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1. Introduction 

Data Analysis Australia (DAA) together with the Edith Cowan Survey Research 

Centre (SRC) were contracted by WorkCover WA in 2010 to conduct a survey of 

injured workers (the survey).  The survey was undertaken between July and October 

2010. 

The purpose of the survey was to obtain information about return to work (RTW) 

outcomes for injured workers and participant satisfaction with services provided 

within the Western Australian (WA) workers’ compensation scheme.  

The WA workers’ compensation scheme is primarily designed to: 

 Return injured workers to suitable and sustainable employment following a 

work-related injury; 

 Cover injured workers for statutory entitlements; and 

 Provide a ‘no-fault’ system of compensation. 

WA has a privately underwritten workers’ compensation scheme, which means 

insurance coverage is provided by a multi-insurer system. The scheme consists of a 

range of service providers including medical and allied health professionals, 

insurers/self-insurers and insurance brokers, legal practitioners and registered 

agents, unions and employer associations, employers and workers.  

The information from the survey is to assist WorkCover WA in ensuring that the 

WA workers’ compensation scheme is meeting its key objectives. 

The survey involved conducting telephone interviews with persons who lodged a 

workers’ compensation claim between 1 October 2009 and 31 December 2009 that 

involved at least one day of absence from work.  

This report details the methodology used to undertake the survey, key findings and 

presents overall survey results. 

The report is divided into the following sections: 

 Key Findings; 

 Survey Methodology; 

 Results; 

 Conclusions and Recommendations; and 

 Appendices. 
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2. Key Findings 

Key findings from the survey are presented below.   

Satisfaction with the WA Workers’ Compensation Scheme and Service 

Over three quarters of injured workers were satisfied with their overall experience 

of being on workers’ compensation and with the service they received from their 

insurer.  There was also generally high agreement with the 15 statements asking 

respondents about specific aspects of their overall experience and service received, 

with the lowest satisfaction rating being 68.3% (for being able to get hold of the right 

person) and all other ratings being at least 70.0%.   

Over 80.0% of respondents agreed that the process was open and honest, that the 

various people and organisations involved in the process were caring, that the 

system treated the injured worker fairly, that the insurers were courteous and polite 

and that the injured worker was treated with dignity and respect.  Improving 

communication, reducing problems with compensation payments and improving 

timeliness are key aspects that could increase the level of satisfaction of scheme 

participants.  Key satisfaction results include: 

 76.0% of injured workers were satisfied with their overall experience of being on 

workers’ compensation1.  In general, satisfaction levels were higher for those 

who had fewer days off work and there was little difference in the satisfaction 

levels of those with an approved insurer and those with a self-insurer. 

○ 80.9% of workers who had 1 to 59 days lost were satisfied with their 

overall experience on the scheme, compared to 65.4% of workers who 

had lost 60 or more days.   

○ 76.3% of workers with an approved insurer were satisfied with their 

overall experience on the scheme, compared to 73.8% of those with a 

self-insurer. 

 77.5% of injured workers were satisfied with the overall service they received 

from their insurer. 

○ 79.1% of workers who had 1 to 59 days lost were satisfied with the 

service they received from their insurer, compared to 73.9% of workers 

who had lost 60 or more days.  This is a much smaller difference than 

compared to their overall scheme experience. 

○ 77.1% of workers with an approved insurer were satisfied with the 

service they received from their insurer, compared to 80.0% of workers 

with a self-insurer.   

                                                      

1 Respondents were asked about their satisfaction with their overall experience both at the commencement of the 

survey (‘unprompted’ satisfaction) and again part way through (‘prompted’ satisfaction).  The results for the two 

questions were similar, and the results presented in the key findings section relate to the unprompted measure. 
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 The main reasons cited for being satisfied with the service were: experiencing no 

problems during the course of the claim (25.7%), receiving compensation when 

needed (16.1%) and timely service (13.9%).  

 The main reasons cited for being dissatisfied with the service were: lack of 

communication (30.5%), problems with the compensation payment (20.7%) and 

timeliness of the service (15.9%). 

Return to Work Outcomes 

Over three quarters of the injured workers surveyed were working at the time of the 

interview and another 12.2% had returned to work at some stage since their injury, 

but were not currently working.  A majority of workers (77.5%) who had returned to 

work had felt ready to and most had experienced no difficulties in doing so.  Over 

90% of workers who were not currently working hoped to be able to rejoin the 

workforce in the future.  Key RTW outcomes include: 

 77.3% of injured workers had returned to work and were working at the time of 

the interview. 

○ 88.4% of those that had 1 to 59 days lost were working in a paid job 

compared to 53.2% of those with 60 or more days lost. 

○ 86.2% of those with a self-insurer were working in a paid job compared to 

76.1% of those with an approved insurer. 

 77.5% of injured workers who had returned to work or attempted to return to 

work felt ready to return to work at that time. 

 94.3% of injured workers who had returned to work returned to the same 

employer. 

 70.8% of claimants experienced no problems or difficulties in returning to work 

or trying to return to work.  For those individuals who did encounter difficulties, 

these related to having not fully recovered from their injury, being rushed back 

to work or not receiving the right or enough treatment. 

 Of those who were not working at the time of the interview: 

○ 61.2% were not working due to their work-related injury or illness, 11.8% 

were not working due to personal choice and 9.4% were dismissed or 

made redundant. 

○ 91.5% hoped to rejoin the workforce in some capacity in the future. 
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Claim Status and Healthcare 

Over 80.0% of respondents felt that the workers’ compensation payments they were 

receiving were helpful in meeting their normal day-to-day living expenses.  

Approximately 90.0% of injured workers felt that they would fully or almost fully 

recover from their illness or injury.  Key results include: 

 25.7% were currently receiving workers’ compensation payments to replace lost 

income.  Of these, 82.9% felt the payments were helpful in meeting their normal 

day-to-day living expenses. 

 68.1% of injured workers felt that they had fully or almost fully recovered from 

their workplace injury or illness.  Of those who had not yet fully recovered, 

67.0% thought they would fully or almost fully recover, while 15.6% felt they 

would only ever partially recover.   

3. Survey Methodology 

This section provides an overview of the methodology used to undertake the Injured 

Worker Survey (IWS). 

3.1 Survey Design 

The IWS consists of nine sections that each have a series of questions to 

comprehensively assess injured workers’ experiences.  

The instrument was based on a survey used by WorkSafe Victoria in 2009/10. To 

maintain consistency and comparability with Victorian results, only minor 

adaptations were made to the survey in order to align with the attributes of the WA 

workers’ compensation scheme. 

3.2 Sampling Methodology 

3.2.1 Population List 

In accordance with s.100 of the Workers’ Compensation and Injury Management Act 

1981, WorkCover WA provided DAA with a list with the contact details of all 

individuals who had lodged a workers’ compensation claim between 1 October 2009 

and 31 December 2009 that involved at least one day of absence from work. The 

following exclusions were applied: 

 Fatal injuries; 

 Asbestos claims; and 

 Disease claims (except musculoskeletal and connective tissue diseases). 

A list of 3,450 individuals was provided to DAA. 
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3.2.2 Strata 

Sampling for the survey was designed to enable reporting of RTW outcomes and 

participants’ satisfaction with services on a number of levels including: 

 The overall scheme; 

 Time lost cohorts (1-59 days and 60 or more days lost); and 

 Approved insurers and self-insurers. 

This sampling structure gave 14 strata within the survey population.  

3.2.3 Sample Size 

DAA calculated the required sample sizes for a simple random sample to achieve an 

error rate not exceeding 11.5% with a 95% confidence level for each stratum. This 

gave an indicative overall error rate of 4.4% for a satisfaction level of 50%. These 

figures were calculated with a constraint on the sample size for each stratum not to 

exceed the number of injured workers with phone numbers in that stratum. 

After additional phone numbers were obtained (a mobile phone field was requested 

from some insurers that had a high proportion of missing numbers), the overall 

error rate improved to 3.9%. The entire population (i.e. including those without 

phone numbers) was used in the sample size calculations as excluding those who 

could not be contacted would produce artificially low error rates. 

A sample size of 684 was required; however, this was expanded to 700 as this could 

be incorporated within project resources. 

3.2.4 Sample Frame 

Those injured workers who did not have a valid phone number available in the list 

provided to DAA were removed from the sampling frame. In order to determine 

which numbers were valid, the phone number field was broken into separate fields 

and several checks were performed after the fields were cleaned up to remove 

nuisance text and so forth. These included: 

 Phone number length; and 

 Prefix validity. 

Records with numbers that did not reach these criteria (such as numbers with too 

many or too few digits) were discarded along with some additional invalid phone 

numbers that were detected through manual checking.  
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The statistical package R2 was used to randomise the sample by sampling without 

replacement within each stratum. 

3.3 Survey Implementation 

In July 2010, a letter was mailed to all individuals on the finalised injured workers 

list to advise that WorkCover WA was conducting a survey and that they may be 

contacted and invited to participate. 

The telephone survey was undertaken between 4 August 2010 and 3 September 2010 

by Edith Cowan University Survey Research Centre (SRC) in accordance with 

ISO 20252 procedures using Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI). 

3.4 Analytical Methodology 

Participant responses to survey items were automatically keyed into the database by 

SRC interviewers. The data was validated by the fieldwork supervisor at SRC before 

being provided to DAA for further data checking, tabulation and analysis of results. 

The computer statistical package R was used to conduct all data management and 

analysis. 

                                                      

2 R Development Core Team (2009). R: A language and environment for statistical computing. R Foundation for 

Statistical Computing, Vienna, Austria. ISBN 3-900051-07-0, URL http://www.R-project.org. 
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3.5 Response Rate 

A total of 704 interviews were completed, at a response rate of 91.0% for eligible 

contacts made.  A detailed call summary is provided in Appendix 9.  Of those who 

responded, 65.5% were male, 68.5% were from the 1 to 59 days lost cohort and 88.6% 

of individuals had their claim managed by an approved insurer within the WA 

workers’ compensation scheme.  The education level of respondents is provided in 

Table 1. 

Table 1.  Highest level of education completed. 

 count % 

Did not complete primary school 3 0.4 

Completed primary school 15 2.1 

Year 10 / 4th form or below 158 22.4 

Year 11 or equivalent 52 7.4 

Year 12 / 6th form or equivalent 133 18.9 

Trade/apprenticeship qualification 115 16.3 

Other TAFE/Technical certificate or diploma 99 14.1 

Undergraduate certificate or diploma 40 5.7 

Undergraduate - Bachelors Degree 53 7.5 

Postgraduate - Honours/Masters/Doctorate 14 2.0 

Other 7 1.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 4 0.6 

Refused 11 1.6 

Total 704 100 
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4. Scheme Results 

This section analyses RTW outcomes and respondents’ satisfaction with services 

provided within the Western Australian workers’ compensation scheme for all IWS 

participants. 

4.1 Overall Scheme Experience 

Over three quarters (76.0%) of injured workers surveyed were satisfied with their 

overall experiences of being on workers’ compensation, 16.9% were dissatisfied and 

the remaining 7.1% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied or did not know.  The 

breakdown of results is shown in Table 2. 

Table 2.  Thinking about all of your experiences with being on workers’ compensation 
were you were satisfied or dissatisfied? 

 count % 

Completely dissatisfied 40 5.7 

Very dissatisfied 29 4.1 

Fairly dissatisfied 50 7.1 

Neither 46 6.5 

Fairly satisfied 204 29.0 

Very satisfied 176 25.0 

Completely satisfied 155 22.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 4 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 704 100.0 
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As well as being asked about their overall experiences, participants were asked 

about five specific areas of the workers’ compensation scheme.  Between 76.7% and 

86.6% of respondents agreed with each of the statements and between 10.1% and 

16.5% disagreed with each statement (with the remainder being neutral or not able 

to provide an answer).  Responses to all statements are shown in Figure 1. 

e

d

c

b

a

Disagree Neither Agree Other

Percentage of Injured Workers

12% 4% 83%

16% 6% 77%

11% 4% 82% 3%

16% 3% 78%

10% 87%

 
Figure 1.  Thinking about your entire experience of being on workers’ compensation do 
you agree or disagree with the following statements: 
a) The process I went through was open and honest. 
b) There seemed to be good communication between the various people and organisations 
I dealt with. 
c) I found the various people and organisations I dealt with to be caring. 
d) I felt like the system was working to protect my best interests. 
e) I believe the system treated me fairly. 

Overall responses were positive, with 86.6% agreeing the process is open and 

honest, 83.2% believing the system treats the worker fairly and 82.2% consider the 

people and organisations they dealt with to be caring.  Even the weakest responses 

to workers’ experiences of being on workers’ compensation were positive with 

78.4% reporting good communication between the various people and organisations 

and 76.7% of participants agreeing the system worked to protect their best interests. 

4.2 Overall Satisfaction and Service Quality  

Participants were asked about specific elements relating to the services received 

from their insurer or self-insurer as well as their overall satisfaction with the quality 

of services. Section 4.2.1 details participant responses to specific insurer services and 

Section 4.2.2 presents overall satisfaction results. 
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4.2.1 Insurer Services 

Participant responses to insurer service attributes are shown in Figure 2. 

j

i

h

g

f

e

d

c

b

a

Poor Neither Good Other

Percentage of Injured Workers

11% 7% 75% 7%

19% 5% 70% 7%

12% 6% 73% 10%

11% 6% 68% 14%

11% 7% 71% 12%

12% 5% 74% 9%

15% 4% 73% 8%

8% 4% 84% 4%

10% 8% 73% 9%

6% 5% 87%

 
Figure 2.  Would you say your insurer or self-insurer was good or poor in relation to: (Item 
only asked if participant had contact with insurer.) 
a) Being courteous and polite. 
b) Listening to your point of view. 
c) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
d) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
e) Providing a clear explanation to your queries. 
f) Having knowledgeable staff. 
g) You being able to get hold of the right person. 
h) Advising you of your rights (be that written or verbal). 
i) Keeping you informed about your claim. 
j) Being knowledgeable about your claim. 

For all questions, the majority of claimants agreed that their insurer or self-insurer 

provided good service.  The attributes regarding the personal dealings once contact 

was made generally rated the highest, with the statements about courtesy and 

politeness and being treated with dignity and respect being the best performing 

aspects. The attributes that were the worst performers generally related to making 

contact (in either direction), with the statements regarding prompt response to 

requests or queries, being able to get hold of the right person and being kept 

informed about their claim performing the worst. 

4.2.2 Overall Satisfaction with Insurer Services 

Participants were asked about their overall satisfaction with the service they 

received from their insurer both at the beginning and part way through the survey.  

The first question was asked to gain an overall ‚unprompted‛ measure of 
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satisfaction at survey commencement, while the other question followed a series of 

service attribute questions (as shown in Figure 2 above) i.e. ‚prompted‛.  Responses 

to the unprompted satisfaction question are shown in Table 3 and to the prompted 

satisfaction question in Table 4. 

Overall participants were reasonably satisfied with the service received from 

insurers, with in excess of 75.0% of workers being fairly satisfied to completely 

satisfied for both the unprompted and prompted measures (77.5% and 75.5%, 

respectively).  Similarly for workers who reported being dissatisfied with insurers’ 

services, the proportion was consistent across both the unprompted and prompted 

measures (11.6% and 11.7%, respectively). The remaining respondents were neither 

satisfied nor dissatisfied, did not know or did not answer. 

Table 3.  Thinking about all of your dealings with your insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim, would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied with the service you 
received (unprompted)? 

 count % 

Very dissatisfied 32 4.5 

Dissatisfied 50 7.1 

Neither 49 7.0 

Satisfied 389 55.3 

Very satisfied 156 22.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 27 3.8 

Refused 1 0.1 

Total 704 100.0 

Table 4.  Thinking about all of your dealings with your insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied (prompted)? 

 count % 

Completely dissatisfied 21 3.0 

Very dissatisfied 24 3.4 

Fairly dissatisfied 37 5.3 

Neither 48 6.8 

Fairly satisfied 210 29.8 

Very satisfied 165 23.4 

Completely satisfied 157 22.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 41 5.8 

Refused 1 0.1 

Total 704 100.0 
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While the overall proportion of claimants satisfied and dissatisfied was similar in 

both the prompted and unprompted satisfaction questions, not all workers 

responded consistently to the two questions.  A cross-tabulation of the two 

satisfaction questions is provided in Table 5, showing that after prompting, 33.8% 

(27) of respondents changed their opinion from dissatisfied to neutral or satisfied, 

and 7.6% (40) of respondents changed their opinion from satisfied to neutral or 

dissatisfied. 

Table 5.  Comparison of unprompted and prompted satisfaction questions. 

 Prompted 

Unprompted Dissatisfied Neither Satisfied Don’t know/ 

can’t say 

Refused Total 

Dissatisfied 53 8 19 2 0 82 

Neither 8 19 18 4 0 49 

Satisfied 19 21 485 20 0 545 

Don’t know/can’t 

say 2 0 9 15 1 27 

Refused 0 0 1 0 0 1 

Total 82 48 532 41 1 704 

Key reasons for participant satisfaction and dissatisfaction (for both the unprompted 

and prompted questions) are outlined in Table 6 in Section 4.2.2.1 and Table 7 in 

Section 4.2.2.2, respectively. 

4.2.2.1 Reasons for Satisfaction with Quality of Insurer Services 

For the unprompted measure, key reasons cited for being satisfied included: 

experiencing no problems during the course of the claim (25.7%), receiving 

compensation when needed (16.1%) and timely service (13.9%). For the prompted 

measure, reasons were much more focused on good customer service and support 

(52.1%) and receiving compensation when needed (14.8%). 
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Table 6.  What was the main reason why you were satisfied? 

 Unprompted Prompted 

 count % Count % 

Timeliness of the service 76 13.9 6 1.1 

Good customer service/provided support 31 5.7 277 52.1 

Efficient handling of the cases 58 10.6 4 0.8 

Receiving compensation when needed 88 16.1 79 14.8 

No problems during the dealings 140 25.7 9 1.7 

Good communication 63 11.6 36 6.8 

Provided assistance when needed 16 2.9 7 1.3 

Felt well looked after 20 3.7 4 0.8 

Process was simple 15 2.8 35 6.6 

Did not have to do much 15 2.8 18 3.4 

Other 5 0.9 18 3.4 

Negative reason 4 0.7 6 1.1 

Don’t know/can’t say 14 2.6 32 6.0 

Refused 0 0.0 1 0.2 

Total 545 100.0 532 100.0 

4.2.2.2 Reasons for Dissatisfaction with Quality of Insurer Services 

As shown in Table 7, for both the unprompted and prompted satisfaction questions, 

lack of communication from the insurer was the main reason for dissatisfaction 

(30.5% for each). 

Table 7.  What is the main reason why you were dissatisfied? 

 Unprompted Prompted 

 count % Count % 

Lack of communication 25 30.5 25 30.5 

Given incorrect information/bad 

communication 7 8.5 12 14.6 

Lack of support 2 2.4 12 14.6 

Timeliness of the service 13 15.9 7 8.5 

Problems with compensation payment 17 20.7 10 12.2 

Not treated fairly/with sympathy 7 8.5 4 4.9 

Inefficient handling of the case 4 4.9 2 2.4 

Did not receive correct treatment 4 4.9 0 0.0 

Other 2 2.4 7 8.5 

Positive reason given 0 0.0 1 1.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 1.2 1 1.2 

Refused 0 0.0 1 1.2 

Total 82 100.0 82 100.0 
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For the unprompted question, problems with compensation payment/s (20.7%) and 

timeliness of services (15.9%) were also cited as key reasons for dissatisfaction. 

Similarly key reasons for dissatisfaction from the prompted question included 

problems with compensation payment, as well as lack of support and being 

provided with incorrect information (bad communication) from the insurer.  

However it should be noted that numbers for these responses are small and care 

should be taken with comparisons. 

As most of the insurer service attributes are more related to areas of service 

provision and do not specifically refer to compensation payments, this may have 

influenced responses for the prompted question. 

4.3 RTW Rate 

For the analysis of this survey, ‘RTW’ represents those injured workers who had 

returned to work and were working at the time of the interview3, ‘Unsustained 

RTW‘ represents injured workers who had returned to work at some stage but were 

not working at the time of the interview and ‘No RTW’ represents individuals who 

had not returned to work at any stage after their injury. 

The RTW rates are provided in Table 8 and show that 89.5% of the injured workers 

had returned to work, for some period, within 10 months of submitting their claim.  

At the time of the survey, 77.3% of individuals were working, 12.2% had returned to 

work at some stage but were not working at the time of the interview and 9.9% had 

not returned to work at any stage since their injury. 

Table 8.  Return to work outcome. 

 count % 

RTW 544 77.3 

Unsustained RTW 86 12.2 

No RTW 70 9.9 

Unknown 4 0.6 

Total 704 100.0 

                                                      

3 Note there is no requirement in relation to how long the individual has been back at work. 
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4.4 RTW Status 

For those individuals who had returned to work at some stage, a large proportion 

(42.3%) had done so because they had felt capable of working again.  Other key 

reasons cited by individuals for returning to work when they did included wanting 

to be back at work (15.5%) and for financial reasons (12.3%).  Table 9 outlines the 

main reasons cited by participants for returning to work. 

Table 9.  What were the main reasons for returning to work when you did?  (Participant 
only asked if currently working or ever attempted RTW and did not respond as taking no 
time off when asked about time off before first returning to work.) 

 count % 

Medical specialists diagnosed as fit to work 50 8.7 

Financial considerations 71 12.3 

Felt capable of working again 243 42.3 

Requested by the employer 21 3.7 

Due to work responsibilities/fear of losing job 28 4.9 

Wanted to go back to work/did not want to stay at home 89 15.5 

Arranged by the insurer 8 1.4 

Was able to perform limited duties 39 6.8 

Pressure from employer/insurer 3 0.5 

Other 20 3.5 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.5 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 575 100.0 

For a proportion of individuals (9.1%), the main reason they returned to work 

related to job pressures, for example being requested to return to work by their 

employer or insurer, or due to work responsibilities or fear of losing their job. 
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For those participants who had returned to work after their injury, just over three 

quarters (77.6%) felt they were ready to return to work when they did, 13.2% did not 

feel quite ready to return to work and 8.2% did not feel at all ready to return to work 

(Table 10). 

Table 10.  Thinking about just before you first returned to work after your injury or 
illness, did you feel ready to return to work at that time?  (Participant only asked if 
currently working or ever attempted RTW and did not respond as taking no time off when 
asked about time off before first returning to work.) 

 count % 

Yes, definitely 313 54.4 

Yes, somewhat 133 23.1 

No, not quite 76 13.2 

No, not at all 47 8.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 6 1.0 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 575 100.0 

The majority of participants (94.3%) returned to work with the same employer 

(Table 11).  For those individuals who changed employer, over half (53.3%) cited 

that the reason for the change was associated with their work related injury or 

illness (Table 12).  Forty per cent changed employer for a different reason and the 

remaining two respondents did not give a reason.  However, due to the small 

number of respondents in this group (30), these percentages should be treated as 

indicative only. 

Table 11.  When you first went back to work, was this with the same employer as at the 
time of your workplace injury or illness?  (Participant only asked if currently working or 
ever attempted RTW and did not respond as taking no time off when asked about time off 
before first returning to work and not self-employed.) 

 count % 

Yes, same employer 541 94.3 

No, changed employer 30 5.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.5 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 574 100.0 

Table 12.  Was the reason you changed employer associated with your injury or illness? 
(Participant only asked if changed employer.) 

 count % 

Yes 16 53.3 

No 12 40.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 2 6.7 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 30 100.0 
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As shown in Table 13, the majority of participants experienced no problems or 

difficulties in returning to work (70.8%). For those individuals who did encounter 

difficulties, these related to having not fully recovered from their injury, being 

rushed back to work or not receiving the right or enough treatment. 

Table 13.  What was the main issue, if any, you encountered/are encountering in trying to 
get back to work?  (Participant only asked if not retired.) 

 count % 

No problems or difficulties1 496 70.8 

Have not fully recovered 82 11.7 

Not allowed back to work due to injuries 11 1.6 

Injury restricts physical capability 21 3.0 

Have not received right/enough treatment 14 2.0 

Being rushed back to work while still injured 6 0.9 

Lost/forced to change job after injury 20 2.9 

Workplace issues (attitude/safety/coping with work requirement) 21 3.0 

Psychological ailments due to injury 5 0.7 

Financial hardship 6 0.9 

Other 18 2.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 701 100.0 

1Those who responded that they took no time off were assumed to have no problems or difficulties (n=1). 



DATA ANALYSIS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 
 

SCHEME LEVEL RESULTS 

 
 

WORKCOVER/3 ~ Page 18 ~  November 2010 

4.5 General Work and Claim Status 

Of those claimants who were not working in a paid job at the time of the interview, 

61.2% were not working due to their work-related injury or illness.  Other reasons 

for not working are shown in Table 14.  Over one tenth of individuals not currently 

working (11.8%) cited reasons relating to choice (including not wanting to return to 

work, deciding to retire, resign or study or for family concerns/commitments), 9.4% 

were dismissed by their employer or made redundant or retrenched and 4.9% due to 

a different or old injury or illness or being concerned about being hurt again.  

Table 14.  What is the main reason you are not currently working?  (Participant only asked 
if not currently working.) 

 count % 

Work-related injury or illness 98 61.2 

Have a new non-work related injury or illness 5 3.1 

Old injury or illness got worse/aggravated 1 0.6 

Don’t want to 5 3.1 

Worried/frightened about being hurt further/again 2 1.2 

Decided to retire 2 1.2 

Decided to resign 6 3.8 

Decided to study 4 2.5 

Dismissed by employer 7 4.4 

Was made redundant/retrenched 8 5.0 

Work is seasonal – nothing available at present 2 1.2 

Family commitments/concerns 2 1.2 

Employer closed down 0 0.0 

Other 18 11.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 160 100.0 
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Of the injured workers who were not working at the time of the interview, 91.5% 

responded that they hoped to rejoin the workforce in the future (Table 15).  Of these 

workers, 44.6% thought or knew that they had a job to return to with their previous 

employer, 46.9% did not have a job to return to and another 7.7% were unsure (Table 

16). 

Table 15.  Do you hope to re-join the workforce in some capacity in the future?  
(Participant only asked if not currently working but not dismissed, retrenched or retired.) 

 count % 

Yes 130 91.5 

No 4 2.8 

Hope to return to work but not able 5 3.5 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 2.1 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 1421 100.0 

1Note that one retired respondent did not consider deciding to retire as the main reason for not working in the 

previous question. 

Table 16.  Do you have a job to go back to with your previous employer?  (Participant only 
asked if not currently working but not dismissed/retrenched and wishing to rejoin the 
workforce in the future.) 

 count % 

Yes, definite 30 23.1 

Yes, I think so 28 21.5 

No job to go back to 61 46.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 10 7.7 

Refused 1 0.8 

Total 130 100.0 

Of the workers who did not have a job to return to with their previous employer, or 

were unsure if they had a job to return to, 50.0% felt they were at stage where they 

were ready to begin looking for work (Table 17). 

Table 17.  Are you currently at a stage where you are ready to be looking for work?  
(Participant only asked if not currently working but not dismissed/retrenched, wishing to 
rejoin the workforce but do not or do not know if they have a job to go back to.) 

 count % 

Yes 36 50.0 

No 35 48.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 1.4 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 72 100.0 
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At the time of the survey, 25.7% of individuals were receiving workers’ 

compensation payments to replace lost income (Table 18).  Of these 181 injured 

workers, 82.9% felt the payments were helpful in meeting their normal day-to-day 

living expenses while 13.8% did not think they were helpful.  The rest found them to 

be neither unhelpful nor helpful or did not know.  A further breakdown is provided 

in Table 19. 

Table 18.  Are you currently getting any workers' compensation payments to replace lost 
income? 

 count % 

Yes 181 25.7 

No 516 73.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 7 1.0 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 704 100.0 

Table 19.  Workers' compensation payments are designed to assist injured workers in 
meeting their normal day-today living expenses.  How helpful or unhelpful have they 
been in assisting you to meet your living expenses?  (Participant only asked if currently 
receiving payments.) 

 count % 

Extremely helpful 30 16.6 

Very helpful 81 44.8 

Slightly helpful 39 21.5 

Neither unhelpful nor helpful 5 2.8 

Slightly unhelpful 10 5.5 

Very unhelpful 6 3.3 

Extremely unhelpful 9 5.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 181 100.0 
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4.6 Health and Healthcare 

At the time of the survey, 68.1% of injured workers felt that they had fully or almost 

fully recovered from their workplace injury or illness.  Just under one third (30.8%) 

felt they had only partially recovered or not recovered at all.  Of those who had not 

yet fully recovered, 67.0% thought they would fully or almost fully recover while 

15.6% felt they would only ever partially recover.  The responses are provided more 

fully in Table 20 and Table 21. 

Table 20.  In your opinion, to what extent do you think you have recovered from your 
workplace injury or illness? 

 count % 

Fully 244 34.7 

Almost fully 235 33.4 

Only partially 174 24.7 

Not at all 43 6.1 

Don’t know/can’t say 8 1.1 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 704 100.0 

Table 21.  To what extent do you think you will recover from your workplace injury or 
illness?  (Asked if almost fully or only partially recovered). 

 count % 

Fully 97 23.7 

Almost fully 177 43.3 

Only partially 64 15.6 

Not at all 0 0.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 71 17.4 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 409 100.0 
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In relation to the treatment of their workplace injury or illness, respondents were 

asked about which healthcare providers they had seen (other than any healthcare 

that may have been received in hospital immediately following the injury or illness) 

and if they had experienced any difficulties in seeking healthcare services.  A 

complete listing of healthcare providers is shown in Table 22. 

Table 22.  Apart from any healthcare you may have received in hospital immediately 
following your workplace injury or illness, can you please tell me whether or not you have 
you seen any of the following healthcare providers about your workplace injury or illness?  
(Multiple responses accepted.) 

 count %1 

General Practitioner 617 87.6 

Physiotherapist 439 62.4 

Chiropractor 38 5.4 

Psychologist 34 4.8 

Psychiatrist 10 1.4 

Vocational rehabilitation provider 161 22.9 

Occupational therapist 40 5.7 

Some other type of therapist 36 5.1 

Neurosurgeon 51 7.2 

Orthopaedic surgeon 114 16.2 

Other specialist 75 10.7 

Other surgeon 26 3.7 

Someone else 20 2.8 

No one 27 3.8 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 

By far, the most commonly seen healthcare professionals were General Practitioners 

(GPs), seen by 87.6% of workers and physiotherapists seen by 62.4% of workers. 

Different types of surgeons and therapists were also seen, as were psychologists and 

psychiatrists.  22.9% of workers saw a vocational rehabilitation provider. 
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Only 9.7% of injured workers reported that they had trouble accessing the medical 

treatment or services needed for their workplace injury or illness (Table 23).   

Table 23.  Have you had trouble getting the medical treatment or services that you needed 
for your workplace injury or illness? 

 count % 

Yes 68 9.7 

No 633 89.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 704 100.0 

The main difficulties experienced were getting a doctor’s appointment (19.1%), long 

waiting periods (17.6%), not receiving appropriate treatment or diagnostics (16.2%) 

and financial expenses associated with treatment which included the insurer not 

providing sufficient compensation (14.7%).  Other difficulties experienced are 

provided in Table 24. 

Table 24.  Can you please tell me a bit about the main difficulty you have experienced in 
trying to get medical treatment or services?  (Participant only asked if they responded that 
they had trouble in getting medical treatment or services.) 

 count % 

Not receiving appropriate treatments/diagnostics 11 16.2 

Getting doctor's appointments 13 19.1 

Travelling involved in seeing appointed doctor 6 8.8 

Paying for the treatment 10 14.7 

Long waiting period 12 17.6 

Bad service/communication 5 7.4 

Problem with getting the claims approved 6 8.8 

Other 4 5.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 1.5 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 68 100.0 
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4.7 RTW Support and Rehabilitation 

As shown in Table 25, claimants spoke to a variety of people about returning to 

work.  A large proportion of participants had spoken with a health professional 

about returning to work including GPs (72.2%), physiotherapists (35.1%) and 

rehabilitation providers (20.2%). Additionally participants had also spoken with 

representatives at their workplace (56.5%) and their insurer (19.6%). 

Table 25.  Did you ever specifically talk to any of the following people about going back to 
or returning to work?  (Multiple response.)2 

 count %1 

Your GP 508 72.2 

Doctor at your work 56 8.0 

Your specialist 45 6.4 

Psychologist, psychiatrist or other mental healthcare 30 4.3 

Your rehabilitation provider 142 20.2 

Your insurer 138 19.6 

Someone from your work 398 56.5 

Physiotherapist 247 35.1 

Doctor discussed with workplace 36 5.1 

None of the above 71 10.1 

Don't know/can't say 6 0.9 

Refused 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 

2 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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Consistent with the findings above, GPs and physiotherapists were cited as the most 

influential people in assisting the return to work process.    Table 26 identifies other 

significant persons who assisted the process.  Despite being prompted to identify 

people other than themselves, 19.0% of respondents did not identify a particular 

person who helped them in returning to work. 

Table 26.  Who (was/is) the most important person in helping you (return to work/prepare 
for a return to work)?  (Apart from the individual themselves.)1 

 count % 

Doctor 54 7.7 

Surgeon 16 2.3 

Physiotherapist 150 21.3 

GP 120 17.0 

Insurer 7 1.0 

Manager/supervisor/boss 44 6.3 

Partner/family 42 6.0 

Rehabilitation provider 33 4.7 

Other therapist/specialist/ psychologist 31 4.4 

OHS/HR personnel 13 1.8 

Other 33 4.7 

No one at all 134 19.0 

Don't know/can't say 26 3.7 

Refused 1 0.1 

Total 704 100.0 

! Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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The two major ways the most important person cited helped in the return to work 

process were by providing treatment or services and helping with recovery.  

Discussing and planning return to work options as well as making regular contact 

and following up to check that the individual was okay were also highly cited.  

Other ways in which individuals were helped in returning to work are provided in 

Table 27. 

Table 27.  Can you please describe in what ways person from Table 26 helped you return to 
work/prepare to return to work?  (Multiple response.) 

 count %1 

Discussed RTW options with me 108 19.9 

Discussed my RTW with my employer 34 6.3 

Followed up/made regular contact/made sure I was ok 107 19.7 

Helped with my recovery 243 44.8 

Did a worksite assessment for me 20 3.7 

Prepared a RTW plan for me 85 15.7 

Provided treatment/services 264 48.6 

Didn't do anything 6 1.1 

Other 103 19.0 

Don't know/can't say 2 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 
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Injured workers who had spoken to their GP, rehabilitation provider, insurer or a 

representative from their workplace about returning to work were asked further 

questions about their discussions.   

To a greater extent, the injured worker raised the issue of returning to work with the 

support person (i.e. GP, insurer), with the exception of rehabilitation providers who 

raised it with the injured worker in more cases.  It was also reasonably common for 

the topic to come up in conversation, rather than one party specifically raising the 

issue, with this situation occurring in between 15.9% and 20.3% of cases for each 

type of provider spoken to (see Table 28). 

Table 28.  Did you raise going back to work with your GP/rehabilitation 
provider/insurer/person from you work or did they raise it with you?1 

 

GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

 Count % count % count % count % 

I raised it with them 270 53.1 36 25.4 47 34.1 215 54.0 

They raised it with me 139 27.4 67 47.2 42 30.4 90 22.6 

We both raised it/it came up in 

conversation 81 15.9 28 19.7 28 20.3 66 16.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 18 3.5 11 7.7 21 15.2 27 6.8 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 508 100.0 142 100 138 100.0 398 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 

In the majority of instances, workers thought that their views were considered by 

those helping them return to work, with 89.2% of participants indicating GPs 

considered their views, compared to insurers (82.2%), rehabilitation providers 

(76.0%) and representatives from their workplace (76.0%). 
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Table 29.  Do you agree or disagree that your GP/rehabilitation provider/insurer/person 
from you work considered your views when helping you return to work/prepare for a 
return to work?1 

 

GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

 count % count % count % count % 

Completely disagree 8 1.6 12 8.5 17 4.3 9 6.5 

Mostly disagree 6 1.2 3 2.1 15 3.8 0 0.0 

Somewhat disagree 14 2.8 8 5.6 12 3.0 6 4.3 

Neither agree nor disagree 14 2.8 7 4.9 19 4.8 5 3.6 

Somewhat agree 61 12.0 19 13.4 56 14.1 17 12.3 

Mostly agree 131 25.8 33 23.2 80 20.1 42 30.4 

Completely agree 261 51.4 56 39.4 191 48.0 46 33.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 13 2.6 4 2.8 7 1.8 13 9.4 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 0 0.0 

Total 508 100.0 142 100 398 100.0 138 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 

Table 30 shows the proportion of injured workers who said they had received 

vocational rehabilitation services related to their claim.  While this question was 

only asked of those injured workers who were flagged in the claims database as 

having used a vocational rehabilitation service, only 56.0% said they had, indicating 

that the injured workers are perhaps not aware of what the terminology means.  It 

may be that participants more readily associate with the name of their vocational 

rehabilitation organisation rather than the term itself. 

Table 30.  Did you receive any vocational rehabilitation services related to your claim?  
(Participant asked if presence of vocational rehabilitation flag in sample data.) 

 count % 

Yes 98 56.0 

No 66 37.7 

Don’t know/can’t say 11 6.3 

Refused 0 0.0 

Total 175 100.0 

Of those who responded that they had received vocational rehabilitation services, 

the highest rating aspects of their service were explaining their role (93.9%) and 

explaining how the occupational rehabilitation service was to be conducted (91.8%).  

Being treated with dignity and respect rated at 85.7% agreement.  The lowest rating 

statements related to listening to the injured worker’s point of view, responding 

promptly to queries and providing the support that was required for the injured 

worker to return to work.  The results for each statement are shown in Figure 3.  
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Poor Neither Good Other

Percentage of Injured Workers

16% 6% 76%

5% 3% 92%

3%3% 94%

13% 5% 80%

8% 6% 86%

15% 7% 78%

 
Figure 3.  Thinking about these three months, would you say your vocational 
rehabilitation provider was good or poor in relation to:  (Participant only asked if presence 
of vocational rehabilitation flag in participant list and responded yes to receiving 
vocational rehabilitation services.) 
a) Listening to your point of view. 
b) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
c) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
d) Explaining their role to you. 
e) Explaining how the occupational rehabilitation services would be conducted.  
f) Providing you with support you need to return to work. 
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5. Time Lost Cohort Results 

To aid understanding, some of the key questions have been analysed by time lost 

(number of days absent from work as a result of a work related injury or illness) 

cohort.  For these analyses, the respondents have been separated into two time lost 

cohorts, based on information provided by WorkCover WA at the time of sampling.  

The time lost cohorts analysed and reported on in this section of the report are 

1 to 59 days lost and 60 or more days lost.  There were 482 respondents in the 1 to 59 

days lost cohort and 222 respondents were in the 60 or more days lost cohort. 

5.1 Overall Scheme Experience 

As shown in Table 31, injured workers with less time off (1 to 59 days versus 60 or 

more days lost) had a higher level of satisfaction in regards to their experiences with 

being on workers’ compensation.  Of those in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort, 80.9% 

were satisfied compared with 65.4% of those in the 60 or more days lost cohort.   

Similarly, when asked about their satisfaction with five specific attributes relating to 

their entire experience on workers’ compensation (displayed in Figure 4), 

participants in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort had a higher level of satisfaction than 

those with 60 or more days lost for all attributes. 

Table 31.  Thinking about all of your experiences with being on workers’ compensation 
were you were satisfied or dissatisfied? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Completely dissatisfied 20 4.1 20 9.0 40 5.7 

Very dissatisfied 17 3.5 12 5.4 29 4.1 

Fairly dissatisfied 24 5.0 26 11.7 50 7.1 

Neither nor 27 5.6 19 8.6 46 6.5 

Fairly satisfied 143 29.7 61 27.5 204 29.0 

Very satisfied 121 25.1 55 24.8 176 25.0 

Completely satisfied 126 26.1 29 13.1 155 22.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 4 0.8 0 0.0 4 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 
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Percentage of Injured Workers with 1 to 59 day claims

9% 4% 86%

13% 5% 80%

9% 4% 84% 3%

14% 80% 3%

8% 88%
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Disagree Neither Agree Other

Percentage of Injured Workers with 60 day or more claims

18% 4% 77%

23% 6% 70%

15% 5% 78%

22% 4% 74%

14% 84%

 
Figure 4.  Thinking about your entire experience of being on workers’ compensation do 
you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
a) The process I went through was open and honest. 
b) There seemed to be good communication between the various people and organisations 
I dealt with. 
c) I found the various people and organisations I dealt with to be caring. 
d) I felt like the system was working to protect my best interests. 
e) I believe the system treated me fairly. 

Of injured workers with 60 or more days lost, 23.4% did not feel like the system was 

working to protect their best interests (compared to 12.7% for those with 1 to 59 days 

lost) and 21.6% (compared to 14.1% of those with 1 to 59 days lost) did not feel there 
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was good communication between the various organisations and people they dealt 

with.  These attributes were also the poorest performing for the 1 to 59 days lost 

cohort.  On average 83.7% of those in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort agreed with the 

statements about the workers’ compensation scheme compared to 76.6% of those in 

the 60 or more days lost cohort. 

5.2 Overall Satisfaction and Service Quality 

Responses to the unprompted4 question regarding satisfaction with the service 

received from their insurer show a slightly higher satisfaction level in the 1 to 59 

days lost cohort.  As shown in Table 32, 79.1% in this cohort responded that they 

were satisfied with the service they received, compared to 73.9% in the 60 or more 

days lost cohort.   

Table 32.  Thinking about all of your dealings with your insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim, would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied with the service you 
received (unprompted)? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Very dissatisfied 15 3.1 17 7.7 32 4.5 

Dissatisfied 35 7.3 15 6.8 50 7.1 

Neither 28 5.8 21 9.5 49 7.0 

Satisfied 264 54.8 125 56.3 389 55.3 

Very satisfied 117 24.3 39 17.6 156 22.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 22 4.6 5 2.3 27 3.8 

Refused 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 

                                                      

4 Respondents were asked their satisfaction both at the commencement of the survey (‘unprompted’ satisfaction) and 

again part way through (‘prompted’ satisfaction) as described in Section 4.2. 
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The proportion satisfied for the prompted satisfaction question was on par for the 

two cohorts (75.8% for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort compared with 75.2% for the 60 

days or more lost cohort) as shown in Table 33.  However, the proportion 

dissatisfied was higher for the 60 or more days lost cohort for both the unprompted 

and prompted questions, at 14.5% compared to 10.4% (unprompted) and 18.1% 

compared to 8.7% (prompted), respectively.  The respondents in the 1 to 59 days lost 

cohort were more likely to give an answer of ‚Don’t know or can’t say‛ than those 

in the 60 ore more days lost cohort. 

Table 33.  Thinking about all of your dealings with yout insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied (prompted)? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Completely dissatisfied 11 2.3 10 4.5 21 3.0 

Very dissatisfied 15 3.1 9 4.1 24 3.4 

Fairly dissatisfied 16 3.3 21 9.5 37 5.3 

Neither 36 7.5 12 5.4 48 6.8 

Fairly satisfied 144 29.9 66 29.7 210 29.8 

Very satisfied 102 21.2 63 28.4 165 23.4 

Completely satisfied 119 24.7 38 17.1 157 22.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 38 7.9 3 1.4 41 5.8 

Refused 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 

The 60 or more days lost cohort gave a higher percentage of poor ratings for all 10 

specific insurer service attributes asked about.  For many of the attributes, this time 

lost cohort also gave a higher (or similar) percentage of good ratings for the service 

attributes, as the 1 to 59 days lost cohort were more likely to give a neutral answer or 

no answer. 

The areas where the 60 or more days lost cohort gave a higher proportion of good 

ratings than the 1 to 59 days lost cohort were in relation to providing a clear 

explanation of workers’ queries and being able to get hold of the right person.  

However, these attributes also had a higher level of no response from the 1 to 59 

days lost cohort, suggesting that they perhaps had less need to ask queries or try to 

get hold of a particular person.  Figure 5 shows the ratings of all attributes. 

In general, the same service attributes rated poorly across both time cohorts.  

However, the percentages of poor ratings were higher for the 60 or more days lost 

cohort.  Being kept informed about the claim was the worst performing statement 

for both cohorts, and was worse for the 60 or more days lost cohort, with 21.9% of 

the 60 or more days lost cohort rating this aspect as poor and 66.9% rating it as good, 

compared to 16.7% of the 1 to 59 days lost cohort rating it as poor and 71.6% rating it 

good.  The next worst performing aspect was having requests or queries responded 

to promptly, with 18.5% of the 60 or more days lost cohort rating this as poor and 
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12.5% of the 1 to 59 days lost cohort rating it as poor (with 74.2% and 72.0% rating 

this service attribute as good, respectively). 
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Poor Neither Good Other

Percentage of Injured Workers with 1 to 59 day claims

9% 5% 77% 9%

17% 3% 72% 9%

9% 6% 73% 12%

10% 6% 64% 20%

9% 7% 70% 14%

10% 6% 71% 12%

12% 5% 72% 11%

5% 4% 84% 7%

7% 8% 72% 13%

4% 6% 86% 4%
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Poor Neither Good Other

Percentage of Injured Workers with 60 day or more claims

14% 8% 74% 4%

22% 7% 67% 4%

15% 6% 72% 7%

13% 6% 75% 6%

12% 7% 72% 8%

13% 4% 78% 4%

18% 3% 74% 4%

12% 5% 83%

14% 8% 74% 3%

10% 3% 87%

 
Figure 5.  Would you say your insurer or self-insurer was good or poor in relation to: (Item 
only asked if participant had contact with insurer.) 
a) Being courteous and polite. 
b) Listening to your point of view. 
c) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
d) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
e) Providing a clear explanation to your queries. 
f) Having knowledgeable staff. 
g) You being able to get hold of the right person. 
h) Advising you of your rights (be that written or verbal). 
i) Keeping you informed about your claim. 
j) Being knowledgeable about your claim. 
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5.3 RTW Rate 

At the time of the interview, 88.4% of those in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort were 

working in a paid job compared to 53.2% of those with 60 or more days lost (Table 

34).  Over three quarters (76.0%) of those in the 60 or more days lost cohort were not 

working due to their work-related injury or illness (compared to 33.9% in the 1 to 59 

days lost cohort).  The remaining claimants in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort were not 

working due to reasons such as a new non-work related injury, being made 

redundant or choosing to study, as outlined in Table 35.  While providing indicative 

information, these breakdowns are based on small counts and care should be taken 

with their interpretation. 

Table 34.  Are you currently working in a paid job? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 426 88.4 118 53.2 544 77.3 

No 53 11.0 104 46.8 157 22.3 

Retired 3 0.6 0 0.0 3 0.4 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 
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Table 35.  What is the main reason you are not currently working?  (Participant only asked 
if not currently working.) 

 

1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days 

lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Work-related injury or illness 19 33.9 79 76.0 98 61.2 

Have a new non-work related injury 

or illness 5 8.9 0 0.0 5 3.1 

Old injury or illness got 

worse/aggravated 0 0.0 1 1.0 1 0.6 

Don’t want to 2 3.6 3 2.9 5 3.1 

Worried/frightened about being hurt 

further/again 1 1.8 1 1.0 2 1.2 

Decided to retire 2 3.6 0 0.0 2 1.2 

Decided to resign 3 5.4 3 2.9 6 3.8 

Decided to study 4 7.1 0 0.0 4 2.5 

Dismissed by employer 3 5.4 4 3.8 7 4.4 

Was made redundant/retrenched 5 8.9 3 2.9 8 5.0 

Work is seasonal – nothing available 

at present 2 3.6 0 0.0 2 1.2 

Family commitments/concerns 0 0.0 2 1.9 2 1.2 

Employer closed down 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 10 17.9 8 7.7 18 11.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 56 100.0 104 100.0 160 100.0 

Approximately three in five injured workers (58.6%) in the 60 or more days lost 

cohort were still receiving workers’ compensation payments at the time of the 

interview.  This is compared to 10.6% of those with 1 to 59 days lost (Table 36).  The 

majority of both cohorts (80.3% for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort and 83.9% for the 60 

or more days lost cohort) felt the payments were helpful in assisting them to meet 

their living expenses, as shown in Table 37. 

Table 36.  Are you currently getting any workers' compensation payments to replace lost 
income? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 51 10.6 130 58.6 181 25.7 

No 427 88.6 89 40.1 516 73.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 4 0.8 3 1.4 7 1.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 
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Table 37.  Workers' compensation payments are designed to assist injured workers in 
meeting their normal day-today living expenses.  How helpful or unhelpful have they 
been in assisting you to meet your living expenses?  (Participant only asked if currently 
receiving payments.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Extremely helpful 9 17.6 21 16.2 30 16.6 

Very helpful  23 45.1 58 44.6 81 44.8 

Slightly helpful 9 17.6 30 23.1 39 21.5 

Neither unhelpful nor helpful 1 2.0 4 3.1 5 2.8 

Slightly unhelpful 2 3.9 8 6.2 10 5.5 

Very unhelpful 3 5.9 3 2.3 6 3.3 

Extremely unhelpful 3 5.9 6 4.6 9 5.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 2.0 0 0.0 1 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 51 100.0 130 100.0 181 100.0 

5.4 Health and Healthcare 

Half (50.0%) of the injured workers with 60 or more days lost felt they experienced 

or were experiencing problems or difficulties in returning to work, compared with 

20.6% in the 1 to 59 days lost cohort.  The main difficulties experienced by 

individuals in the 60 or more days lost cohort were having not fully recovered from 

their injury and losing or being forced to change jobs after their injury.  Other 

reasons are displayed in Table 38. 

Table 38.  What was the main issue, if any, you encountered/are encountering in trying to 
get back to work?  (Participant only asked if not retired.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

No problems or difficulties1 385 80.4 111 50.0 496 70.8 

Have not fully recovered 36 7.5 46 20.7 82 11.7 

Not allowed back to work due to injuries 8 1.7 3 1.4 11 1.6 

Injury restricts physical capability 13 2.7 8 3.6 21 3.0 

Have not received right/enough treatment 7 1.5 7 3.2 14 2.0 

Being rushed back to work while still injured 4 0.8 2 0.9 6 0.9 

Lost/forced to change job after injury 5 1.0 15 6.8 20 2.9 

Workplace issues (attitude/safety/coping with 

work requirement) 11 2.3 10 4.5 21 3.0 

Psychological ailments due to injury 0 0.0 5 2.3 5 0.7 

Financial hardship 2 0.4 4 1.8 6 0.9 

Other 7 1.5 11 5.0 18 2.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 479 100.0 222 100.0 701 100.0 

1Those who responded that they took no time off were assumed to have no problems or difficulties (n=1). 
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Table 39 shows that the majority of injured workers saw their GP about their 

workplace injury or illness in both time lost cohorts (85.9% in the 1 to 59 days lost 

cohort and 91.4% in the 60 or more days lost cohort).  Those with 60 or more days 

lost were more likely to have seen other healthcare professionals than the 1 to 59 

days lost cohort.  Of those who had 60 or more days lost, 91.4% saw their GP, 83.8% 

saw a physiotherapist, 52.7% saw a vocational rehabilitation provider and 32.4% saw 

an orthopaedic surgeon.  Other healthcare providers seen are outlined in Table 39. 

Table 39.  Apart from any healthcare you may have received in hospital immediately 
following your workplace injury or illness, can you please tell me whether or not you have 
you seen any of the following healthcare providers about your workplace injury or illness?  
(Multiple responses accepted.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count %1 count %1 count %1 

General Practitioner 414 85.9 203 91.4 617 87.6 

Physiotherapist 253 52.5 186 83.8 439 62.4 

Chiropractor 23 4.8 15 6.8 38 5.4 

Psychologist 5 1.0 29 13.1 34 4.8 

Psychiatrist 1 0.2 9 4.1 10 1.4 

Vocational rehabilitation 

provider 44 9.1 117 52.7 161 22.9 

Occupational therapist 18 3.7 22 9.9 40 5.7 

Some other type of therapist 16 3.3 20 9.0 36 5.1 

Neurosurgeon 18 3.7 33 14.9 51 7.2 

Orthopaedic surgeon 42 8.7 72 32.4 114 16.2 

Other specialist 39 8.1 36 16.2 75 10.7 

Other surgeon 15 3.1 11 5.0 26 3.7 

Someone else 13 2.7 7 3.2 20 2.8 

No one 24 5.0 3 1.4 27 3.8 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 

Approximately 10% more of respondents in the 60 or more days lost cohort had 

trouble getting the medical treatment or services they needed than those in the 

1 to 59 days lost cohort (16.2% compared to 6.6%) as shown in Table 40. However, it 

should be noted that individuals in the 60 or more days lost cohort also saw more 

healthcare providers, as discussed previously. 

Interestingly, the difficulties the 60 or more days lost cohort faced were quite 

different to those from the 1 to 59 days lost cohort, however, these results should be 

treated with caution as the number of people facing various difficulties are quite 

small.  The difficulties experienced are outlined in Table 41 with the main difficulties 

for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort being not receiving appropriate treatments or 
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diagnostics and obtaining doctors’ appointments, whereas paying for treatment 

(which includes insurers not providing sufficient compensation) and long waiting 

periods were the biggest problem for the 60 or more days lost cohort. 

Table 40.  Have you had trouble getting the medical treatment or services that you needed 
for your workplace injury or illness? 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 32 6.6 36 16.2 68 9.7 

No 447 92.7 186 83.8 633 89.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.6 0 0.0 3 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 

Table 41.  Can you please tell me a bit about the main difficulty you have experienced in 
trying to get medical treatment or services?  (Participant only asked if they responded that 
they had trouble in getting medical treatment or services.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Not receiving appropriate 

treatments/diagnostics 8 25.0 3 8.3 11 16.2 

Getting doctor's appointments 8 25.0 5 13.9 13 19.1 

Travelling involved in seeing 

appointed doctor 1 3.1 5 13.9 6 8.8 

Paying for the treatment 4 12.5 6 16.7 10 14.7 

Long waiting period 6 18.8 6 16.7 12 17.6 

Bad service/communication 2 6.2 3 8.3 5 7.4 

Problem with getting the claims 

approved 2 6.2 4 11.1 6 8.8 

Other 1 3.1 3 8.3 4 5.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 1 2.8 1 1.5 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 32 100.0 36 100.0 68 100.0 
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5.5 RTW Support and Rehabilitation 

The 1 to 59 days lost cohort nominated GPs and physiotherapists to be the equally 

most important person is helping them to return to work.  The 60 or more days lost 

cohort rated physiotherapists to be slightly more important (24.8% compared to 

19.7% for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort) and to a lesser extent GPs (11.3% compared to 

19.7% for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort).  This cohort found rehabilitation providers to 

be more important than the 1 to 59 days lost cohort (10.8% compared to 1.9%).  Other 

influential people in the return to work process are outlined in Table 42.  Despite 

being prompted to identify people other than themselves, 22.8% in the 1 to 59 days 

lost and 10.8% in the 60 or more days lost cohort did not identify a particular person 

who helped them in returning to work. 

Table 42.  Who (was/is) the most important person in helping you (return to work/prepare 
for a return to work)?  (Apart from the individual themselves.)1 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Doctor 36 7.5 18 8.1 54 7.7 

Surgeon 8 1.7 8 3.6 16 2.3 

Physiotherapist 95 19.7 55 24.8 150 21.3 

GP 95 19.7 25 11.3 120 17.0 

Insurer 3 0.6 4 1.8 7 1.0 

Manager/supervisor/boss 37 7.7 7 3.2 44 6.3 

Partner/family 33 6.8 9 4.1 42 6.0 

Rehabilitation provider 9 1.9 24 10.8 33 4.7 

Other therapist/specialist/ psychologist 16 3.3 15 6.8 31 4.4 

OHS/HR personnel 10 2.1 3 1.4 13 1.8 

Other 14 2.9 19 8.6 33 4.7 

No one at all 110 22.8 24 10.8 134 19.0 

Don't know/can't say 16 3.3 10 4.5 26 3.7 

Refused 0 0.0 1 0.5 1 0.1 

Total 482 100.0 222 100.0 704 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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The ways in which these people aided in the return to work process were similar 

across the time lost cohorts as shown in Table 43, however, discussing the RTW 

options of the injured worker both with the worker themselves and with the 

worker’s employer were more important for those in the 60 days or more lost cohort. 

Table 43.  Can you please describe in what ways person from Table 42 helped you return to 
work / prepare to return to work?  (Multiple response.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count %1 count %1 count %1 

Discussed RTW options with me 62 16.7 46 23.2 108 18.9 

Discussed my RTW with my 

employer 15 4.0 19 9.6 34 6.0 

Followed up/made regular 

contact/made sure I was ok 67 18.0 40 20.2 107 18.8 

Helped with my recovery 155 41.7 88 44.4 243 42.6 

Did a worksite assessment for me 11 3.0 9 4.5 20 3.5 

Prepared a RTW plan for me 56 15.1 29 14.6 85 14.9 

Provided treatment/services 180 48.4 84 42.4 264 46.3 

Didn't do anything 4 1.1 2 1.0 6 1.1 

Other 74 19.9 29 14.6 103 18.1 

Don't know/can't say 1 0.3 1 0.5 2 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 
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There was no consistent pattern as to whether GPs, rehabilitation providers, insurers 

or people from work were more or less likely to raise the issue of going back to work 

with the injured worker for each time lost cohort.  GPs were slightly more likely to 

raise the issue with the worker for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort than the 60 or more 

days lost cohort (30.9% compared to 20.8%).  It was the opposite for rehabilitation 

providers, who raised it with the worker 52.3% of the time for the 60 or more days 

lost cohort compared to raising it with them 31.4% of the time for the 1 to 59 days 

lost cohort (although the 31.4% was based on a fairly small number of respondents).  

There was little difference between the likelihood of the insurer or a person from 

work raising the issue for the injured workers in either time lost cohort.  These 

results are shown in Table 44. 

Table 44.  Did you raise going back to work with your GP/rehabilitation 
provider/insurer/person from you work or did they raise it with you?1 

 GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

1 to 59 days lost count % count % count % count % 

I raised it with them 171 51.8 11 31.4 21 31.3 157 57.9 

They raised it with me 102 30.9 11 31.4 22 32.8 60 22.1 

We both raised it/it came up 

in conversation 49 14.8 8 22.9 12 17.9 40 14.8 

Don’t know/can’t say 8 2.4 5 14.3 12 17.9 13 4.8 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 

Total 330 100.0 35 100.0 67 100.0 271 100.0 

60 or more days lost                 

I raised it with them 99 55.6 25 23.4 26 36.6 58 45.3 

They raised it with me 37 20.8 56 52.3 20 28.2 30 23.4 

We both raised it/it came up 

in conversation 32 18.0 20 18.7 16 22.5 26 20.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 10 5.6 6 5.6 9 12.7 14 10.9 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 178 100.0 107 100.0 71 100.0 128 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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The 1 to 59 days lost cohort were slightly more likely than the 60 or more days lost 

cohort to agree that their GP, rehabilitation provider or person from work listened to 

their views when helping them return to work or prepare to return to work. The 60 

or more days lost cohort were slightly more likely to agree that their insurer listened 

to their views, but the differences were not too large (see Table 45). 

Table 45.  Do you agree or disagree that your GP/rehabilitation provider/insurer/person 
from you work considered your views when helping you return to work/prepare for a 
return to work?1 

 

GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

1 to 59 days lost count % count % count % count % 

Completely disagree 4 1.2 2 5.7 4 6.0 9 3.3 

Mostly disagree 3 0.9 1 2.9 0 0.0 10 3.7 

Somewhat disagree 9 2.7 0 0.0 4 6.0 10 3.7 

Neither agree nor disagree 8 2.4 1 2.9 2 3.0 7 2.6 

Somewhat agree 42 12.7 2 5.7 5 7.5 35 12.9 

Mostly agree 83 25.2 8 22.9 23 34.3 51 18.8 

Completely agree 176 53.3 18 51.4 22 32.8 146 53.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 5 1.5 3 8.6 7 10.4 2 0.7 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.4 

Total 330 100.0 35 100.0 67 100.0 271 100.0 

60 or more days lost         

Completely disagree 4 2.2 10 9.3 5 7.0 8 6.2 

Mostly disagree 3 1.7 2 1.9 0 0.0 5 3.9 

Somewhat disagree 5 2.8 8 7.5 2 2.8 2 1.6 

Neither agree nor disagree 6 3.4 6 5.6 3 4.2 12 9.4 

Somewhat agree 19 10.7 17 15.9 12 16.9 21 16.4 

Mostly agree 48 27.0 25 23.4 19 26.8 29 22.7 

Completely agree 85 47.8 38 35.5 24 33.8 45 35.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 8 4.5 1 0.9 6 8.5 5 3.9 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 

Total 178 100.0 107 100.0 71 100.0 128 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 



DATA ANALYSIS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 
 

TIME LOST COHORT RESULTS 

 
 

WORKCOVER/3 ~ Page 44 ~  November 2010 

Table 46 outlines the proportion of workers who reported receiving vocation 

rehabilitation services across the time lost cohorts.  Of those who were flagged in the 

sample file as having seen a vocational rehabilitation provider, a larger portion of 

the 60 or more days lost cohort responded that they had received vocational 

rehabilitation services (60.6% compared to 43.8% for the 1 to 59 days lost cohort).  

However, as noted in Section 4.7, this may be attributed to participants not being 

aware of what the terminology means. 

Table 46.  Did you receive any vocational rehabilitation services related to your claim?  
(Participant asked if presence of vocational rehabilitation flag in sample data.) 

 1 - 59 days lost 60 or more days lost Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 21 43.8 77 60.6 98 56.0 

No 24 50.0 42 33.1 66 37.7 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 6.2 8 6.3 11 6.3 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 48 100.0 127 100.0 175 100.0 

When asked about different service attributes provided by their rehabilitation 

provider, the proportion who felt their provider was good across all attributes were 

similar across the two time lost cohorts.  The 60 or more days lost cohort, however, 

were less decisive with more ‘neither’ and ‘other’ responses particularly in regards 

to treating them with dignity and respect, explaining their role to them and 

explaining how the occupational rehabilitation services would be conducted, as 

shown in Figure 6. 
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Figure 6.  Thinking about these three months, would you say your vocational 
rehabilitation provider was good or poor in relation to: (Participant only asked if presence 
of vocational rehabilitation flag in participant list and responded yes to receiving 
vocational rehabilitation services.) 
a) Listening to your point of view. 
b) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
c) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
d) Explaining their role to you. 
e) Explaining how the occupational rehabilitation services would be conducted.  
f) Providing you with support you need to return to work. 
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6. Insurer Cohort Results 

Some of the key questions have been analysed by insurer cohort, where the 

respondents have been separated into two insurer cohorts, based on whether their 

claim was lodged with an approved insurer or a self-insurer (the latter refers to 

employers who manage the workers’ compensation of their own employees).  A 

total of 624 respondents were in the approved insurer cohort and 80 respondents 

were in the self-insurer cohort.  This large difference is reflective of the situation in 

the scheme, whereby approximately 91.7% of the survey population is with an 

approved insurer rather than a self-insurer5.  The relatively small number of 

respondents in the self-insurer cohort means that the interpretation of some 

comparisons should be treated with care as the numbers of respondents could be 

small. 

6.1 Overall Scheme Experience 

The satisfaction levels with the overall experiences of being on workers’ 

compensation did not vary greatly between those with an approved insurer and 

those with a self-insurer as shown in Table 47 (76.3% satisfied compared to 73.8%, 

respectively).  For most of the attributes outlined in Figure 7, there was not a great 

difference between the two insurer cohorts either.  The most notable difference was 

in regards to whether participants felt the system had treated them fairly, in which 

84.0% with approved insurers agreed, compared to 77.5% of those with self-insurers. 

Table 47.  Thinking about all of your experiences with being on workers’ compensation 
were you were satisfied or dissatisfied? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Completely dissatisfied 34 5.4 6 7.5 40 5.7 

Very dissatisfied 28 4.5 1 1.2 29 4.1 

Fairly dissatisfied 44 7.1 6 7.5 50 7.1 

Neither 39 6.2 7 8.8 46 6.5 

Fairly satisfied 184 29.5 20 25.0 204 29.0 

Very satisfied 160 25.6 16 20.0 176 25.0 

Completely satisfied 132 21.2 23 28.8 155 22.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.5 1 1.2 4 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

                                                      

5 Of those injured workers who submitted a workers’ compensation claim between 1 October 2009 and 31 December 

2009, 91.7% were with an approved insurer. 
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Percentage of Injured Workers with Approved Insurers

12% 4% 84%

16% 6% 77%

11% 4% 82% 3%

16% 3% 78%

10% 87%

 

e
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Disagree Neither Agree Other

Percentage of Injured Workers with Self-insurers

14% 6% 78%

16% 4% 78%

10% 5% 82%

20% 78%

12% 84%

 

Figure 7.  Thinking about your entire experience of being on workers’ compensation do 
you agree or disagree with the following statements. 
a) The process I went through was open and honest. 
b) There seemed to be good communication between the various people and organisations 
I dealt with. 
c) I found the various people and organisations I dealt with to be caring. 
d) I felt like the system was working to protect my best interests. 
e) I believe the system treated me fairly. 
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6.2 Overall Satisfaction and Service Quality 

Responses to the unprompted6 satisfaction question regarding satisfaction with the 

service received from their insurer did not show a great difference between 

approved and self-insurers.  Those with self-insurers had a slightly higher 

satisfaction rate, 80.0% compared with 77.1% for those with approved insurers, 

however, there was a higher proportion who were very satisfied for approved 

insurers than self insurers as shown in Table 48 (23.1% compared to 15.0%).   

For the prompted question (displayed in Table 49), however, a much lower 

proportion of participants in the self-insurer cohort responded that they were 

satisfied – 68.8% compared with 80.0% for the unprompted question, although much 

of the difference related to a response of no opinion or can’t say, rather than a 

corresponding increase in dissatisfaction.  There was not much difference in the 

satisfaction level between the two questions for the approved insurer cohort. 

Table 48.  Thinking about all of your dealings with your insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim, would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied with the service you 
received (unprompted)? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Very dissatisfied 29 4.6 3 3.8 32 4.5 

Dissatisfied 42 6.7 8 10.0 50 7.1 

Neither 46 7.4 3 3.8 49 7.0 

Satisfied 337 54.0 52 65.0 389 55.3 

Very satisfied 144 23.1 12 15.0 156 22.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 25 4.0 2 2.5 27 3.8 

Refused 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

                                                      

6 Respondents were asked their satisfaction both at the commencement of the survey (‘unprompted’ satisfaction) and 

again part way through (‘prompted’ satisfaction) as described in Section 4.2. 
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Table 49.  Thinking about all of your dealings with your insurer/self-insurer about your 
claim would you say that, overall, you were satisfied or dissatisfied (prompted)? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Completely dissatisfied 18 2.9 3 3.8 21 3.0 

Very dissatisfied 23 3.7 1 1.2 24 3.4 

Fairly dissatisfied 36 5.8 1 1.2 37 5.3 

Neither 37 5.9 11 13.8 48 6.8 

Fairly satisfied 190 30.4 20 25.0 210 29.8 

Very satisfied 145 23.2 20 25.0 165 23.4 

Completely satisfied 142 22.8 15 18.8 157 22.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 32 5.1 9 11.2 41 5.8 

Refused 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

When asked about specific service attributes of their insurer, injured workers with 

self-insurers felt their insurers were better in providing clear explanations to their 

queries and having knowledgeable staff compared to those with approved insurers.  

Approved insurers outperformed self insurers in the areas of being able to get hold 

of the right person, advising the worker of their rights and keeping the worker 

informed about their claim.  For most of the other attributes outlined in Figure 8, the 

results were similar for across insurer cohorts. 
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Percentage of Injured Workers with Approved Insurers

11% 7% 75% 7%

18% 5% 70% 7%

11% 5% 73% 10%

11% 6% 69% 14%

11% 7% 70% 12%

12% 6% 73% 10%

15% 4% 73% 8%

8% 4% 84% 4%

10% 8% 73% 9%

6% 4% 87%
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g

f
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d

c

b
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Poor Neither Good Other

Percentage of Injured Workers with Self-insurers

11% 6% 78% 6%

28% 3% 64% 6%

17% 11% 67% 6%

11% 8% 61% 19%

8% 6% 78% 8%

11% 3% 81% 6%

17% 3% 75% 6%

8% 3% 83% 6%

8% 6% 72% 14%

6% 8% 83% 3%

 
Figure 8.  Would you say your insurer or self-insurer was good or poor in relation to: (Item 
only asked if participant had contact with insurer.) 
a) Being courteous and polite. 
b) Listening to your point of view. 
c) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
d) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
e) Providing a clear explanation to your queries. 
f) Having knowledgeable staff. 
g) You being able to get hold of the right person. 
h) Advising you of your rights (be that written or verbal). 
i) Keeping you informed about your claim. 
j) Being knowledgeable about your claim. 
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6.3 RTW Rate 

As outlined in Table 50, a greater proportion of injured workers with self-insurers 

had returned to work and were working at the time of the interview (86.2% 

compared to 76.1% of those with approved insurers).  For individuals who were not 

currently working at the time of the survey, the main reason for this across both 

insurer cohorts was due to their work-related injury or illness, as shown in Table 51.  

This proportion was much greater for approved insurers (63.1%) compared to self-

insurers (36.4%), however, as there were only 11 respondents in the self-insurer 

cohort who were not currently working, this comparison should be taken as 

indicative only. 

Table 50.  Are you currently working in a paid job? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 475 76.1 69 86.2 544 77.3 

No 147 23.6 10 12.5 157 22.3 

Retired 2 0.3 1 1.2 3 0.4 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

Table 51.  What is the main reason you are not currently working?  (Participant only asked 
if not currently working.) 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Work-related injury or illness 94 63.1 4 36.4 98 61.2 

Have a new non-work related injury or illness 5 3.4 0 0.0 5 3.1 

Old injury or illness got worse/aggravated 1 0.7 0 0.0 1 0.6 

Don’t want to 4 2.7 1 9.1 5 3.1 

Worried/frightened about being hurt 

further/again 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 1.2 

Decided to retire 1 0.7 1 9.1 2 1.2 

Decided to resign 5 3.4 1 9.1 6 3.8 

Decided to study 4 2.7 0 0.0 4 2.5 

Dismissed by employer 7 4.7 0 0.0 7 4.4 

Was made redundant/retrenched 7 4.7 1 9.1 8 5.0 

Work is seasonal – nothing available at 

present 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 1.2 

Family commitments/concerns 2 1.3 0 0.0 2 1.2 

Employer closed down 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Other 15 10.1 3 27.3 18 11.2 

Don’t know/can’t say 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 149 100.0 11 100.0 160 100.0 



DATA ANALYSIS AUSTRALIA PTY LTD 
 

INSURER COHORT RESULTS 

 
 

WORKCOVER/3 ~ Page 52 ~  November 2010 

The proportion of claimants who were still receiving payments did not differ much 

between the two insurer cohorts (Table 52). However, those with approved insurers 

tended to rate the payments more helpful (83.5% compared to 78.2% for self 

insurers) as shown in Table 53.  Due to the small number of respondents in the self-

insurer cohort who were still receiving workers’ compensation payments (23), this 

difference is indicative only.  

Table 52.  Are you currently getting any workers' compensation payments to replace lost 
income? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 158 25.3 23 28.8 181 25.7 

No 459 73.6 57 71.2 516 73.3 

Don’t know/can’t say 7 1.1 0 0.0 7 1.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

Table 53.  Workers' compensation payments are designed to assist injured workers in 
meeting their normal day-today living expenses.  How helpful or unhelpful have they 
been in assisting you to meet your living expenses?  (Participant only asked if currently 
receiving payments.) 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Extremely helpful 25 15.8 5 21.7 30 16.6 

Very helpful  73 46.2 8 34.8 81 44.8 

Slightly helpful 34 21.5 5 21.7 39 21.5 

Neither unhelpful nor helpful 5 3.2 0 0.0 5 2.8 

Slightly unhelpful 8 5.1 2 8.7 10 5.5 

Very unhelpful 5 3.2 1 4.3 6 3.3 

Extremely unhelpful 7 4.4 2 8.7 9 5.0 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 0.6 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 158 100.0 23 100.0 181 100.0 
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6.4 Health and Healthcare 

Injured workers with self-insurers faced fewer problems or difficulties in returning 

to work or trying to get back to work than those with approved insurers (79.7% 

compared to 69.6%, respectively).  This was largely due to a lower percentage of 

injured workers with self-insurers having not fully recovered at the time of 

interview, 3.8% compared with 12.7% of injured workers with approved insurers.  

Other difficulties encountered in the return to work process are provided in Table 

54. 

Table 54.  What was the main issue, if any, you encountered/are encountering in trying to 
get back to work?  (Participant only asked if not retired.) 

 

Approved 

Insurer 

Self-insurer 

Total 

 count % count % count % 

No problems or difficulties1 433 69.6 63 79.7 496 70.8 

Have not fully recovered 79 12.7 3 3.8 82 11.7 

Not allowed back to work due to injuries 10 1.6 1 1.3 11 1.6 

Injury restricts physical capability 18 2.9 3 3.8 21 3.0 

Have not received right/enough treatment 14 2.3 0 0.0 14 2.0 

Being rushed back to work while still 

injured 6 1.0 0 0.0 6 0.9 

Lost/forced to change job after injury 19 3.1 1 1.3 20 2.9 

Workplace issues (attitude/safety/coping 

with work requirement) 17 2.7 4 5.1 21 3.0 

Psychological ailments due to injury 5 0.8 0 0.0 5 0.7 

Financial hardship 5 0.8 1 1.3 6 0.9 

Other 15 2.4 3 3.8 18 2.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 622 100.0 79 100.0 701 100.0 

1Those who responded that they took no time off were assumed to have no problems or difficulties (n=1). 
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There was little difference between the two insurer cohorts in terms of the type of 

healthcare providers seen about the injured worker’s workplace injury or illness.  

GPs, physiotherapists, vocational rehabilitation providers and orthopaedic surgeons 

were the four most commonly seen healthcare providers in both cohorts.  Other 

healthcare providers seen, excluding those seen in hospital, are outlined in Table 55. 

Table 55.  Apart from any healthcare you may have received in hospital immediately 
following your workplace injury or illness, can you please tell me whether or not you have 
you seen any of the following healthcare providers about your workplace injury or illness?  
(Multiple responses accepted.) 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count %1 count %1 count %1 

General Practitioner 543 87.0 74 92.5 617 87.6 

Physiotherapist 386 61.9 53 66.3 439 62.4 

Chiropractor 36 5.8 2 2.5 38 5.4 

Psychologist 29 4.6 5 6.3 34 4.8 

Psychiatrist 9 1.4 1 1.3 10 1.4 

Vocational rehabilitation 

provider 146 23.4 15 18.8 161 22.9 

Occupational therapist 35 5.6 5 6.3 40 5.7 

Some other type of therapist 32 5.1 4 5.0 36 5.1 

Neurosurgeon 43 6.9 8 10.0 51 7.2 

Orthopaedic surgeon 104 16.7 10 12.5 114 16.2 

Other specialist 67 10.7 8 10.0 75 10.7 

Other surgeon 26 4.2 0 0.0 26 3.7 

Someone else 17 2.7 3 3.8 20 2.8 

No one 23 3.7 4 5.0 27 3.8 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 
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The majority of claimants did not find they had any trouble getting the medical 

treatment or services they required.  This proportion was similar for those 

individuals whose claims were managed by a self-insurer (92.5%) or with an 

approved insurer (89.6%), as shown in Table 56.   

Of those who found they had trouble getting medical treatment or services, the main 

reasons for those with approved insurers were getting doctors appointments, long 

waiting periods, not receiving appropriate treatment/diagnostics and not being able 

to pay for treatment (which included the insurer not providing sufficient 

compensation).  Table 57 also provides the reasons for difficulties in obtaining 

treatment or services for injured workers with self-insurers, however, due to the 

small number who had problems (six) these results should be treated with caution. 

Table 56.  Have you had trouble getting the medical treatment or services that you needed 
for your workplace injury or illness? 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 62 9.9 6 7.5 68 9.7 

No 559 89.6 74 92.5 633 89.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 3 0.5 0 0.0 3 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 

Table 57.  Can you please tell me a bit about the main difficulty you have experienced in 
trying to get medical treatment or services?  (Participant only asked if they responded that 
they had trouble in getting medical treatment or services.) 

 

Approved 

Insurer 

Self-insurer 

Total 

 count % count % count % 

Not receiving appropriate 

treatments/diagnostics 9 14.5 2 33.3 11 16.2 

Getting doctor's appointments 13 21.0 0 0.0 13 19.1 

Travelling involved in seeing appointed 

doctor 5 8.1 1 16.7 6 8.8 

Paying for the treatment  9 14.5 1 16.7 10 14.7 

Long waiting period 11 17.7 1 16.7 12 17.6 

Bad service/communication 4 6.5 1 16.7 5 7.4 

Problem with getting the claims approved 6 9.7 0 0.0 6 8.8 

Other 4 6.5 0 0.0 4 5.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 1.6 0 0.0 1 1.5 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 62 100.0 6 100.0 68 100.0 
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6.5 RTW Support and Rehabilitation 

Apart from themselves, injured workers across both insurer cohorts felt that 

physiotherapists and GPs were the most important people in helping them return to 

work.  Of those with self-insurers, 11.3% also found their manager, supervisor or 

boss to be important (compared to 5.6% of those with approved insurers), although 

the count is quite small.  Other influential people in helping injured workers return 

to work are outlined in Table 58.  There were differences between the two cohorts in 

the ways support persons helped individuals return to work, as shown in Table 59. 

Those with approved insurers felt they helped most by providing treatment and 

services and helping with their recovery where as those with self-insurers felt they 

were helped most by helping with their recovery and making regular contact. 

Table 58.  Who (was/is) the most important person in helping you (return to work/prepare 
for a return to work)?  (Apart from the individual themselves.)1 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Doctor 49 7.9 5 6.3 54 7.7 

Surgeon 16 2.6 0 0.0 16 2.3 

Physiotherapist 136 21.8 14 17.5 150 21.3 

GP 107 17.1 13 16.3 120 17.0 

Insurer 6 1.0 1 1.3 7 1.0 

Manager/supervisor/boss 35 5.6 9 11.3 44 6.3 

Partner/family 38 6.1 4 5.0 42 6.0 

Rehabilitation provider 29 4.6 4 5.0 33 4.7 

Other therapist/specialist/ psychologist 28 4.5 3 3.8 31 4.4 

OHS/HR personnel 9 1.4 4 5.0 13 1.8 

Other 28 4.5 5 6.3 33 4.7 

No one at all 118 18.9 16 20.0 134 19.0 

Don't know/can't say 24 3.8 2 2.5 26 3.7 

Refused 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 0.1 

Total 624 100.0 80 100.0 704 100.0 
1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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Table 59.  Can you please describe in what ways person from Table 58 helped you return to 
work / prepare to return to work?  (Multiple response.)1 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Discussed RTW options with me 95 18.8 13 20.3 108 18.9 

Discussed my RTW with my employer 29 5.7 5 7.8 34 6.0 

Followed up made regular 

contact/made sure I was ok 84 16.6 23 35.9 107 18.8 

Helped with my recovery 219 43.3 24 37.5 243 42.6 

Did a worksite assessment for me 16 3.2 4 6.3 20 3.5 

Prepared a RTW plan for me 74 14.6 11 17.2 85 14.9 

Provided treatment/services 246 48.6 18 28.1 264 46.3 

Didn't do anything 6 1.2 0 0.0 6 1.1 

Other 92 18.2 11 17.2 103 18.1 

Don't know/can't say 1 0.2 1 1.6 2 0.4 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

1Calculated as the percentage of respondents who gave that answer, so total percentage can sum to greater than 

100%. 

For those individuals who were assisted in their RTW by their GP, rehabilitation 

provider, insurer or another person from work, further questions were asked about 

this assistance.  While the number of respondents in the self-insurer cohort who 

responded that they had dealings with a rehabilitation provider or insurer was too 

low to make valid comparisons, the proportion of respondents whose GP or person 

from work raised the issue of returning to work with them, or vice versa, was 

similar between the two insurer cohorts (see Table 60).  Similarly, as shown in Table 

61, while those with a self-insurer were slightly more likely to agree that another 

person from work listened to their point of view when helping them to return to 

work (86.7% compared to 81.4%), and slightly less likely to agree that their GP 

listened to their point of view (83.4% compared to 89.8%).  These differences are 

small given the small sample size.  
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Table 60.  Did you raise going back to work with your GP/rehabilitation 
provider/insurer/person from you work or did they raise it with you?1 

 

GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

Approved Insurer count % count % count % count % 

I raised it with them 247 54.4 35 26.7 44 36.1 191 54.0 

They raised it with me 120 26.4 62 47.3 38 31.1 78 22.0 

We both raised it/it came up in 

conversation 70 15.4 23 17.6 21 17.2 62 17.5 

Don’t know/can’t say 17 3.7 11 8.4 19 15.6 22 6.2 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 

Total 454 100.0 131 100.0 122 100.0 354 100.0 

Self-insurer                 

I raised it with them 23 42.6 1 9.1 3 18.8 24 53.3 

They raised it with me 19 35.2 5 45.5 4 25.0 12 26.7 

We both raised it/it came up in 

conversation 11 20.4 5 45.5 7 43.8 4 8.9 

Don’t know/can’t say 1 1.9 0 0.0 2 12.5 5 11.1 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 54 100.0 11 100.0 16 100.0 45 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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Table 61.  Do you agree or disagree that your GP/rehabilitation provider/insurer/person 
from you work considered your views when helping you return to work /prepare for a 
return to work?1 

 

GP Rehabilitation 

Provider 

Insurer Person from 

work 

Approved Insurer count % count % count % count % 

Completely disagree 7 1.5 12 9.2 9 7.4 16 4.5 

Mostly disagree 5 1.1 3 2.3 0 0.0 12 3.4 

Somewhat disagree 11 2.4 7 5.3 4 3.3 11 3.1 

Neither agree nor disagree 12 2.6 6 4.6 4 3.3 19 5.4 

Somewhat agree 56 12.3 18 13.7 17 13.9 48 13.6 

Mostly agree 124 27.3 33 25.2 40 32.8 75 21.2 

Completely agree 228 50.2 48 36.6 37 30.3 165 46.6 

Don’t know/can’t say 11 2.4 4 3.1 11 9.0 7 2.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.3 

Total 454 100.0 131 100.0 122 100.0 354 100.0 

Self-insurer         

Completely disagree 1 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 

Mostly disagree 1 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 6.7 

Somewhat disagree 3 5.6 1 9.1 2 12.5 1 2.2 

Neither agree nor disagree 2 3.7 1 9.1 1 6.2 0 0.0 

Somewhat agree 5 9.3 1 9.1 0 0.0 8 17.8 

Mostly agree 7 13.0 0 0.0 2 12.5 5 11.1 

Completely agree 33 61.1 8 72.7 9 56.2 26 57.8 

Don’t know/can’t say 2 3.7 0 0.0 2 12.5 0 0.0 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 2.2 

Total 54 100.0 11 100.0 16 100.0 45 100.0 

1 Note that for injured workers with self-insurers (i.e. where the employer is the insurer) respondents may not 

differentiate between ‘insurer’ and ‘person from work’ (manager/supervisor/boss).  Likewise, some self-insurers 

also have in-house vocational rehabilitation providers, so some respondents in the self-insurer cohort may not be 

able to distinguish between ‘rehabilitation provider’ and ‘person from work’. 
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Of those who were flagged in the sample file as having seen a vocational 

rehabilitation provider, 57.0% with approved insurers and 47.1% with self-insurers 

responded that they had received vocational rehabilitation services as shown in 

Table 62.  However the counts for the self-insurer cohort (17) are small meaning any 

comparisons can be indicative only.   

Table 62.  Did you receive any vocational rehabilitation services related to your claim?  
(Participant asked if presence of vocational rehabilitation flag in sample data.) 

 Approved Insurer Self-insurer Total 

 count % count % count % 

Yes 90 57.0 8 47.1 98 56.0 

No 58 36.7 8 47.1 66 37.7 

Don’t know/can’t say 10 6.3 1 5.9 11 6.3 

Refused 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 

Total 158 100.0 17 100.0 175 100.0 

The opinions about the service they received from their rehabilitation providers 

were seemingly quite different between insurer cohorts as depicted in Figure 9, but 

the small number in the self-insurer cohort should be considered when interpreting 

results.  With this caution in mind, 62.5% of injured workers with self-insurers felt 

their rehabilitation provider was good in regards to listening to their point of view 

compared to 78.9% of those with approved insurers.  All injured workers with 

self-insurers agreed their rehabilitation provider treated them with dignity and 

respect and explained their role well.  The approved insurer cohort felt their 

rehabilitation providers were better in relation to responding promptly to their 

requests or queries and explaining how the occupational rehabilitation services 

would be conducted than the self-insurer cohort. 
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12% 12% 75%

12% 88%
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12% 12% 75%

100%

12% 25% 62%

 
Figure 9.  Thinking about these three months, would you say your vocational 
rehabilitation provider was good or poor in relation to: (Participant only asked if presence 
of vocational rehabilitation flag in participant list and responded yes to receiving 
vocational rehabilitation services.) 
a) Listening to your point of view. 
b) Treating you with dignity and respect. 
c) Responding promptly to your requests or queries. 
d) Explaining their role to you. 
e) Explaining how the occupational rehabilitation services would be conducted.  
f) Providing you with support you need to return to work. 
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7. Conclusions 

The results of the IWS show a high level of overall satisfaction with the WA 

workers’ compensation scheme.  The level of satisfaction is similar for respondents’ 

overall experience of being on the system, and for the service they receive from their 

insurers.  Perhaps not surprisingly, satisfaction levels were higher for those who had 

fewer days off work and there was little difference in the satisfaction levels of those 

with an approved insurer and those with a self-insurer. 

There was also generally high agreement with 15 specific statements asking 

respondents about aspects of their overall experience and service received, with the 

lowest rating being 68.3% and many statements rating in excess of 80.0%.  In 

general, the attributes regarding the personal dealings once contact was made rated 

the highest, with over 80.0% of respondents agreeing that the process was open and 

honest, that the various people and organisations involved in the process were 

caring, that the system treated the injured worker fairly, that the insurers were 

courteous and polite and that the injured worker was treated with dignity and 

respect.  The insurer service attributes that were the worst performers related to:  

 Making contact (in either direction); 

 Getting prompt responses; 

 Being able to get hold of the right person; and  

 Being kept informed about the claim status (performing the worst). 

The main reasons cited for being satisfied with the service were experiencing no 

problems during the course of the claim, receiving compensation when needed and 

timely service.  The main reasons cited for being dissatisfied with the service were 

lack of communication, problems with the compensation payment and timeliness of 

the service.  Improving communication, reducing problems with compensation 

payments and improving timeliness are therefore key aspects that could increase the 

level of satisfaction of scheme participants.   

Another key aspect of the survey was to ascertain and understand RTW outcomes 

for injured workers.  Over three quarters of the injured workers surveyed were 

working at the time of the interview and another 12.2% had returned to work at 

some stage since their injury, but were not currently working.  The main reasons for 

people not working were either due to their injury or illness (the predominant 

reason at 61.2%) or due to choice, such as choosing to retire or study.  A majority of 

workers who had returned to work, had felt ready to at the time they returned to 

work and most had experienced no difficulties in doing so.  Of those who did 

experience difficulties these primarily related to having not fully recovered from 

their injury, being rushed back to work or not receiving the right or enough 

treatment.  Of those still on workers’ compensation at the time of the survey, over 
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80.0% felt that the payments were helpful in meeting their normal day-to-day living 

expenses. 

As one of the aims of the workers’ compensation scheme is to return injured 

workers to employment, it is positive to note that over 90.0% of workers who were 

not currently working hoped to be able to rejoin the workforce in the future and 

about 90.0% of injured workers either already had, or felt that they would, fully or 

almost fully recover from their injuries.  GPs and physiotherapists are the people 

most likely to assist workers in returning to work, however employers also have a 

large role to play, particularly in regards to listening to the worker’s point of view 

and assisting with return to work options. 

As a final point, the IWS generated a high quality and rich dataset reflecting the 

RTW outcomes for injured workers and participant satisfaction with services 

provided within the Western Australian workers’ compensation scheme.  The 

dataset consists of a representative sample of 704 injured workers from a population 

of 3,450.  The large sample size, representativity of the sample and high response 

rate ensure that results from the survey are valid. 

8. Recommendations 

The IWS was designed to produce a baseline dataset from which future surveys can 

be conducted and trends and comparisons be analysed.  The high quality and 

representative dataset that resulted from this survey provides such a solid 

foundation.  For meaningful trend analysis, it is important to maintain as much 

consistency as possible between successive survey waves, while balancing the need 

for making improvements and clarifications if and when required.   

In relation to this, the following recommendations are made for consideration of the 

ongoing nature of the survey.  The recommendations are separated in into 

questionnaire design, sampling and implementation. 

Questionnaire Design 

As with the other aspects of the methodology, consistency in the questionnaire 

should be maintained wherever possible as changes to question ordering and 

wording can influence respondents’ answers.  However, when questions could 

generate confusion or lack of clarity, or when a question is no longer of interest for 

analysis, valid consideration should be given to making alterations.  With these 

considerations in mind, a full review of the questionnaire is recommended prior the 

next survey’s implementation, with a focus on questionnaire wording and clarity as 

well as skips and logic flow through the questionnaire.   
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Some specific recommendations include: 

 Retaining both the prompted and unprompted measures of satisfaction, as the 

unprompted question obtains the respondent’s instinctive feeling of overall 

satisfaction (and secures an early response from people who may terminate the 

interview part way through), while the prompted measure is more considered 

and can be used to analyse relationships between specific aspects of service and 

overall satisfaction. 

 Clarifying the roles and relationships of WorkCover and the insurer. 

 Clarifying the questions relating to the employer and the insurer for agencies 

which are self-insurers. 

 Clarifying terminology or jargon that may be unfamiliar to some respondents, 

such as the term ‚Vocational Rehabilitation Provider‛, where the respondent 

may be aware of such a provider by the specific company name, but not aware of 

the generic term. 

 A thorough review of survey skips and logic flow. 

Sampling 

Ideally, the same sampling regime will be conducted for each successive survey to 

maintain compatibility of results.  This includes keeping the same sample size and 

the same stratification rules.  Of these two aspects however, the more important 

aspect is to keep a similar stratification regime to ensure no biases in trend are 

introduced due to a change in representativity of the sample.   

While it would be recommended to keep a comparable sample size for future 

surveys, having a smaller sample (but with the same representativity) will affect the 

statistical significance of trends and comparisons, but will not bias them.  However, 

if analysis and comparison at the sub-population level is required, it is 

recommended to maintain the highest sample size possible. 

Implementation 

A consistent implementation methodology should be maintained, that being a 

telephone interview with a pre-contact letter.  The telephone interviewing 

methodology achieved a high response rate, minimising non-response bias and a 

shift to a methodology such as a self-completion mail out or online implementation 

is likely to introduce significantly more bias to the results.  The complexity of skips 

within the questionnaire also makes it unsuitable for a mail out.  Other important 

advantages of the telephone methodology are the ability for the interviewers to 

prompt the respondents for answers or more information and to provide 

explanation and clarification of terms where it is unclear. 

An annual implementation of the survey is reasonable and will provide a consistent 

time series.  The survey should be implemented at approximately the same time of 
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year and using the same reference period to draw the population.  As the full 

preceding 12 months is not used as the reference period, this does mean that some 

people in the WorkCover WA compensation scheme have no chance of being 

selected (as they may have entered and left the scheme in between annual reference 

periods).  However, this should not introduce any major biases if the population 

during the reference period is representative of the population across the year, 

which we anticipate should be the case.  One potential concern is that if 

organisations are aware of the sampling being restricted to a sub-population and 

interviewing at a set time of year that they provide a higher level of service at key 

times to improve satisfaction ratings.  As results are not used to compare or assess 

agencies’ performance, it is considered unlikely that there is any incentive for 

organisations to behave in such a manner, and therefore we do not feel that this 

concern is large under the present circumstances.  
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9. Appendix 

Call Summary 

 Running Call Results 

 Number % 

A.    INITIAL SAMPLE 2985 100.0 

UNUSED NUMBERS: A-(NA+ENG+SA+HA+B+D+E) 1760 59.0 

No Answer (NA) 259 8.7 

Engaged (ENG)   0.0 

Soft Appointments (SA) 24 0.8 

Hard Appointments (HA) 8 0.3 

B.    OUT OF SCOPE 379 12.7 

       B1.   Not Connected 114   

       B2.   Not residential 4   

       B3.   Fax/modem  (25/1) 2   

       B4    Resp not known-incorrect contact details(Src 4) 24   

       B5    Quota full (Sc 2) 179   

       B6    Person known no current contact details (Sc 5) 4   

       B7    Away for survey period (Sc3) 13   

       B8        

       B9    Ineligible to ill ,deaf (sc1) 10   

       B10  More than 6 calls no contact (23/3) 7   

       B11  Respondent  does not know insurer only WorkCover (Sc 6) 11   

       B12  Deceased (25/2) 2   

       B13 Language (12) 4 not known ,3 Asian, 1 Spanish ,1 Italian  9   

C.    ELIGIBLE SAMPLE  (A - B) 2606 87.3 

D.    NON-CONTACTS AFTER 6 ATTEMPTS 0  0.0 

E.    ELIGIBLE CONTACTS 555 18.6 

       E1.    Refusals 50   

       E2.    Terminated 0   

       E3.         

       E4.       

       E5.    Completed interviews 505   

F.    RESPONSE RATE:  E5/(E+D)  91.0 

G.   CONTACTED RESPONSE RATE:E5/E  91.0 

G.    PARTICIPATION RATE:  E5/E  91.0 

Percentage Total 2985 100.0 
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