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SUMMARY

Over recent years, insurance has become a critical issue facing the community and industry. This has been exacerbated by the attacks on the World Trade Centre, by the collapse of the insurer, HIH and by some insurance companies withdrawing certain types of insurance cover from the market. 

There has been much discussion by government about the problems associated with public liability insurance, home warranty insurance, and medical indemnity insurance. The focus on these issues is laudable. However, it is the view of the Institution of Engineers Australia (IEAust) that governments have overlooked alarming trends in insurance for professionals and business, particularly the impact of recent events on professional indemnity insurance across the professions. 

The professional and business community continues to experience significant rises in costs of premiums. This is particularly true since late 2001. Engineers have reported rises of up to 400% in the cost of premiums without any commensurate rise in claims or the risks associated with the work being undertaken. They have also experienced major rises in excesses and in some cases, refusal by insurance companies to offer professional indemnity insurance coverage for certain practice areas. 

The consequences of these changes will be significant for the Australian community. It will result in:

· increased fees which will have to be passed onto consumers;

· reduced competition in the market as many smaller practices will leave the market;

· reduced availability of certain engineering services;

· increased number of uninsured professionals;

· over-design and anti-innovation bias increasing the cost of engineering services.

The fee increases and withdrawal of some critical technical skills will be detrimental to the overall economy, at a time when Australia needs to build on existing skills to remain competitive in world markets. These changes may allow unqualified or inexperienced practitioners to enter the market for short term gain, which will increase risk to public health and safety in some areas.

In 2001 and 2002, IEAust conducted two surveys ‑ one to determine members' insurance and liability experiences, and the other to determine the impact of the events of late 2001 on insurance premiums.

In summary, the surveys found: 

· There had been a significant rise in costs of premiums over a five-year period (average increase was 39%). 

· In the last insurance renewal period, some engineers have experienced rises in premium costs ranging up to 400% (average increase was 50%).

· There has been a significant increase in the excess applicable over the last five years (average increase was 50%).

· The rise in premiums cannot be attributed to a rise in claims. Very few claims or alerts of potential claims were made over the last five years (5-7% of respondents made claims). There has been no increase in the proportion of engineers making claims over the last 5 years.

· Half of the claims made in the last five years were for a value of $100,000 or less. One quarter of the claims were valued between $100K and $500K. Only 10% of claims were valued at $2m or more. 57% of these claims were settled before trial. 63% of the claims were settled for under $100K. 21% were settled for between $100k and $500k. 

· On average, members spent $50,000 in legal costs per settled clams and $17,000 on other expenses. 

· A large proportion of members (57%) claimed to have made a payment to resolve a dispute even though they believed the claim was wrong or unjust. The most common justification for this was that the cost of settling was less than the legal costs for defending the claim. 

Since late 2001, insurance for certain types of practice has become very difficult to obtain, or has been withdrawn completely. Recent advice from an insurance broker advises that some professional indemnity insurance companies have recently decided not to underwrite any engineering professional indemnity insurance at all, with the others being very selective about the risks that they will underwrite. It appears that these insurance companies are staying with what they consider to be the traditional engineering fields and staying well clear of anything they perceive to have a "high risk". 

IEAust believes that the major causes of the rise in premium costs are attributable to the increased willingness of the community to litigate and to developments in the law that have expanded the range of matters capable of being a cause of action.

The major impacts the rise in insurance premiums and excess has had on the engineering profession appear to be:

· increases in fees; 

· a limiting of business activities to limit liability exposure by engineering firms; 

· a diversion of financial resources by firms to enable them to self-insure;

· withdrawal of certain technical skills and services from the market

· closure of small companies

· a greater prevalence of uninsured engineers.

IEAust believes that the solution to many of these problems will be solved by legal liability reforms at a Commonwealth, State and Territory level. These solutions are applicable not only to professional indemnity insurance for engineers, but all other professionals. These reforms are also applicable for public liability. 

There are three areas of reform that must be introduced to overcome the current insurance crisis and to ensure the continued practice of good quality, innovative engineering in Australia. 

These reforms are: 

(a) The replacement of joint and several liability with proportional liability, so that professionals are not asked to assume more than their share of responsibility.

(b) The introduction of limitation of quantum of liability, to ensure that the compensation given for contractual or tortious breaches do not exceed the professional’s capacity for professional indemnity insurance.

(c) The introduction of a limitation on the time a professional is liable. 

With respect to the introduction of a limitation on the quantum of liability, IEAust believes that Professional Standards legislation similar to that in force in NSW and Western Australia should be introduced in every jurisdiction in Australia. The legislation should be expanded to include liability for death and personal injury and actions under the Trade Practices Act to prevent the need for these to be insured separately. 

Other measures for reform include changes by the insurance industry to the way in which they cost insurance premiums. Currently, costs are spread across the board for all types of insurance. IEAust believes that premiums should be structured so that everybody pays different rates according to their risk profile and claims history.

The current situation does not benefit the community, business nor the engineering profession. Consumers are not protected as practitioners may be underinsured, uninsured or divested of assets, business have to pay more for their engineering services as costs are past on, and the economy suffers from the withdrawal of specialised services and a risk minimising, anti-innovation bias takes hold. Only through a consistent Australia-wide approach can an effective solution to the complex problem of liability be solved.

_______________

1.
THE INSURANCE AND LIABILITY EXPERIENCE OF ENGINEERS

In September 2001, IEAust conducted a survey of members to determine their insurance and liability experiences. 1,800 IEAust members were selected at random from the approximate 10,000 registrants on the National Professional Engineers Register to participate in the survey. 514 completed questionnaires were returned for analysis (29% response). 

Survey respondents practiced in all Australian States and Territories, predominantly New South Wales (54%), Q

ueensland (42%) and Victoria (35%). The most common area of practice was civil engineering (50%), followed by structural engineering (47%) and project management (30%). There was a range of business sizes represented in the study.

In January 2002, a smaller survey was conducted to gain an indication of the impact of the events of late 2001 on insurance premiums.

1.1
Insurance cover and costs 

Eighty-five percent of respondents to the 2001 survey had carried professional indemnity insurance at some stage in the last five years, and almost all of those had been covered for the last financial year (97%).

There has been an increase in the cost of the premium (up 39%). The 39% increase in premiums since 1996-97 represents a compound rise of 9% per annum. 
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Figure 1: Average costs of premiums

More detail can be seen in the following table. 

	Cost of Premium
	2000/01
(398)
%
	1999/00
(377)
%
	1998/99
(342)
%
	1997/98
(316)
%
	1996/97
(293)
%

	Less than $1,000
	5
	9
	15
	14
	13

	$1,000 - $1,499
	17
	16
	15
	15
	13

	$1,500 - $1,999
	11
	12
	13
	11
	12

	$2,000 - $2,999
	14
	14
	12
	14
	12

	$3,000 - $4,999
	16
	13
	12
	10
	11

	$5,000 - $9,999
	12
	13
	13
	12
	12

	$10,000 - $19,999
	9
	9
	7
	7
	7

	$20,000 - $99,999
	9
	5
	4
	4
	4

	$100k +
	1
	1
	1
	1
	1

	
	
	
	
	
	

	Average (up to $100k)
	$7,800
	$6,400
	$5,400
	$5,700
	$5,600


Figure 2: Premium costs 

In the 2002 survey, many respondents reported an increase in premium of around 50% from the previous year. A smaller proportion reported increases of between 100% to 400%. An insurance broker has advised IEAust that premiums for engineers are increasing by as much as 300% (depending on the circumstances), and that they expect the average increase to be somewhere between 60% and 100%.

The greatest increase has been associated with the excess applicable (up 50% since 1996-97).
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Figure 3: Average excess

This means that companies must divert financial resources to self insure for the amount of the excess. It also means that there are less funds available for compensation in the event of a claim. 

1.2
Claims

Only a small percentage of members had made a claim on their professional indemnity insurance over the last five financial years (5-7% in any one year ). Of those carrying insurance for all five years, 20% had made at least one claim during that five year period (2.2 claims on average).
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Figure 4: Number of claims per 100 insured

While premiums have increased yearly by 9% between 1996-96 and 2000-01 , there appears to have been no significant change during that period either in the proportion of insureds making a claim or the average number of claims being made.

Sixty of 509 respondents who provided details of their claims history, had made at least one claim in the last five years (12%).

Half of the detailed claims made in the last five years were for a value of $100,000 or less. 
Twenty-five percent of claims were valued at $100,000 to less than $500,000. Ten percent of claims were valued at $2m or more.

The vast majority of these claims (nine in ten) were for negligence (88%). Ten percent of claims were identified as relating to fair trading and trade practices matters. 

1.3
Resolution of claims

The vast majority of actions for negligence are settled and the terms are not revealed due to confidentiality clauses in settlement agreements. However, the 2001 survey indicated the following information about the resolution of claims.

Those claims that were resolved (57% of all claims) were usually settled before trial (87%). Negotiation (57%) was the most common form of resolution, followed by mediation (20%).

One out of seven of the claims that had been resolved (14%) had been rejected, that is, no payout. The bulk of claims were settled for under $100,000 (63%). Most of the other claims were settled for between $100,000 and $500,000 (21%). One claim was settled for $500,000 to $1m (2%).

On average, members spent $50,000 in legal costs per settled claim, and $17,000 on other expenses.

A large number of respondents claimed to have made payment to a claimant to resolve a case even though the claim was wrongful or unjust (57% of those 60 members who had made a claim in the last five years). The most common justification for this was that the cost of settling was cheaper than the legal costs required to defend the claim. Another reason was that the claim was less than the excess, and therefore it was uneconomical to defend the claim with legal support. 

1.4
Non-availability of insurance 

A substantial proportion of those who had made a claim in the last five years said that their premiums had increased since settlement (40%) as a result of the claim. They claimed an increase of 58% in premiums on average. However, over a five-year period, discrimination was not a major problem for claimants. One in twelve (8%) said that, after settlement, the insurer refused re-insurance.

Since the events of late 2001, insurance for certain types of practice has become very difficult to obtain, or has been withdrawn completely. 

Recent advice from an insurance broker advises that some professional indemnity insurance companies have recently decided not to underwrite any engineering professional indemnity insurance at all, with the others being very selective about the risks that they will underwrite. It appears that these insurance companies are staying with what they consider to be the traditional engineering fields and staying well clear of anything they perceive to have a "high risk". 

Many insurance companies are refusing cover for the following areas of practice for engineers:

· environmental engineering;

· geotechnical engineering;

· mining engineering;

· foundation / slab work;

· aeronautics, aviation and marine engineering;

· defence work;

· fair grounds and amusement equipment;

· motor vehicle assessments;

· cooling towers;

· oil & gas;

· project management;

· overseas work;

· building inspections;

· building surveys; and

· by any engineer who has had a previous claim.

2.
CAUSE OF RISES IN PREMIUMS

The members of IEAust believe that a major contributing factor to the increase in insurance premiums over the last five to ten years is the change in community attitudes with respect to risk and a willingness to litigate more frequently. There is a failure to understand that there are risks associated with all aspects of human endeavour. The community relies on a professional’s skill and knowledge, and as such, expects compensation for any loss as a result of that reliance, without understanding that risk is involved in the delivery of professional services. No matter how high the standards of professional practice, there will always be a degree of risk. 

The increase in litigation has been accompanied by extremely high awards in damages for some professions such as the medical profession, and this has already affected the nature of professional practice. 

Various reports have stated that the major driver of liability premium increases is the number of claims and claims pay outs. The Queensland Government’s Liability Insurance Taskforce states that the number of claims in Australia has increased from 48,000 in 1996 to 88,000 in 2000. However, the rate of increase in claims varies across different sectors. For instance, for engineering the rate of claims is relatively low and has remained steady over the past five years. Therefore, the rise in claims for other sectors is clearly affecting the cost of insurance for the engineering profession, with insurers raising costs across the board, rather than assessing risk in each sector and charging according to the level of risk. 

IEAust believes that premiums should be structured so that everybody pays different rates according to their risk profile and claims history.

IEAust members also believe that insurance premiums have risen as a result in developments in the law, for instance, expansion of the range of matters capable of providing a cause of action in tort, especially with respect to liability to third parties.

It is clear that the most recent rises in premiums result from the reaction of the insurance industry to the events of September 11, and a move by reinsurers to reassess the profitability of insurance markets, which results in moving investment away from areas with potential high exposure and low returns. However, there appears to be no evidence that the insurance industry has based these assessments on hard evidence. Rather, it appears to be based on intuition. 

3.
THE RESULT OF THE RISES

If the current dramatic increase in premiums or inability to gain insurance coverage is not addressed in a sustained manner, the following will be the result. 

· Increases in fees - Rises in premium costs mean that practitioners will need to change their cost structures. This will mean a rise in fees, which is passed on to the consumer. The extent of the rise will depend on the ability of the clients to meet the increased fees. 

· Lessening of competition in the market - The larger firms, who are more able to absorb the cost increases, will be able to offer more competitive prices than smaller firms, meaning that many smaller practices will go out of business. 

· Withdrawal of certain technical services and skills - Business activities for practicing engineers will need to be limited to reduce exposure. This will mean that some specialised services will no longer be available for some areas, or availability will be limited. Services will need to be brought in from overseas, usually at a higher price to consumers. 

Withdrawal of some critical technical local skills and experience from the market will be detrimental to the overall economy, at a time when Australia needs to build on existing skills to remain competitive in world markets. This withdrawal may allow unqualified or inexperienced practitioners to enter the market for short term gain, which will increase risk to public health and safety in some areas. 

· Uninsured professionals - Some practitioners will practice without insurance, thereby limiting the means of redress or compensation for those damaged by negligence or other cause of action. An increasing number of professionals are arranging their affairs so that assets are not held in their names.

4.
SOLUTIONS 

At the heart of rises in insurance premiums is the liability environment in Australia. Almost three-quarters of engineers surveyed in 2001 felt that the threat of liability suppresses the engineering profession in general (72%).

As such, IEAust is seeking the support of all governments to implement much needed reform. With respect to engineering, the basis for changing the current situation rests on achieving a balance between protection of the community and the provision of affordable, innovative engineering services. 

There are three areas of reform that must be introduced to overcome the current insurance crisis and to ensure the continued practice of good quality, innovative engineering in Australia. These are: 

· The replacement of joint and several liability with proportional liability, so that professionals are not asked to assume more than their share of responsibility.

· The introduction of limitation of quantum of liability, to ensure that the compensation given for contractual or tortious breaches do not exceed the professional’s capacity for professional indemnity insurance.

· The introduction of a limitation on the time a professional is liable. 

Each measure is worthwhile on its own, but the full benefit to the community will not be realised until all are in place.

4.1
Proportionate liability 

The provision of professional engineering services often requires the professional engineer to be part of a team for the delivery of a project. This creates special circumstances with respect to the level of liability of the professional engineer. 

The current system of joint and several liability allows that each person who has contributed to the plaintiff's loss may be liable to the plaintiff for the entire amount of the loss suffered, irrespective of the person’s share of responsibility for the loss. Claims can be progressed even where a practitioner has contributed little or nothing to the critical decisions that led to the loss, and where there may be no question of professional negligence. Therefore, actions are taken against the member of the service team with the most assets and/or insurance cover, rather than the person or organisation mainly responsible for the problem (the “deep pocket” syndrome). 

A further effect of the joint and several liability system is the “greenmail” effect, where professionals tend to settle out of court, even where they may have good defences against major claims of negligence and/or did not cause the damages claimed. 

Australia’s engineers accept that they must bear the responsibility for negligence and acknowledge that members of the community are entitled to recover reasonable damages where the professional has been negligent. However, they should not be asked to bear unlimited or disproportionate liability.

Any limitation scheme must ultimately be fair to all parties and must take into account that those with valid claims have an opportunity to obtain compensation for loss suffered as a result of a breach of duty by the professional. 

Members of IEAust favour a model that replaces the doctrine of joint and several liability with a statutory mechanism, in which damages are distributed by the courts or by a specialised tribunal in proportion to the assessed contribution of each party to the problem.

The majority of engineers surveyed in 2001 were dissatisfied with the current joint and several liability system. There was extremely high in-principal support for the need to change the current system and support for the proposed alternative proportionate liability system was almost universal (98%). 

4.2
Limitation of quantum of liability

In an unlimited liability environment, there are difficulties for the community and the professional alike. Some issues of major concern to engineers and members of the community are: uncertainty for clients; the consequences of undue exposure to financial risk for professionals; and the affordability of insurance cover.

Where there is unlimited liability, there is uncertainty for the claimant as to whether the claim will be met. Most professionals decide on the level of cover they will take, if any. If a major claim is made against the professional, or where there is a substantial gap between what is insured and the claim, this may have to be met through the realisation of the professional’s or his/her partners assets. This, even then, may not cover the amount of the claim. Therefore, there is no certainty for clients with respect to how much of the claim can be satisfied, as it depends entirely on the level of insurance of the professional and the value of their personal assets.

In this situation, not only does the client lose, but this may force the professional to become bankrupt. It is not in the public interest to force professionals out of practice in such circumstances if their competence is not the issue.

In an unlimited environment, undue exposure to financial risk may well lead the professional to conduct the practice in an over cautious manner to the client’s detriment. The professional may be reluctant to propose innovative solutions for the client and instead over design solutions which result in higher costs.

Insurers argue that there is a direct correlation between the price of premiums and claims history. From the data in section 1, this does not appear to be the case for professional indemnity insurance for engineers. Rather, insurers price their premiums before the costs materialise. Therefore, current activity in the tort system has an indirect rather a direct impact on the insurers' decision making. More important to insurers' premium rates are their perceptions, and there is a perception that there will be an expansion of potential liability with professional services. This is clearly shown by the withdrawal of insurance for some areas of engineering practice as set out in section 1.4. 

Insurers have raised their premiums in order to cover the risk of a small minority of very high claims in sectors other than the engineering sector. This cost is eventually passed on to the consumer through higher professional fees where the practitioner is able to stay in practice. 

Insurance mechanisms are no longer functioning effectively, and are placing an undue burden on the professional and providing uncertainties for claimants in an unlimited liability situation. 

IEAust supports the introduction of a statutory limit on the quantum of liability to a multiple of the value of the services provided (with a reasonable level to ensure small claims can be met in full).

Limitation of liability with mandatory insurance coverage creates greater risk sharing and will provide more reasonable premiums than would be available under a voluntary scheme. 

It has been argued that the overall effect of capping would be to reduce the pool of assets legally available to compensate plaintiffs. This is not necessarily the case as practitioners are increasingly arranging their affairs so that assets are not held in their names. In view of this, and as commercial insurance becomes more expensive and larger firms opt for self insurance, the real pool of assets available decreases.

It has also been argued that capping would reduce incentives to maintain high professional standards. This depends entirely on how a limitation scheme is introduced. The applicability of a scheme to professionals can very easily be linked to membership of a professional organisation or professional register that requires high standards of membership and imposes other conditions to ensure the consumer is protected. 

For instance, the key elements of a limitation scheme should focus on the professional: 

· being registered; 

· being competent to practice, and undergoing competency based assessment before registration;

· maintaining high standards of practice,;

· undertaking continuing professional development activities to ensure the practitioner remains up to date;

· having adequate risk management practices in place; and

· carrying adequate levels of professional indemnity insurance.

All of these matters would be capable of audit. 

In the 2001 survey, members attitudes to such schemes were tested. Considerable support was given for a Professional Standards Scheme, participation in which would set an upper limit on the amount a practitioner was liable for in the event of an action being taken against them.

In general, respondents indicated they would be prepared to meet certain requirements in order to limit the amount of liability. Most respondents were comfortable with the necessity to:

· Register with an appropriate body such as a professional association (96% would be prepared to do this to limit the amount of liability in the event of a claim) or a government body (78%) or a professional register.

· Have professional indemnity insurance (94%).

· Undertake specific risk management training (80%).

The level of the limit was another issue tested in the survey. Most practitioners surveyed agreed that the limit should be set in proportion to the level of fees for a particular project (83%). Just over a third felt that the limit should be set at a figure in proportion to their turnover (37%). 28% of members supported both approaches to determining the limit.

	Attitudes to Professional Standards Legislation
	Yes

%
	No

%
	DK

%

	In order to limit the amount of liability, would you be prepared to ..….
	
	
	

	Register with a professional association
	96
	2
	2

	Have professional indemnity insurance
	94
	3
	4

	Undertake specific risk management training
	80
	10
	11

	Register with a government body
	78
	11
	11

	Have your risk management practices audited
	67
	16
	17

	Provide detailed information on claims & alerts to a government body
	65
	15
	21

	Pay for the cost of auditing your risk management practices
	37
	35
	28


Figure 5: Attitudes to professional standards legislation

Western Australia and New South Wales have introduced Professional Standards legislation to overcome some of the difficulties inherent in an unlimited liability environment. IEAust believes that, to be fully effective, this type of legislation should be introduced in all Australian jurisdictions.

However, there are still some limitations in the Professional Standards Acts, which were factors in the low take up rate by engineers in NSW. Some of the major inhibitors to practitioners taking advantage of such legislation include the following: 

· The Acts deliberately exclude liability for death and personal injury from any limitation that applies. Therefore practitioners must still insure against this liability, which often curtails potential savings from the cost of insurance.

· There is a view that the limits on liability provided by the Act may be by-passed by actions brought under the Trade Practices Act.

· Progress in other jurisdictions is slow. Without national coverage (ie consistent across the Commonwealth), the benefits of the legislation are weakened considerably. 

A right to unlimited damages is of no comfort to consumers when practitioners are underinsured, uninsured or divested of assets. This common situation imposes an arbitrary, inadequate cap. Professional standards legislation provides a limit that is properly found and is adequate for protecting consumers. A harsh liability environment is not in the public interest and does not provide an incentive for professionals to perform diligently. Professional standards schemes offer incentives to practitioners to increase their focus on reducing risk through risk management strategies and improving standards of practice. 

4.3
Limitation of time of liability

A major problem for professional engineers relates to the period of time in which the practitioner remains liable for faults that emerge in completed products or delivered services. 

Under the current law, the term during which litigation is possible begins at the time the fault became apparent or should have become apparent, as opposed to when the original product was created or the service delivered. Liability may therefore exist long after the practitioner has retired.

This exposure puts pressure on practitioners to adopt an unduly conservative approach to the delivery of products and services. Industry sources have suggested that such undue aversion to risk, together with the increasing direct costs of insurance premiums, is beginning to have an adverse impact on both the initial and life cycle costs of the products and services. 

There is less innovation in product and service design in an environment where professionals are placed in high and prolonged risk situations. 

IEAust favours a modification of statutes of limitation in respect of professional services to reflect a definite commencement date for the period during which litigation may be initiated to recover actual loss or damages. 

Most of the practitioners surveyed in 2001 felt that the defined period should start from the point at which delivery of the professional services was effectively completed (76%). A minority felt that the defined period should start when the end product has been completed (19%).

Opinions diverged on how long the defined period should be. A quarter felt that no more than three years should be adequate (25%). A similar proportion nominated five years (28%). However most suggested a period between six and ten years (38%). The average preferred length was 5.7 years.

The 2001 survey also measured support for the introduction of legislation that limited exposure to liability to a defined period if certain requirements were imposed on practitioners. Support for the legislation was strongest under the requirement that members be registered with a professional association (92% support). Eight out of ten members supported the legislation if there was a requirement for set levels of professional indemnity insurance (82%), and members had to undertake continuing professional development and this was audited (77%).

	Attitudes to defined period
	Yes

%
	No

%
	DK

%

	Support legislation that limits exposure to liability to a
defined period
	98
	2
	0

	Support legislation if …..…
	
	
	

	There was a requirement to be registered with a professional association
	92
	3
	5

	There was a requirement for set levels of indemnity insurance
	82
	5
	12

	There was a requirement to undertake continuing professional development and this was audited
	77
	11
	13

	There was a requirement to be registered with a government body
	66
	17
	16

	Defined period should start from ….…
	
	
	

	The point at which delivery of the professional services was effectively completed
	76
	
	

	When the end product has been completed
	19
	
	


Figure 6: Attitudes to defined period

5.
A NATIONAL APPROACH 

Australia has a highly mobile population. It is important that members of the community are able to rely on having the same rights regardless of the jurisdiction in which they reside. It is important that suppliers of goods and services have the same liabilities regardless of the jurisdiction in which they trade. This is particularly true when the physical location of the supplier is not in the same jurisdiction as the recipient. 

The differing liability laws in each jurisdiction, and sometimes within each jurisdiction with regard to different products and services, creates difficulties for suppliers and manufacturers of goods and services in Australia. There are inconsistencies in the liabilities of suppliers under the various jurisdiction’s laws, which creates costs on business. A consistent approach needs to be taken by the Commonwealth and all State and Territory Governments. 

_______________







� EMBED PBrush  ���








PAGE  

[image: image5.png]1
=,/

SR



_1082722363.xls
excess

		1996/97

		1997/98

		1998/99

		1999/2000

		2000/01



$

5600

5800

5500

6400

8400



Sheet1

		1996/97		1997/98		1998/99		1999/2000		2000/01

		5,600		5,800		5,500		6,400		8,400





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1082722503.xls
claims and alerts 

		1996/97

		1997/98

		1998/99

		1999/2000

		2000/01

		1996/97

		1997/98

		1998/99

		1999/2000

		2000/01



Average no of alerts and claims per 100 insureds



claims

		1996/97

		1997/98

		1998/99

		1999/2000

		2000/01



Financial Year

8.6

7.5

6.2

7.7

6.9



Sheet1

		1996/97		1997/98		1998/99		1999/2000		2000/01				1996/97		1997/98		1998/99		1999/2000		2000/01

		23		51		53		36		45				8.6		7.5		6.2		7.7		6.9

		alerts												claims





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1082722219.xls
Chart1

		1996/97

		1997/98

		1998/99

		1999/2000

		2000/01



Financial year

$

5600

5700

5400

6400

7800



Sheet1

				1996/97		1997/98		1998/99		1999/2000		2000/01

				5,600		5,700		5,400		6,400		7,800





Sheet2

		





Sheet3

		






_1072007882

