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Registrar’s Delegate Decisions 

Calculation of PIAWE – vehicle provided for performance of work only is not 

a “non-pecuniary benefit” for the purposes of s 44F WCA 

Plachozki v Coreserve Australia Pty Ltd WCC 2482/19 – Arbitrator Gerard Egan – 26 

June 2019 

Background 

The worker sought an Interim Payment Direction for weekly payments under s 297 WIMA 

in respect of an injury at work on 26 November 2018. On 13 February 2019, the insurer 

decided that PIAWE was $1,690.29 per week and determined the worker’s entitlement to 

weekly payments on that basis. On 24 April 2019, it calculated PIAWE as $1,720.65 and 

made voluntary weekly payments on that basis. These decisions are deemed to be work 

capacity decisions under s 43 (1) (d) WCA. 

The worker alleged that his PIAWE should include an amount for non-pecuniary benefits 

(NPB), being the monetary value of the provision of a motor vehicle (for use within 50 km 

of his home). However, while the respondent conceded that it provided the worker with a 

vehicle, it asserted that this was for only to be used to carry out his employment duties and 

as it was not available for his personal use, it did not satisfy the definition of an NPB. 
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The issues for determination were:  

(a) Whether the provision of a motor vehicle to the worker constituted NPB pursuant 

to s 44E and s44F WCA for the calculation of “average weekly earnings”. 

(b) If so, what is the monetary value of the NPB calculated as per s 44F(4) and (5). 

(c) Assuming the vehicle is a NPB, what is the value of any deductible amount (“D”) 

during any entitlement period in the calculation of weekly entitlements to the worker 

(bearing in mind s 35, s 36 and s 37). 

The dispute was determined by Arbitrator Gerard Egan, as Delegate of the Registrar. 

He stated that the words, “for the performance of work by the worker” in the definition of 

NPB admits of two interpretations and to become a benefit to the worker, it must be 

provided for more than the mere practical carrying out of the work required of him in the 

respondent’s enterprise. In other words, the mere fact that the thing is used by the worker 

for the performance of his work would not mean it was an NPB. He held, relevantly: 

40. While there is a presumption that an interim direction is to be made, I do not 

consider that extends to a presumption that any such direction includes the benefit 

claimed by the applicant. The applicant, I find, retains the onus to establish that an 

NPB was provided.41. I accept the criticism by the respondent that the applicant’s 

evidence falls short of details sufficient to establish that the vehicle was, in fact, 

available for the applicant’s use. I note the respondent’s evidence has been 

consistent in that the vehicle was for work purposes only. This is consistent with the 

early re-claiming of the vehicle for use by other employees. 

42. The fact that the applicant may have thought, or understood, that he could use 

the vehicle for his own use is not the issue. I must look at the evidence to discern 

whether the provision of the vehicle by the respondent was, in part, for his benefit. 

43. On the evidence I am not persuaded that it was… 

Accordingly, he declined to make an Interim Payment Direction.  


