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PROPOSAL : 

That a new class of Point to Point Motor Vehicle be established, inclusive of all vehicles transporting 

passengers as Taxis, Hire Cars, Private Hire Vehicles, and Tourist Vehicles, with a base relativity of 160 and a 

malus rating of 600.  Vehicles which maintain a three-year non-claim history for at-fault accidents occasioning 

claims for injury will be base rated at 160 points on Metropolitan Standard Motor Vehicles. 

All vehicles with a claim within the three years based on date of initial registration shall be rated at 600 on the 

annual renewal of their Policy. Where the owner of a vehicle can prove that, for the period up to the end of 

that renewal, the vehicle was only driven by natural persons who were at-fault accident free for the last three 

years, an exemption may be claimed to limit the period to one year.   

The current rating of 1188 is affected by the level of Pedestrian claims, and especially those where a driver-at-

fault claim is initiated, by default. Pedestrian claims are disproportionately occurant for Taxis (and STA Buses), 

due not so much to driver error but to pedestrian density, lack of normal attention and inebriation. These 

circumstances need to be recognised and incorporated into the relativities, such that the Pedestrian, non-

insured, class of road users is part of the total assessment. 

The significant addition of PHV’s to the pool, which would double the size of the pool, also gives rise to a 

relativity reduction. As a combination, and until sufficient data is obtained, it is recommended that a starting 

relativity of 600 be determined. 

There needs be a mandatory inclusion of telemetric recording devices to determine usage, and ensure 

compliance, by all participants. Such devices should enable significant cost reductions for the Insurers in 

determining fault and related administrative costs. 

 

SUBMISSION: 

 

Taxis are on the road far more hours a day than most other Motor Vehicles. Overall about 13 hours 

per day as against about 30 minutes for the average private car. The exposure to the risk of an 

accident involving taxi-cabs must necessarily be much greater, and the factor of relativity of 100 : 

1188 is not, per se, unreasonable and is reflected in available data in the Ernst and Young 2015 CTP 

Review. The cost per claim is about 20% greater for taxis which indicates that significantly less than 

10% extra of pedestrian related claims occur to taxis. 

The Issues Paper notes 264 taxi-at-fault / pedestrian claims over six years (44 a year, and one in four 

claims) but gives no data on pedestrian-at-fault ( possibly because it is generally the fault of a driver 

when a pedestrian is injured), nor are any general vehicle /pedestrian claims data given. 



There is an underlying inference, however poorly expressed, that most pedestrian accidents occur 

late at night and on Friday / Saturday nights. That is entirely logical, and should be the focus of 

interest by this review of the future risks involving Private Hire Vehicles. 

To the extent that demand for an “on-demand” service is likely to peak at the same peak demand 

periods as for other “point-to-point” services, it is likely that exposure risks are the same.  

 

The problem now is to predict whether the new PHV / Ride Sharing should be in the same risk pool as 

taxis, or as traditional Hire Cars, or should all be within the general pool, or somewhere else.   Our 

view is that it is the risk itself which needs be analysed, and that the most significant factor is the risk 

of pedestrian related accidents, in which the participants share the risk, but not the cost of 

insurance.  

As a Driver Representative body we are concerned at, and object strongly, to the comments 

expressed that bailee drivers are, “ people who do not own the taxi and therefore do not bear any of 

the insurance costs associated with their own poor driving behaviour. (moral hazard)”.  

The bailment fee includes operator insurance costs. 

As Operator / Owner Representatives we are concerned that a not-at-fault no-claim history is not 

recognised, and worse, that the majority of pedestrian claims start off as at-fault claims. 

Pedestrians are insured within the CTP system, but at no personal cost. It is fair and reasonable, given 

the objectives of the MAA, to impose the full risk and cost on any one class of motor vehicle ?   

The purpose of Insurance is to spread the risk. If exposed to a risk of whatever accident or incident, 

taking out Insurance is the means of reducing the impact on any one person by having all similar 

users sharing the financial cost resultant from an accident. Generally, there is also a notion that the 

person not at fault in the accident should have a reduced responsibility, if at all. 

This is not the case for Taxis and CTP. 

Third Party Insurance for Motor Vehicles puts each so-called class of users into separate pools to 

cover the risk of costs arising from an accident between one or more users, of any pool, and a third, 

uninsured, party. The notion of non-cross subsidisation between classes is statistically sound where 

costs arise from individual users, but is questionable where there is no spread of risks. 

The problem arises that an accident between a motor vehicle and a pedestrian, irrespective of fault, 

lacks a second party vehicle, and immediately brings into the matter the costs of the Third Party 

Pedestrian. For Taxis and STA Buses especially, the regrettable but commonplace incidence of 

accidents with a pedestrian, is of much greater frequency and cost than that of all accidents in the 

Metropolitan areas. Thus the premiums for taxis are rated at 1188 times that of Motor Cars. 

There is no great issue for STA Buses as these costs are within the hugely subsidized operating costs 

paid by the NSW State Government. For Taxis however that $7000 cost difference falls wholly on the 

Taxi Operator, to be covered out of bailment fees payable by the taxi driver from fares paid by the 



travelling public. For the newly legalised Private Hire Vehicles there is no historical data, and 

therefore an unknown risk. 

Pedestrians are obviously not a class of Motor Vehicle, and the risk they pose is effectively covered 

by the CTP system generically. A problem is that it may be that a proportionately greater number of 

accidents between motor vehicles and pedestrians occur with STA Buses and Taxis than is observed 

in the total of all classes, but that notion is poorly seen, examined or reported in the Issues paper. 

If, moreover, that such incidences are primarily in a situation where the pedestrian is at fault, why is 

it appropriate to burden the otherwise innocent, not at fault, party with such a large premium 

impost? 

 

ISSUES : 

There are several issues we would wish to be addressed. 

1. The lack of relevant and comparable data.  

 

2. Inconsistent data. For example:  the cost per claim of Metropolitan Motor Cars, in the Ernst & 

Young Report is for 2013 /14 some $113,824 and for Taxis is $135,225 compared to Hire Cars 

at $49,307. The Graphs in the SIRA Report are inconsistent with the EY data. 

 

3. The EY data shows a 2013 / 14  cost of Taxi  Claims at $22,853,042, and our  estimated 

revenue on 6336 taxis at $7000 (app) is about $45,000,000.  

 

 

What other costs exist ?  What over insurance is involved ?  What profits are being made ? 

 

4. Unlike other insurances there are no discounts available for a no-claims record in CTP. 

 

5. The issue of Pedestrian at-fault / not at-fault claims makes no difference to Policy costs, and is 

not often disputed by the Policy Holder. However, that ratio impacts massively on relativities. 

 

6. An MAA policy is to limit the size of premium increases to 10 %. For Taxis there have been 

several recent increases, within the last year, of each more than 10%. 

 

7. Notions of a competitive market being able to self-control outcomes and pricing are, to say 

the very least, suspect when there is only one Insurer. 

 

8. The age impost now being put on taxis older than the pre-December 2015 of six years is 

unreasonable. Only Maxi-Taxis were able to be registered as taxis for up to ten years, and we 

would dispute that any data exists to support increased risks on the basis of age alone. 

 

 



The Central Issue : 

Taxi Policy Holders are paying very high premiums which relate to a claims history of at-fault 

Pedestrian incidents, each, on average, costing more than Other Vehicle Personal Claims, and which 

peak late night Friday / Saturday, when taxis are now the most common road users. The huge new 

additions of Exempted Private Hire Vehicles are already adding to that road usage pattern, and risk 

exposure needs be assessed. 

It is administratively convenient to blame the taxi driver, and at first instance does not affect his 

premiums. The long tail effect is to disproportionately increase relativities and overall premiums. 

The issue then is who to blame ?    If the uninsured pedestrian is at-fault, to which class of vehicle can 

the claim costs – which will be paid in any event – be apportioned ?   

The only solution must be for those accidents properly attributable to the Pedestrian at-fault to be 

allocated to the general pool of the CTP System. If that can be done, then the relativity of taxis will 

reduce to about 600. That rate should then become the rate for all Point to Point policies with a 

claim within a three period, and the otherwise standard rate of 160 should apply to at-fault claim 

free policies. With increased numbers of vehicles, and compliance, the reduced fees will meet costs. 

Adoption of our proposal which blends the several options suggested would be the best and fairest 

way forward. We would wish for information as to data and records on Pedestrian related incidents. 

The level playing field promised for all Point to Point Transport Providers requires both increases and 

decreases in costs payable by all participants. For Taxis Operators the costs of CTP Insurance are at 

odds with the perceived cost of claims, and those claim numbers are inflated by Pedestrian claims 

which are not really the fault of a taxi driver. As Public Hire Vehicles meet peak demands, so also will 

their risk exposure meet taxi levels of risk. Fairness alone requires equal sharing of risks by all users, 

and some process of maintaining protection for the uninsured non-vehicular road user.  

At its simplest, it is unreasonable for a Taxi to pay $8000, a PHV $650, and a drunk to pay not at all. 

 

Michael Jools 

President, Australian Taxi Drivers Association 

Secretary, NSW Point to Point Transport Association 

Thursday, 7 April 2016 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 


