr B.S. Wyatt: Absolutely.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: The government did not tell the truth on this matter even though it knew that, since October, 
legislation was being drafted to change the existing act. A stakeholder wrote to the government asking what it 
intended to do in relation to this legislation. The government said that the existing legislation said this but did not 
say that, by the way, it was changing this legislation to provide a special dividend. It is very important that the 
Public Accounts Committee looks in particular at the impact on third party insurance premiums. Household 
charges have increased dramatically under this government. We do not want to see a new charge or increased 
charges from this government without having some analysis and study of the impact that this will have on 
household vehicle costs.  

The third part I want to highlight concerns the impact on ICWA’s operations. As I understand it, ICWA is made 
up of a number of different funds, including the compulsory third party insurance fund, some other insurance 
funds and, of course, its asset investment portfolio. What real, long-term impact will this new dividend have on 
ICWA’s operations? As I understand it, the legislation provides that the ICWA board will be determining the 
dividend payout ratio in any given year. The real issue, however, is that in the first instance, a dividend payout 
ratio of 65 per cent has been prescribed. That dividend payout ratio was determined by the government and given 
to the Insurance Commission. We have not been told, either through the legislation or in the briefing, what 
impact this new dividend payout ratio will have on ICWA’s operations, not only for this year or next year but 
also over the long term. This is probably one of the most significant changes in how ICWA does business. 
Parliament should have that information on hand before we finally vote for this legislation. I do not blame the 
advisers, but I was surprised that the Insurance Commission of WA was not present to brief the opposition on the 
Insurance Commission of Western Australia Amendment Bill 2013. I understand it is driven by Treasury, but it 
would have been good if someone from the Insurance Commission of WA could have given us an insight into 
ICWA’s operations and the impact this legislation will have over the longer term.  

[Member’s time extended.]  

Mr J.E. McGrath: We understand what you’re saying.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Pardon? 

Mr J.E. McGrath: We understand what you’re saying. You don’t need to talk any longer.  

Mr J.R. Quigley: Are you ready to vote with us?  

Mr T.R. Buswell: No, he doesn’t say he agreed; he said he understands.  
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Mr J.E. McGrath: Cut to the chase.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: As I said, not having ICWA brief us on the longer-term implications of this legislation is 
quite significant. I know what everyone on the other side is thinking, but this serious bit of legislation completely 
changes the way ICWA interacts with the government. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And it was introduced with no consultation, no proper process to deal with the legislation 
and no opportunity to consult third parties.  

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. 

Mr W.J. Johnston: And declared an urgent bill at the last moment. 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Exactly. 

It is a serious bit of legislation that will completely change the nature of the relationship between the Insurance 
Commission of WA and the government, and the consolidated fund in the sense that it is linked to the state 
government. It will completely change that relationship.  

The Insurance Commission of WA is a very complex and significant entity for Western Australia, and the 
implications of this legislation on its operations over the longer term need to be examined fully. ICWA looks 
after compulsory third party insurance, which impacts on all WA motorists, and the impact this change will have 
on motorists is also very important. As the member for Cannington said, the opposition has not had time to really 
speak to the stakeholders it intended to. I understand that before the so-called government briefing on this issue, 
the member for Victoria Park had lined up a number of meetings for tomorrow to talk to a lot of the key 
stakeholders. Late on Tuesday, after a weird set of conversations on this side of the house, we realised that the 
ICWA bill had to be brought on yesterday, and that everything would be pushed through. I do not want to drop 
the manager of government business in it, because I feel sorry for the member for Kalamunda; I think he is 
trying to do his best in very tough circumstances. Last Thursday, conversations were had in this place, and we 
said the opposition had not been briefed on the ICWA bill and it could not debate it until the following week, 
and there was an agreement to that effect. But late Tuesday, with the Treasurer trying to work out the budget 
bottom line for 2012–13, he probably got his latest advice from Treasury about what the ministers are doing and 
thought: “Hang on: we really, really need this cash. We don’t just need it; we really, really need this cash.” I 
suspect there was a late-night briefing with Treasury officials when they said, “How’s that ICWA bill going?” 
The Treasurer would have said, “Do we need it?” and the Treasury officials would have said, “Yes, you really, 
really, really need it. You really, really need it.” As a result, phone calls were made last Tuesday night to the 
member for Victoria Park telling him to be ready for a briefing the next day. As I said, the opposition was 
disappointed. I arrived quite late to the briefing, but I was disappointed that the ICWA officials were not there. It 
was basically Department of Treasury officials, whom I respect of course, but it would have been good to have 
further information from the Insurance Commission of WA. 

This is a very significant bill. ICWA has been paying tax equivalents, but there will now be a requirement for it 
to pay a dividend, and to set it at 65 per cent in the initial year is quite extreme. The member for Victoria Park 
listed the dividend payout ratios of insurance companies around the nation, and 65 per cent is quite high. I do not 
think it is fair to compare it with the Water Corporation and other such entities because they are very different, 
and the dividends of those entities will also increase under this government in an attempt to improve the 
operating budget bottom line. There would be an impact on net debt, but improving those dividend payout ratios 
will improve the budget bottom line.  

I think it would be appropriate for the Public Accounts Committee to look at this bill before it passes through 
any further stages in this place. I respect the member for Alfred Cove as the chair of that committee, and I think 
he would do a good job in assessing all the matters the member for Victoria Park raised. The member for 
Alfred Cove has gone—maybe he is getting ready — 

Mr B.S. Wyatt: He’s gone off to prepare the committee! 

Ms R. SAFFIOTI: Yes!  

The member for Alfred Cove would go through every aspect outlined by the member for Victoria Park and look 
into the significant impact this bill will have on not only government and the consolidated fund, but also ICWA 
as a corporation with a board with responsibilities to motorists and everybody else involved in insurance cover, 
and the entire community as owners of ICWA. It is a very significant bill that will completely change the 
relationship between ICWA and government, and I urge the Parliament—all members in this place—to support 
the motion to send this bill to the Public Accounts Committee.  

Question to be Put 

MR J.H.D. DAY (Kalamunda — Leader of the House) [12.45 pm]: I move — 
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That the question be now put. 

Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms L.L. Baker) casting her vote with the noes, with the 
following result —  

Ayes (34) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell  

Noes (19) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Ms S.F. McGurk (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

            

Pairs 
 Mr N.W. Morton Ms J. Farrer 
 Mrs L.M. Harvey Mr D.A. Templeman 

Question thus passed. 

Referral to Public Accounts Committee — Motion Resumed 
Division 

Question put and a division taken, the Acting Speaker (Ms L.L. Baker) casting her vote with the ayes, with the 
following result —  

Ayes (19) 

Ms L.L. Baker Mr D.J. Kelly Mr J.R. Quigley Mr P.C. Tinley 
Dr A.D. Buti Mr F.M. Logan Ms M.M. Quirk Mr P.B. Watson 
Mr R.H. Cook Mr M. McGowan Mrs M.H. Roberts Mr B.S. Wyatt 
Ms J.M. Freeman Mr M.P. Murray Ms R. Saffioti Ms S.F. McGurk (Teller) 
Mr W.J. Johnston Mr P. Papalia Mr C.J. Tallentire  

Noes (34) 

Mr P. Abetz Ms M.J. Davies Mr A.P. Jacob Dr M.D. Nahan 
Mr F.A. Alban Mr J.H.D. Day Dr G.G. Jacobs Mr D.C. Nalder 
Mr C.J. Barnett Ms W.M. Duncan Mr R.F. Johnson Mr J. Norberger 
Mr I.C. Blayney Ms E. Evangel Mr S.K. L’Estrange Mr D.T. Redman 
Mr I.M. Britza Mr J.M. Francis Mr R.S. Love Mr M.H. Taylor 
Mr T.R. Buswell Mrs G.J. Godfrey Mr W.R. Marmion Mr T.K. Waldron 
Mr G.M. Castrilli Mr B.J. Grylls Mr J.E. McGrath Mr A. Krsticevic (Teller) 
Mr V.A. Catania Dr K.D. Hames Mr P.T. Miles  
Mr M.J. Cowper Mr C.D. Hatton Ms A.R. Mitchell  

            

Pairs 
 Ms J. Farrer Mr N.W. Morton 
 Mr D.A. Templeman Mrs L.M. Harvey 

Question thus negatived. 
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