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Executive Summary 

Context 

This is the thirteenth annual report of the Return to Work (RTW) Monitor which 

provides the Heads of Workersô Compensation Authorities with an indication of how 

participating Australian and New Zealand jurisdictions are performing on RTW over 

time1.   

Injured workers are eligible for participation in the RTW Monitor if they have been paid 

ten or more days compensation and submitted a claim seven to nine months prior to 

either of the two survey periods (November and May).  Jurisdictional results are 

weighted against the eligible population of injured workers to ensure an appropriate 

level of representation in the calculation of national results and comparison with New 

Zealand.  Injured workers employed by organisations which are self-insured are not 

included in this report. 

The RTW Monitor is one of a number of Comparative Performance Indicators and 

should be considered within this context.  It should also be noted that while the Monitor 

has been designed to track differences independently of effects such as claim status 

and scheme design, these factors may still influence the medium term RTW results 

obtained through the Monitor. 

Highlights in 2009/10 

RTW outcome measures 

¶ The Australian national RTW rate was 85%, compared to 83% in 

2008/09 (no significant difference)2. 

¶ The New Zealand RTW rate was 86%, compared to 83% in 2008/09 

(no significant difference). 

¶ The Australian national durable RTW rate was 75%, higher than the 

rate of 72% in 2008/09. 

¶ The New Zealand durable RTW rate was 77%, compared to 75% in 
2008/09 (no significant difference). 

 

 

                                                
1
  Please refer to Appendix A for information on the history and development of workersô 

compensation schemes in Australia. 
2
  Unless otherwise stated, comparisons cited in this report are significantly different at the 95% 

confidence level. 
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¶ 68% of Australian injured workers who returned to work who returned 

to work were working for the same employer and in the same duties 

and 19% of Australian injured workers were working for the same 

employer but in different duties, and an increase on the 2008/09 result 

of 15%. 

¶ 80% of New Zealand injured workers who returned to work were 

working for the same employer and in the same duties, and an 

increase on the 2008/09 result of 74%. 

Compensation payments 

¶ 23% of Australian and 16% of New Zealand injured workers were 

receiving some form of weekly compensation payments at the time of 

interview. 

Reasons for RTW 

¶ 46% of Australian injured workers who had returned to work indicated 

that one of the reasons they had done so was because they had 

recovered from their injury, and a decrease on the 2008/09 result of 

50%. 

¶ 54% of New Zealand injured workers who had returned to work 

indicated that one of the reasons they had done so was because they 

had recovered from their injury, compared to 48% in 2008/09 (no 

significant difference). 

Not working at time of interview 

¶ 25% of Australian injured workers reported that they were not working 

at the time of the interview, and a decrease on the 2008/09 result of 

28%. 

¶ 23% of New Zealand injured workers reported that they were not 

working at the time of the survey, compared to 25% in 2008/09 (no 

significant difference). 
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Jurisdiction comparisons 

In 2009/10 the following jurisdictions showed significant differences to the Australian 

national average on the following RTW outcome measures3: 

¶ RTW rate 

o Comcare (91%) and Tasmania (90%) were higher than the 

Australian national average of 85% 

o South Australia (80%) and Seacare (72%) were below the 

Australian national average of 85% 

¶ Durable RTW rate 

o Tasmania (82%) was higher than the national average of 75% 

o Seacare (62%) was below the national average of 75% 

¶ In receipt of compensation payments 

o South Australia (35%), Comcare (29%) and New South Wales 

(27%) all had a higher proportion of injured workers in receipt of 

compensation payments at the time of the interview compared to 

the Australian national average of 23% 

o Queensland (15%), New Zealand (16%) and Tasmania (18%) all 

had a lower proportion of injured workers in receipt of 

compensation payments at the time of the interview compared to 

the Australian national average of 23%. 

RTW Monitor Trends 

13 Year Trends 

At a national level, the RTW rate has remained relatively stable over the 13 years of 

the RTW Monitor, although there have been significant differences between some of 

the yearly results.  The highest RTW rate was recorded in 2005/06 (87%), while the 

lowest RTW Rate (83%) was recorded in 2001/02, 2002/03 and 2008/09. 

Similarly to the RTW rate, the national durable RTW rate has also remained relatively 

stable, although again, significant differences have been identified between some of 

the yearly results.  The highest durable RTW rate was recorded in 2005/06 (80%) while 

the lowest was recorded in 2008/09 (72%). 

                                                
3
  Refer to Table 18:   Summary of differences for a complete comparison of jurisdiction 

performance against the national average on all RTW outcome and process measures. 
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The length of durable RTW, however, has declined over time.  For example, in 2003/04 

the average length of durable RTW was 23 weeks, while in 2009/10 this average length 

of durable RTW had reduced to 20 weeks.   

3 Year Trends 

Between 2006/07 and 2008/09, the national RTW rate stabilised.  This, coupled with a 

decline in the proportion of workers who had returned to work in a full time capacity, 

suggests that jurisdictions have dealt admirably with the global financial crisis.  The 

results in other RTW outcome indicators, however, have been less positive, with a 

decrease in the durable RTW rate, and increases in the both non-durable RTW rate 

and the non-durable/No RTW rate (i.e. income from all sources except employment). 

On a more positive note, the development of RTW plans significantly increased 

between 2006/07 and 2008/09, as has the availability of light or different duties and a 

decline in the proportion of injured workers reporting that they had no change in their 

duties when they returned to work.  These results suggest that there has been an 

improvement in the level of support provided to injured workers by their employers, and 

perhaps an improved awareness among employers about how they can support injured 

workers in the workplace.  

While compensation providers were considered to be amongst the least helpful in the 

RTW process, the service they provided was reported by injured workers to have 

improved in some areas.  Specifically, there was a significant increase in the proportion 

of injured workers reporting that they had: contact with the compensation provider in 

the three months prior to interview; and rating of the communication by the 

compensation provider; and being given advice about the injured workerôs rights by the 

provider.  

Recent Trends 

Recent trends identified through the RTW Monitor suggest that despite efforts at the 

jurisdictional level, little has changed in the outcomes for injured workers from a 

national perspective in the last 12 months, with the national RTW rate remaining stable 

in comparison to 2008/09.  There was, however, a significant increase in the durable 

RTW rate, which suggests that when workers have returned to work over the last 12 

months that it was less likely that they would cease work again than in 2008/09. 

The greater proportion of workers in 2009/10 than in 2008/09 indicating that they had 

returned to work before they had fully recovered from their injury, coupled with a 

significant increase in the proportion of workers indicating that they had a RTW plan, 

further supports the three year trend that there has been an increase in support from 

employers in relation to helping an injured worker return to work.  Unfortunately, there 

was also a significant increase in the proportion of injured workers in 2009/10, 

compared to 2008/09, who were reporting that they felt pressure from the 

compensation provider to RTW.   
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The significant drops in perceived importance of work and level of satisfaction injured 

workers indicated that that they derive from work, suggests that an injured workerôs 

decision to RTW maybe being influenced by factors other than work.  This supposition 

is potentially also supported by the notion that fewer injured workers in 2009/10 than in 

2008/09 believed that their employer was prepared to spend time or money on 

occupational health and safety in their workplace, therefore suggesting that they are 

returning to work despite possibly being unsure of their safety at work. 

Concluding Comments 

The results from the RTW Monitor support the notion that there are many challenges 

associated with the process of returning an injured worker to work following a 

workplace injury.  In some instances these challenges are identifiable and can be 

overcome with good planning and good management.  Other challenges, however, 

may be harder to identify or perhaps even change over time.  The true challenge for 

regulatory authorities and their representatives therefore appears to be twofold: firstly, 

being able to identify the level and type of support each injured worker may require to 

help them return to work; and secondly, how to harness the assistance of others to 

ensure the best outcomes possible for each individual worker. 
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1. Return to Work Outcome Measures 

1.1 RTW rate 

The RTW rate is the proportion of injured workers who had returned to work between 

the time of their claim and time of interview. 

In 2009/10, over eight in ten (85%) Australian and New Zealand (86%) injured workers 

had returned to work, for some period, since the commencement of their claim seven to 

nine months earlier (Figure 1) 4. 

Injured workers covered by Comcare (91%) and from Tasmania (90%) had a higher 

RTW rate than the Australian national average, while the RTW rate was for South 

Australian (80%) and Seacare injured workers (72%) was lower than the Australian 

national average. 

With the exception of a peak in 2005/06 (87%), the RTW rate has been relatively stable 

over the thirteen years of the Monitor (Figure 2).  

 

In 2009/10, 85% of Australian injured workers had returned to work, 

for some period, after the commencement of their claim seven to nine 

months earlier.   

                                                
4
  Please refer to Appendix C:   Reporting Conventions (page 96), for details of how to read this 

report. 

Figure 1:   RTW rate Figure 2:   RTW rate (Trend) 

Q3. Would you please tell me whether you have returned to work at all since you put in your workersô 
compensation claim? 
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Base: All respondents Base: All respondents 
 NSW=600 QLD=600 TAS=377 COM=241 NZ=600  97/98=2,906 01/02=3,142 05/06=3,014 09/10=2,689  
 VIC=300 SA=401 NT=120 SEA=50   98/99=3,095 02/03=2,966 06/07=3,019   
       99/00=3,219 03/04=2,687 07/08=3,017   
       00/01=3,195 04/05=2,995 08/09=2,965   
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1.2 Durable RTW 

The durable RTW rate is the proportion of injured workers who had returned to work 

and were still working at the time of interview. 

In 2009/10, three in four (75%) Australian and New Zealand (77%) injured workers had 

returned to work and were still working at the time of interview (Figure 3).  The durable 

RTW rate follows a similar pattern to the RTW rate and has been approximately ten 

percentage points lower than the RTW rate over the last thirteen years. 

The durable RTW rate was higher than the Australian national average among 

Tasmanian injured workers (82%) and lower among Seacare injured workers (62%). 

While there was a decline in the Australian national durable RTW rate between 

2005/06 (80%) and 2008/09 (72%), the 2009/10 result of 75% suggests that the 

direction of this trend has now changed with the 2009/10 durable RTW rate significantly 

higher than the 2008/09 rate (Figure 4). 

 

Figure 3:   Durable RTW rate  Figure 4:   Durable RTW rate (Trend) 

Q8. Are you currently working in a paid job? 
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Base: All respondents Base: All respondents 
 NSW=600 QLD=600 TAS=377 COM=241 NZ=600  97/98=2,906 01/02=3,142 05/06=3,014 09/10=2,689  
 VIC=300 SA=401 NT=120 SEA=50   98/99=3,095 02/03=2,966 06/07=3,019   
       99/00=3,219 03/04=2,687 07/08=3,017   
       00/01=3,195 04/05=2,995 08/09=2,965   

 

 

In 2009/10, 75% of Australian injured workers had a durable RTW.  

The three year decline in the durable RTW rate has changed with the 

2009/10 durable RTW rate significantly higher than the 2008/09 rate. 
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1.3 Non-durable RTW and No RTW 

The non-durable RTW rate is the proportion of injured workers who had returned to 

work, but were not working at the time of interview.  The ñno RTW rateò is the 

proportion of injured workers who had not returned to work at all seven to nine months 

after the commencement of their claim. 

In 2009/10, one in four (25%) Australian injured workers were not working at the time of 

interview (Figure 5): 

¶ 15% who had not returned to work since their injury 

¶ 10% who had a non-durable RTW. 

Just under one in four (23%) New Zealand injured workers were not working at the time 

of interview (Figure 6):   

¶ 14% who had not returned to work since their injury 

¶ 9% who had a non-durable RTW. 

 

Figure 5:   RTW status at interview for Australia Figure 6:   RTW status at interview for NZ 

Q3. Would you please tell me whether you have returned to work at all since you put in your workersô 
compensation claim? 

Q8. Are you currently working in a paid job? 
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The non-durable RTW and no RTW rates have been relatively stable over the course 

of the RTW Monitor (Figure 7). 

 

Figure 7:   Durable, non-durable and no RTW rates - Australia 
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Base: All respondents      
 97/98=2,906 00/01=3,195 03/04=2,687 06/07=3,019 09/10=2,689  
 98/99=3,095 01/02=3,142 04/05=2,995 07/08=3,017   
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1.4 Length of time back at work 

This section of the report examines the length of time injured workers reported that 

they had been back at work.  These results can be compared with Scheme based data 

such as the number of dayôs compensation paid (claim closure rates) and claim cost.  It 

should be noted, however, that these types of measures are different to those 

contained within the RTW Monitor.  For example, the Scheme based data provides 

estimates of the time away from work, while the RTW Monitor provides estimates of the 

amount of time at work.   

It should also be noted that injured workers are able to report their length of time back 

at work in days, weeks or months.  Weeks and months are converted to days to 

facilitate consistency in reporting.  Length of time back at work indicates how 

substantive an injured workerôs RTW has been.  RTW is considered to be substantive 

when an injured worker has been back at work for at least two months.  Results 

obtained through the RTW Monitor suggest that even when a RTW outcome is 

unsuccessful, the RTW attempt is usually substantive. 
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1.4.1 Length of durable RTW 

Injured workers who had returned to work, and were still working at the time of the 

interview were asked to estimate how long they had been back at work.  (Reasons for 

returning to work are reported in Section 2.4).  The longer an injured worker has been 

back at work at the time of interview indicates an earlier durable RTW. 

The national mean length of time back at work for injured workers who were working at 

the time of interview was 141 days (Figure 8).  The mean length of time back at work 

has gradually declined since the peak in 2003/04 (159 days), with the 2009/10 result 

the same as it was in 2008/09 (Figure 9). 

Comcare (192 days), Tasmanian (160 days) and New Zealand (154 days) injured 

workers had a longer durable RTW compared to the Australian national average, while 

South Australian (129 days) injured workers had a shorter durable RTW. 

 

Figure 8:   Length of time back at work for 
durable RTW 

Figure 9:   Length of time back at work for 
durable RTW (Trend) 
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Since 2003/04, the length of durable RTW has gradually declined to 

141 days.  This suggests that injured workers with a durable RTW are 

now taking longer to return to work than in the past. 
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1.4.2 Length of non-durable RTW 

Injured workers who had returned to work, but were no longer working at the time of 

the interview were asked to estimate how long they had been back at work before they 

stopped.  (Reasons for not working are reported in Section 2.5). 

The mean estimated duration of non-durable RTW was 78 days.  Given low sample 

sizes, there was no statistical difference in the duration of non-durable RTW by 

jurisdiction (Figure 10). 

The mean length of time back at work for Australian injured workers with a non-durable 

RTW has ranged between 64 days and 84 days over the thirteen years of the RTW 

Monitor.  These changes do not represent a significant change (Figure 11). 

 

Figure 10:   Length of time back at work for non-
durable RTW  

Figure 11:   Length of time back at work for non-
durable RTW (Trend) 
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 Results where the sample sizes are less than 30 should be 
treated with caution. 

      

 

 

 

In 2009/10, the length of non-durable RTW was 78 days. 
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1.5 Income sources 

Measuring income sources helps to identify a number of different dimensions related to 

RTW outcomes.  Reported compensation status can be identified, although, not to the 

degree of precision that the jurisdictions can by using claim data.  The RTW Monitor 

uniquely identifies income from employment, compensation, social security and 

instances where the injured worker no longer has any income at all. 

Sources of income are identified at two points: 

¶ At time of RTW (reported as a process measure (in Section 2.8)) 

¶ At time of interview (reported below). 

1.5.1 Current compensation status 

In 2009/10, over one in five (23%) Australian injured workers reported they were still 

receiving some form of weekly compensation payments at the time of the interview 

(Figure 12). 

Queensland (15%), New Zealand (16%) and Tasmania (18%) had the lowest rates of 

injured workers receiving compensation at the time of interview when compared with 

the Australian national average.  South Australia (35%), Comcare (29%) and NSW 

(27%) had the highest rates. 

The proportion of injured workers receiving workersô compensation payments at the 

time of interview has ranged between 19% and 25% of injured workers over the course 

of the Monitor (Figure 13).   

 

Figure 12:   Current compensation status  Figure 13:   Current compensation status (Trend) 
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In 2009/10, 23% of injured workers reported they were still receiving 

workersô compensation payments at the time of interview.  

 

1.5.2 Main source of income at the time of interview 

Seven in ten injured workers (72%) reported employment as their main source of 

income at the time of interview, while one in seven (14%) reported workersô 

compensation payments as their main source of income compared to 71% and 14% 

respectively in 2008/09 (Table 1).   

A smaller proportion of injured workers reported other main sources of income 

including social security (3%) and their partnerôs income (3%), while 3% reported no 

income at all. 

 

Table 1:   Main source of income 

Q20a.  Would you please tell me what is your main source of income? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 

NSW 
(600) 

% 

VIC 
(300) 

% 

QLD 
(600) 

% 

SA 
(401) 

% 

TAS 
(377) 

% 

NT 
(120) 

% 

COM 
(241) 

% 

SEA 
(50) 
% 

NZ 
(600) 

% 

Employment 72 70 71 76 68 78ŷ 72 86ŷ 72 76 

Workersô 
Compensation 

14 16 17 10Ź 22ŷ 9Ź 13 12 18 13 

Social security 3 4 2 3 3 6ŷ 2 0Ź - 1Ź 

Partnerôs 
income 

3 3 3 3 1 2 2 1 - 2 

No income  3 3 3 4 2 2 4 0Ź 4 3 

 

Base:  All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   

 

 

In 2009/10, at the time of interview, 72% of Australian injured workers 

were deriving their main income from employment. 
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Employment being the main source of income follows a similar trend as the durable 

RTW rate.  The peak in 2005/06 in the durable RTW rate was also shown in 

employment as the main source of income (78%).  Both measures have declined since 

with 72% of Australian injured workers in 2009/10 mainly receiving income from 

employment (Figure 14).   

 

Figure 14:   Main source of income  

Q20a. Would you please tell me what is your main source of income? 

72% 73% 74% 72%
69% 71%

74% 75%
78%

75%
73% 71% 72%

17% 13% 13%
14% 16% 16% 15% 13% 12% 14% 15% 15% 14%

4% 4% 5% 4% 5% 5% 4% 4% 3% 3% 3% 3% 3%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10

Employment Compensation payments Social security

 
Base: All respondents 
 97/98=2,906 00/01=3,195 03/04=2,687 06/07=3,019 09/10=2,689  
 98/99=3,095 01/02=3,142 04/05=2,995 07/08=3,017   
 99/00=3,219 02/03=2,966 05/06=3,014 08/09=2,965   
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1.5.3 Total sources of income at time of interview (including partial RTW) 

While the main source of income identifies the general outcome for the injured worker, 

total sources of income at the time of interview provide a more detailed perspective.  In 

particular, identifying combinations of income can estimate full, partial and non-

durable/no RTW at the time of the interview. 

Income sources have been categorised into three types: 

¶ Employment 

¶ Workersô compensation 

¶ Other sources (such as social security, partnerôs wages etc). 

As injured workers can have a combination of these types of income, different 

combinations have been used to identify RTW outcomes:  

¶ Full RTW (income from employment only) 

¶ Partial RTW (income from employment and some other source) 

¶ No or non-durable RTW (income from any source except 

employment). 

Without prompting, at the time of interview: 

¶ 59% of injured workers nationally reported that they only obtained 

income from employment (had a full RTW) 

¶ Another 16% had a partial RTW, that is, their income was derived from 

both employment and some other source 

¶ 25% of injured workers in Australia reported they were not deriving any 

income from employment at the time of interview (had either not 

returned to work or had a non-durable RTW). 

 

The full RTW rate (59%), measured by income sources, was the same in 2009/10 as in 

2008/09 and was lower than the four previous years.  Conversely, the non-durable/no 

RTW rate (25%) was higher over the same period. 
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Figure 15:   RTW outcomes measured by income sources at interview  

Q20a. Would you please tell me what is your main source of income? 

Q20b. What other sources of income do you have? 

63% 63%
59% 60% 56% 58% 59%

63%
66% 64% 62%

59% 59%

12% 12%
17% 15% 17% 17% 18%

15% 14% 14% 12% 14% 16%

25% 24% 23% 25% 27% 26% 24% 22%
20%

22%
25% 27% 25%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10

Full RTW Partial RTW Non-durable/ no RTW

 
Base: All respondents 
 97/98=2,906 00/01=3,195 03/04=2,687 06/07=3,019 09/10=2,689  
 98/99=3,095 01/02=3,142 04/05=2,995 07/08=3,017   
 99/00=3,219 02/03=2,966 05/06=3,014 08/09=2,965   

 

 

 

The full RTW rate of 59% in 2009/10, was the same as 2008/09, 

although remains significantly lower than the three preceding years. 
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At the time of interview, RTW outcomes as measured by income sources differed by 

jurisdiction (Table 2).  Injured workers covered by Comcare (69%) and from New 

Zealand (67%) had the highest proportion of injured workers who only obtained income 

from employment. 

South Australia had the highest proportion of injured workers who did not obtain any 

income from employment (30%), while Comcare (11%) and Tasmania (19%) had a 

lower proportion of injured workers who did not obtain any income from employment. 

 

Table 2:   RTW outcomes measured by income sources at interview 

Q20a.  Would you please tell me what is your main source of income? 

Q20b. What other sources of income do you have? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 

NSW 
(600) 

% 

VIC 
(300) 

% 

QLD 
(600) 

% 

SA 
(401) 

% 

TAS 
(377) 

% 

NT 
(120) 

% 

COM 
(241) 

% 

SEA 
(50) 
% 

NZ 
(600) 

% 

Full RTW (income from 
employment only) 

59 55 59 63 55 64 62 69ŷ 60 67ŷ 

Partial RTW (employment 
plus any other income 
source) 

16 18 15 14 15 17 12 20 12 11Ź 

Non-durable RTW/No RTW 
(income from all sources 
except employment) 

25 27 26 23 30ŷ 19Ź 26 11Ź 28 23 

 
Base: All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   

 

 

 

 

 

At the time of interview, South Australia had 30% of injured workers 

who, at the time of interview, were not deriving any income from 

employment. 
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Partial and no/non-durable RTW have been further analysed by identifying workersô 

compensation as the only ñotherò income source (Table 3).  At the time of interview, 

without prompting, one in ten (10%) injured workers in Australia reported workersô 

compensation payments as their only source of income, while 5% had a partial RTW 

outcome, where income was from both employment and workersô compensation 

payments. 

South Australia (16%) had a higher proportion of injured workers with ñworkersô 

compensation onlyò payments at the time of interview compared to the Australian 

national average, while Queensland had a lower proportion (7%).  Identification of 

employment, workersô compensation and possibly other income sources was more 

common for injured workers covered by Comcare (11%) compared to the Australian 

national average, while less common in New Zealand (1%) and Queensland (3%). 

 

Table 3:   RTW outcomes involving workersô compensation payments 

Q20a.  Would you please tell me what is your main source of income? 

Q20b. What other sources of income do you have? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 

NSW 
(600) 

% 

VIC 
(300) 

% 

QLD 
(600) 

% 

SA 
(401) 

% 

TAS 
(377) 

% 

NT 
(120) 

% 

COM 
(241) 

% 

SEA 
(50) 
% 

NZ 
(600) 

% 

Non-durable RTW/No 
RTW (workersô 
compensation payments 
only) 

10 12 11 7Ź 16ŷ 8 11 8 12 10 

Partial RTW (employment, 
workersô comp. and other) 

5 6 6 3Ź 6 4 6 11ŷ 2 1Ź 

 

Base: All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   
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1.6 Employment and duties 

Two aspects of RTW that are measured is if the injured worker was working for the 

same employer as at the time of injury (Section 1.6.1) and if they were doing the 

same duties (Section 1.6.2) or whether they were working for a new employer or in 

different duties. 

This section of the report shows changed duties and changes to employer as outcome 

measures based on the status of the injured worker at the time of interview.  (Changed 

duties at RTW are reported as a process measure in Section 2.7.4). 

1.6.1 Employer at time of interview 

Almost nine in ten (87%) injured workers who had returned to work, were working with 

the same employer at the time of interview (or when they stopped working) as they 

were working for when they sustained their injury ï the ñsameò employer (Figure 16).  

Injured workers covered by Comcare (96%) were most likely to RTW with their original 

employer.   

In 2009/10, the rate of RTW with the same employer at 87% represents a significant 

increase from 82% in 2007/08 (Figure 17). 

 

Figure 16:   Return to same employer  Figure 17:   Return to same employer (Trend) 

Q11. [Are/Were] you working with the same employer you were working for when you incurred your original 
injury? 

Australian Rate - 87%

89%
87%

96%

88%83% 89%
81%84%84%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

NSW VIC QLD SA TAS NT COM SEA NZ  

87% 87% 85% 85% 85%
83% 84% 84% 83% 84% 82%

84%
87%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

 97/98  98/99  99/00  00/01  01/02  02/03  03/04  04/05  05/06  06/07  07/08  08/09  09/10

% Working for same employer   

 
Base: Have returned to work Base: Have returned to work 
 NSW=508 QLD=517 TAS=338 COM=218 NZ=516  97/98=2,440 01/02=2,627 05/06=2,602 09/10=2,294  
 VIC=254 SA=320 NT=103 SEA=36   98/99=2,639 02/03=2,486 06/07=2,579   
       99/00=2,788 03/04=2,312 07/08=2,544   
       00/01=2,693 04/05=2,569 08/09=2,506   

 

In 2009/10, 87% of injured workers who had returned to work, were 

working with the same employer at the time of interview (or when they 

stopped working) as they were working for when they sustained their 

injury. 
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1.6.2 Duties at time of interview 

Three in four (74%) injured workers who had returned to work were doing the same 

duties at the time of interview (or when they stopped working) as they were doing 

before they were injured (Figure 18).   

Injured workers from the Northern Territory (59%) who had returned to work were less 

likely to have returned to the same duties compared to the Australian national average.  

Those covered by Seacare (89%) and in New Zealand (85%) were more likely to have 

returned to the same duties compared to the national average. 

The declining trend between 2005/06 (76%) and 2007/08 (73%) for injured workers to 

return to the same duties was reversed in 2008/09 (77%), but not maintained in 

2009/10 (Figure 19). 

 

Figure 18:   Return to same duties  Figure 19:   Return to same duties (Trend) 

Q12. [Are/Were] you doing the same sort of work or duties that you were doing when you incurred your 
original injury? 

Australian Rate - 74%

72%
77% 77%

72%

85%89%

59%

71%74%
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40%
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80%

100%
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75% 76% 75% 74% 74% 75% 76% 76% 76% 75%
73%

77%
74%
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60%

80%

100%

 97/98  98/99  99/00  00/01  01/02  02/03  03/04  04/05  05/06  06/07  07/08  08/09  09/10

% Doing the same sort of work  

 
Base: Have returned to work Base: Have returned to work 
 NSW=508 QLD=517 TAS=338 COM=218 NZ=516  97/98=2,440 01/02=2,627 05/06=2,602 09/10=2,294  
 VIC=254 SA=320 NT=103 SEA=36   98/99=2,639 02/03=2,486 06/07=2,579   
       99/00=2,788 03/04=2,312 07/08=2,544   
       00/01=2,693 04/05=2,569 08/09=2,506   

 

 

 

In 2009/10, 74% of injured workers who had returned to work, were 

doing the same duties at the time of interview (or when they stopped 

working) as they were doing before they were injured. 
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1.6.3 Continuity of employer and duties 

Seven in ten (68%) Australian injured workers who had returned to work, were working 

for the same employer and carrying out the same duties at the time of interview (or 

when they stopped working) as they had prior to their injury (Table 4).   

Continuity of employer and duties was more common in New Zealand (80%) compared 

to Australia, while return to the same employer and different duties was most likely 

among injured workers covered by Comcare (25%).  

Injured workers from the Northern Territory and Tasmania who had returned to work 

were more likely to have returned to a different employer and different duties (16% and 

11% respectively) compared to the Australian national average (8%). 

 

Table 4:   Continuity of employer and duties at interview 

Q11. [Are/Were} you working with the same employer you were working for when you incurred 
your original injury? 

Q12. [Are/Were} you doing the same sort of work or duties that you were doing when you incurred 
you original injury? 

 AUS 
(2,294) 

% 

NSW 
(508) 

% 

VIC 
(254) 

% 

QLD 
(517) 

% 

SA 
(320) 

% 

TAS 
(338) 

% 

NT 
(103) 

% 

COM 
(218) 

% 

SEA 
(36) 
% 

NZ 
(516) 

% 

Same 
employer/ 
same duties 

68 68 69 68 64 71 56Ź 71 81 80ŷ 

Same 
employer/  
different duties 

19 22 18 16 21 12Ź 25 25ŷ 9 8Ź 

Different 
employer/ 
same duties 

6 4 8 6 7 6 3 2Ź 8 5 

Different 
employer/ 
different duties 

8 6 6 10 8 11ŷ 16ŷ 2Ź 2 8 

 

Base: Have returned to work 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   

 

 

In 2009/10, 68% of Australian injured workers who had returned to 

work, were working for the same employer and carrying out the same 

duties as they had prior to their injury. 
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2. Process Measures 

The previous section discussed a number of key outcomes as measured by the RTW 

Monitor.  This section reports on a number of process measures.  The process 

measures include: 

¶ The culture of the workplace where the injury occurred (identifying 

characteristics that are supportive of the RTW process)5 

¶ The process of lodging a claim 

¶ The RTW process, specifically: 

o The development of a RTW plan 

o Assistance with RTW 

o Changed duties 

o Partial RTW 

o The people who were the most and least helpful 

¶ Rating of ñinsurance typeò services. 

2.1 Workplace culture 

Injured workers were asked how much they agreed or disagreed with six statements 

about the workplace where they sustained their injury to gain a perspective of 

workplace culture.  These were assigned a value from one to five, where one was 

ñstrongly disagreeò, five was ñstrongly agreeò and three indicated ñneither agree nor 

disagreeò with a statement.  The mean score for all respondents is reported and the 

proportion who agreed and disagreed with the statement.   

The attributes of the workplace that were rated included: 

¶ Work importance 

ñThe work that you do at your workplace is very important to youò 

¶ Work satisfaction 

ñYou are very satisfied with the work you doò 

¶ Valued at work 

ñPeople at work really value what you doò 

¶ Managementôs help with RTW 

ñGenerally, management at the place where you work will do what they 

can to help you get back to workò 

                                                
5
  The impact of Workplace Culture on Return to Work, Comcare Australia paper presented to 

WorkCongress5, Adelaide 2001. 
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¶ OH&S spending 

ñYour employer is prepared to spend the money and time required to 

make the workplace safeò 

¶ RTW policies and procedures 

ñYour employer has clear policies and procedures about returning 

injured workers to workò. 

In terms of perceptions about the workplace where the injury was sustained, close to 

nine in ten Australian injured workers agreed that the work they do is important to them 

(93%) and were satisfied with that work (88%).  A slightly lower proportion of injured 

workers felt valued at their workplace (77%), with 15% disagreeing with this statement 

(Table 5).  There has been a significant decline in work importance and satisfaction 

with work since 2008/09 (4.5 and 4.3 respectively). 

 
 

Table 5:   Level of agreement with attitude statements about the workplace 

Q34. I would like you to tell me if you agree or disagree with the statements I am going to read out.  Is 
that strongly agree/disagree? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 
 

NSW 
(600) 

% 
 

VIC 
(300)

% 
 

QLD 
(600) 

% 
 

SA 
(401) 

% 
 

TAS 
(377) 

% 
 

NT 
(120) 

% 
 

COM 
(241) 

% 
 

SEA 
(50) 
% 
 

NZ 
(600) 

% 
 

Work importance - 
agree 

93 92 93 94 93 93 90 90 98 93 

Work importance - 
disagree 

5 6 4 4 5 5 4 6 - 4 

Work importance ï 
mean rating out of 5 

4.4 4.4 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.5 4.4 

Work satisfaction - 
agree 

88 90 84 88 89 91 93 89 96 93ŷ 

Work satisfaction - 
disagree 

8 7 10 8 8 8 3Ź 9 2 5Ź 

Work satisfaction -  
mean rating out of 5 

4.2 4.3 4.1Ź 4.2 4.2 4.3 4.4ŷ 4.2 4.4 4.4ŷ 

Valued at work -  
agree 

77 78 74 80 77 76 76 76 83 87ŷ 

Valued at work - 
disagree 

15 15 16 14 17 16 15 15 10 8Ź 

Valued at work - 
mean rating out of 5 

3.9 3.9 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.8 3.9 3.8 4.1 4.2ŷ 

Base:  All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   
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A higher proportion of New Zealand injured workers agreed that they were satisfied 

with the work they do (93%) and felt that people at work really value the work they do 

(87%) compared to Australian injured workers. 

Workplace attributes associated with returning to work and workplace safety had lower 

levels of agreement compared to those of workplace satisfaction.  Of Australian injured 

workers (Table 6): 

¶ 67% agreed and 25% disagreed that management would help injured 

workers RTW 

¶ 65% agreed and 24% disagreed that their employer had clear policies 

and procedures about returning injured workers to work  

¶ 62% agreed and 29% disagreed that management was prepared to 

spend time and money to make the workplace safe ï down from 66% 

agree in 2009/10 (or a mean rating of 3.6 in 2008/09 compared to 3.5 

in 2009/10). 

A number of differences in attitudes towards the workplace by jurisdiction were evident 

when compared to the Australian level of agreement (and disagreement): 

¶ Injured workers from New Zealand were more likely to agree with 

aspects of management assistance with RTW (76%) and spending on 

Occupational Health and Safety (75%) 

¶ Tasmanian injured workers were more likely to agree that management 

would help them to get back to work (73%) and that their employer had 

clear policies and procedures about returning injured workers back to 

work (74%) 

¶ Injured workers covered by Comcare and Seacare were more likely to 

agree that their employer had clear RTW policies and procedures (73% 

and 76% respectively) and less likely to disagree on the willingness of 

their employer to spend time and money on Occupational Health and 

Safety (21% and 16% disagreed respectively) 

¶ Lower levels of agreement (and higher disagreement) were found 

among Victorian and Northern Territory injured workers regarding their 

employer being prepared to spend time and money on Occupational 

Health and Safety (56% and 47% agreed respectively). 
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Table 6:   Level of agreement with statements about workplace safety 

Q34. I would like you to tell me if you agree or disagree with the statements I am going to read out.  Is 
that strongly agree/disagree? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 
 

NSW 
(600) 

% 
 

VIC 
(300)

% 
 

QLD 
(600) 

% 
 

SA 
(401) 

% 
 

TAS 
(377) 

% 
 

NT 
(120) 

% 
 

COM 
(241) 

% 
 

SEA 
(50) 
% 
 

NZ 
(600) 

% 
 

Management help RTW 
- agree 

67 68 63 71 67 73ŷ 61 68 64 76ŷ 

Management help RTW 
- disagree 

25 24 29 23 26 21Ź 30 22 22 18Ź 

Management help RTW 
- mean rating out of 5 

3.6 3.6 3.4Ź 3.7 3.5 3.8ŷ 3.5 3.7 3.6 3.9ŷ 

Clear RTW policies and 
procedures - agree 

66 63 64 70 63 74ŷ 59 73ŷ 76 69 

Clear RTW policies and 
procedures - disagree 

24 25 25 20 26 20 29 18 10Ź 21 

Clear RTW policies and 
procedures -  
mean rating out of 5 

3.6 3.5 3.4 3.7ŷ 3.5 3.8ŷ 3.4 3.8ŷ 3.9 3.7ŷ 

OH&S spending -  
agree 

62 66 56Ź 66 59 65 47Ź 69 73 75ŷ 

OH&S spending -
disagree 

29 26 35ŷ 26 31 26 42ŷ 21Ź 16Ź 20Ź 

OH&S spending - 
 mean rating out of 5 

3.5 3.6 3.3Ź 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.1Ź 3.6 3.9ŷ 3.8ŷ 

 

Base:  All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   

 

 

 

Injured workers generally felt that their work was important and were 

satisfied with their work.  While the level of agreement with attributes 

associated with returning to work and workplace safety were lower 

compared to attitudes about the workplace, they have generally 

improved over time. 
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2.2 Making a claim 

An important part of RTW includes access to, and complexity of, information needed to 

put in a claim.  These results are examined in the following sections, together with the 

relationship between these aspects of claim experience and RTW. 

2.2.1 Information needed for putting in a claim 

Eight in ten (80%) Australian injured workers reported that it was easy to get the 

information they required to lodge a claim (Figure 20).  Another 12% indicated that it 

wasnôt easy and 8% were unable to say. 

Injured workers from New Zealand (86%) and Tasmania (86%) were more likely to rate 

it easy to access information to make a claim compared to the Australian national 

average (80%) , while fewer injured workers from the Northern Territory (71%) reported 

that it was easy to get the information needed to make a claim. 

With the exception of a peak to 83% in 2005/06, the proportion of injured workers 

reporting it easy to access claim information has remained stable over the last eight 

years of the Monitor (Figure 21). 

 

Figure 20:   Easy to get information for a claim Figure 21:   Easy to get information for a claim 
(Trend) 

Q1. When you put in your claim under <jurisdiction>, was it easy to get the information you needed to make 
a claim? 
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Base: All respondents Base: All respondents 
 NSW=600 QLD=600 TAS=377 COM=241 NZ=600  97/98=2,906 01/02=3,142 05/06=3,014 09/10=2,689  
 VIC=300 SA=401 NT=120 SEA=50   98/99=3,095 02/03=2,966 06/07=3,019   
       99/00=3,219 03/04=2,687 07/08=3,017   
       00/01=3,195 04/05=2,995 08/09=2,965   

 

In 2009/10, 80% of Australian injured workers found it easy to get the 

information needed to make a claim. 
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2.2.2 Complexity of putting in a claim 

Over seven in ten injured workers (74%) considered it simple (56%) or very simple 

(18%) to put in a claim, while nearly two in ten (18%) considered the process 

complicated (12%) or very complicated (5%) (Table 7).  Nine percent did not feel it 

simple or complicated.   

The proportion of injured workers reporting the claim process as simple in Tasmania 

(83%), New Zealand (82%) and Queensland (78%) was higher compared to the 

Australian national average, while the proportion reporting the claim process was 

complicated in Comcare (44%) and the Northern Territory (26%) was higher than the 

Australian national average.   

Over time, the proportion of injured workers who found it complicated to lodge their 

claim has declined.  The most recent decline being from 21% in 2006/07.  

 

Table 7:   Ease of putting in a claim 

Q2a. Would you describe the process of putting in a claim as? 

 AUS 
(2,689) 

% 

NSW 
(600) 

% 

VIC 
(300) 

% 

QLD 
(600) 

% 

SA 
(401) 

% 

TAS 
(377) 

% 

NT 
(120) 

% 

COM 
(241) 

% 

SEA 
(50) 
% 

NZ 
(600) 

% 

Very simple 18 19 14 20 15 20 11 5Ź 30ŷ 18 

Simple 56 55 55 58 58 63ŷ 55 47Ź 38Ź 64ŷ 

Total simple 74 74 69 78ŷ 73 83ŷ 66 53Ź 67 82ŷ 

Complicated 12 12 14 11 11 9Ź 18 35ŷ 14 11 

Very 
complicated 

5 5 7 4 5 3 8 10ŷ 2 3Ź 

Total 
complicated  

18 17 21 14 16 12 26ŷ 44ŷ 16 15 

Canôt say  9 9 10 8 11 6Ź 8 3 16 3 

 
Base:  All respondents 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   

 

In 2009/10, 74% of Australian injured workers found it simple to put in 

their claim and 18% found it complicated.  Fewer now found it 

complicated to put in their claim compared to, most recently, 2006/07. 
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2.3 Previous claim experience  

2.3.1 Previous claim  

A question about previous claim experience was introduced in 2002.  While injured 

workers in the RTW Monitor were eligible only if they had a claim of 10 or more days 

compensation, response to this question could relate to a claim of any duration. 

In 2009/10, close to four in ten (38%) injured workers included in the RTW Monitor who 

made a claim of ten days or more in duration reported having a previous workersô 

compensation claim (Figure 22).  Injured workers from New Zealand (51%), covered by 

Comcare (49%), and Queensland (43%) were significantly more likely to have had a 

previous claim compared to the Australian national average.   

The reported incidence of previous claims has approximated four in ten injured workers 

since 2002/03 (Figure 23). 

 

Figure 22:   Previous claims  Figure 23:   Previous claims (Trend) 

Q1a. Have you had any other workersô compensation claim BEFORE that claim (you made in September or 
October last year)? 
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Base: All respondents Base: All respondents 
 NSW=600 QLD=600 TAS=377 COM=241 NZ=600  01/02=1,566 04/05=2,995 07/08=3,017  
 VIC=300 SA=401 NT=120 SEA=50   02/03=2,966 05/06=3,014 08/09=2,965  
       03/04=2,687 06/07=3,019 09/10=2,689  

 

 

 

In 2009/10, 38% of injured workers reported having a previous 

workersô compensation claim. 
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2.3.2 Previous lost time claims 

A question was introduced in 2003 asking injured workers who reported they had a 

previous claim, if they had any time off work because of the earlier claim. 

In 2009/10, close to nine in ten (86%) injured workers who reported that they had a 

previous claim indicated that they had time off work as a result of the earlier claim or 

claims. 

Of all injured workers, one in three (33%) reported that they had time off work because 

of an earlier claim, that is, they had a ñlost timeò claim (Figure 24).  Injured workers in 

New Zealand (44%), covered by Comcare (40%), and in Tasmania (38%) and 

Queensland (38%) were significantly more likely to report a previous lost time claim 

compared to the Australian national average.   

The incidence of previous ñlost timeò claims has been lower over the last three years of 

the RTW Monitor compared to earlier years (Figure 25). 

 

Figure 24:   Previous lost time claims  Figure 25:   Previous lost time claims (Trend) 

Q1b. Did you have any time off work because of those earlier claims? 
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Base: All respondents Base: All respondents 
 NSW=600 QLD=600 TAS=377 COM=241 NZ=600  02/03=1,484 04/05=2,995 06/07=3,019 08/09=2,965 
 VIC=300 SA=401 NT=120 SEA=50   03/04=2,687 05/06=3,014 07/08=3,017 09/10=2,689 
            

 

 

 

In 2009/10, 33% of injured workers reported a previous lost time 

claim. 
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2.4 Reasons for RTW 

In total, 85% of Australian injured workers had returned to work.  Of these, two in five 

(40%) stated (without prompting), that their main reason for returning to work was that 

they had recovered from their injury (Table 8), while 16% mentioned that they had 

returned because of economic need (16%) and 13% had returned because they 

wanted to. 

When injured workers were probed for any other reasons for returning to work, 

recovered from injury was mentioned by almost half (46%).  Another 26% mentioned 

that they returned because they wanted to and 27% because of economic need. 

Among injured workers with a durable RTW, recovered from injury (47%) and 

economic need (29%) were the main reasons cited for having returned to work 

compared to those with a non-durable RTW (36% and 16% respectively).  While these 

were also the reasons cited by those injured workers with a non-durable RTW, external 

influenced, such as pressure from the employer were cited more often by those with a 

non-durable than durable RTW (9% and 4% respectively). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Perceived recovery was the primary reason for returning to work, 

while economic need also remains an important driver. 
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Table 8:   Reasons for RTW 

Q4a. What is the main reason you returned to work? 

Q4b. Was there any other reason you returned to work? 

 Main 
reason 

Total reasons 

 National 
(2,294) 

% 

National 
(2,294) 

% 

Durable 
RTW 

(2,043) 
% 

Non-
durable 

RTW 
(251) 

% 

Recovered from injury 40 46 47ŷ 36 

Economic need / needed the money 16 27 29ŷ 16 

I wanted to return to work 13 26 26 27 

Bored at home 4 10 9 12 

Offered alternative duties 7 11 10 15 

I was told to return by doctor / doctorôs advice 8 11 10 13 

Pressured from employer 3 5 4 9ŷ 

Wanted to keep job 2 4 4 4 

Benefits stopped / too low 1 2 2 1 

Pressured by insurer 1 2 2 1 

Supportive employer 0 1 0 1 

Offered part-time work 0 1 1 1 

Part of RTW plan 1 1 1 1 

Self employed / run own business / farm 1 1 1 1 

Didnôt like being on workersô compensation - 0 0 0 

 
Base:  Have returned to work 
Note: Results may add up to more than 100% because multiple responses were accepted. 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   
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2.4.1 Trend in reasons for RTW by RTW outcome 

Key reasons over time for RTW among injured workers with a durable RTW are: 

¶ Close to half have consistently identified recovered from injury 

¶ Close to one third identified economic need as the reason for RTW 

¶ There has been a declining trend in the proportion of injured workers 

who wanted to RTW. 

Key reasons over time for RTW among injured workers with a non-durable RTW are: 

¶ There has been an upwards trend in recovery from injury  

¶ There has been fluctuation in RTW because of economic need and 

because they wanted to RTW. 

 

Durable RTW Non-durable RTW 

Figure 26:   Total reasons for RTW Figure 27:   Total reasons for RTW 

Q4a. What is the main reason you returned to work? 

Q4b. Were there any other reasons you returned to work? 

53% 52%
49% 47% 48%

51% 52% 51% 49% 50% 51% 52%
47%

27% 28%

33%

30%
27%

29% 28%
27% 26%

30%

30%

32%
29%31% 32%

33%

31%
33% 32% 32%

28% 27%

28%

31%

26% 26%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10

Recovered from injury

Nett economic need

I wanted to return to work

 

29%

34% 34%

26%
25%

28%
28%

34%

46%

28%

33%

38%

36%

17% 19%

28%

20% 18%
27%

19%

28%

20%

16%

26%
23%

16%

41%

33%

32%

35%
42%

32%
35%

27%

26%

33%

29%

31%

27%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

97/98 98/99 99/00 00/01 01/02 02/03 03/04 04/05 05/06 06/07 07/08 08/09 09/10

Recovered from injury

Nett economic need

I wanted to return to work

 
 Base: Durable RTW  Base: Non-durable RTW 
 97/98=2,129 01/02=2,308 05/06=2,385 09/10=2,043   97/98=311 01/02=319 05/06=217 09/10=251  
 98/99=2,327 02/03=2,185 06/07=2,321    98/99=312 02/03=301 06/07=258   
 99/00=2,474 03/04=2,058 07/08=2,255    99/00=314 03/04=254 07/08=289   
 00/01=2,354 04/05=2,304 08/09=2,194    00/01=339 04/05=265 08/09=312   
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2.5 Reasons for not working 

The National RTW Monitor identifies reasons reported by injured workers for currently 

not working.  Responses to this question are unprompted.  

In total, 25% of injured workers were not working at the time of interview.  Of these, half 

(48%) stated (without prompting), that their main reason for not working was that they 

were still injured (Table 9).  Another 7% indicated that their old injury had got worse.   

Being still injured was more often cited as a reason for not working at the time of 

interview by those who had not returned to work compared to those with a non-durable 

RTW (73% and 26% respectively).  Injury related reasons also topped the reasons for 

not working among those with a non-durable RTW, however, labour market influences 

also figured quite prominently among those with a non-durable RTW ï no work 

available/seasonal (14%). 
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Table 9:   Reasons for not currently working 

Q9a. What is the main reason you are not working now? 

Q9b. Are there any other reasons you are not working now> 

 Main 
reason 

Total reasons 

 National 
(646) 

% 

National 
(646) 

% 

No  
RTW 
(395) 

% 

Non-durable 
RTW 
(251) 

% 

Still injured 48 54 73ŷ 26 

New injury 4 5 3 9ŷ 

Old injury got worse / aggravated 7 9 5 16ŷ 

Psychological reasons 2 4 5 3 

Canôt work in that type of job due to type of injury 1 2 2 2 

Retired 1 2 1 3 

Resigned 4 6 5 8 

Studying 3 4 2 5 

No work available / seasonal 6 11 8 14 

Employer closed down 1 2 2 2 

Retrenched 4 5 4 7 

Dismissed by employer 9 12 10 14 

Maternity leave 1 1 0 2ŷ 

Work not facilitating return / uncooperative - 0 - 1 

Other 5 7 3 13ŷ 

Donôt know 2 5 5 4 

 
Base:  Total not working 
Note: Results may add up to more than 100% because multiple responses were accepted. 
Note: ŷ (or Ź) indicates that the estimate shown is significantly higher (or lower) than the national average.   
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Reasons for not working have been summarised as three main types (Figure 29)6: 

1. Injury related, including: still injured; new injury; old injury got worse or 

aggravated; psychological reasons; and canôt work in that job due to type of 

injury. 

2. Left employment, referring to those who indicated they had left the workforce 

on a permanent or temporary basis including: retired; resigned; studying; and 

no work available/seasonal. 

3. Retrenched/dismissed, including: retrenched; dismissed by employer; and 

employer closed down. 

Injury related reasons are lower than they have been compared to earlier years of the 

Monitor having declined from a high of 77% in 2002/03 to 65% in 2008/09 and 67% in 

2009/10 (Figure 28).  Injury related reasons were cited by a similar proportion of injured 

workers in each jurisdiction in 2009/10 (Figure 29).   

The proportion of injured workers leaving the workforce voluntarily has remained 

relatively stable since 2000/01 (20% in 2009/10), while those not working at the time of 

interview because they were retrenched or dismissed has peaked over the last two 

years (18% in 2009/10).  A lower proportion of injured workers covered by Comcare 

mentioned these as a reason for not working (5% and 4% respectively). 

 

 

 

 

 

Injury related reasons remain the single most prominent reason for 

injured workers being out of the workforce at the time of interview.   

 

                                                
6
  The net categories were amended in the 2007/08 RTW Monitor report.  The results will differ 

slightly too previous reports. 
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Figure 28:   Total reasons for not working (trend) 

Q9a/b. All reasons for not working currently 

65% 67%
71% 70% 71%69%

72%
68%

76%
77%

73%75%
70%

20%23% 20%18%
18%17%

20%
17%17%

20%

9%

20%
19%

18%

14%
18%

14%15%16%

16%

15% 14%13% 14% 13%
16%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

 97/98  98/99  99/00  00/01  01/02  02/03  03/04  04/05  05/06 06/07  07/08 08/09 09/10

Injury related

Left employment

Retrenched/ dismissed

 
Base: Total not working 
 97/98 = 777 00/01 = 841 03/04 = 629  06/07=698 09/10=646  
 98/99 = 768 01/02 = 834 04/05 = 691 07/08=762   
 99/00 = 745 02/03 = 781 05/06=629 08/09=771   
Note: Results may add up to more than 100% because multiple responses were accepted. 

 

Figure 29:   Total reasons for not working 

Q9a. What is the main reason you are not working now? 

Q9b. Are there any other reasons you are not working now? 
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Base: Total not working 
 AUS=646 VIC=76 SA=114 NT=28 SEA=19 
 NSW=158 QLD=135 TAS=70 COM=46 NZ=136 
Note: Results may add up to more than 100% because multiple responses were accepted. 
 Results where the sample sizes are less than 30 should be treated with caution. 
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Reasons for not working trend ï No RTW  

In 2009/10, at the time of interview, 15% of Australian injured workers had not returned 

to work.  The total reasons for these injured workers not working has essentially 

remained stable throughout the course of the Monitor (Figure 32): 

¶ Close to four in five (80%) of those who had not returned to work 

mentioned injury related reasons 

¶ 15% either left employment voluntarily or were retrenched or 

dismissed. 

 

Figure 30:   Total reasons for not working ï No RTW 

Q9a/b. All reasons for not working currently 
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Base: Injured workers who had not returned to  work 
 97/98 = 465 00/01 = 502 03/04 = 373 06/07=437 09/10=395  
 98/99 = 456 01/02 = 515 04/05 = 424 07/08=473   
 99/00 = 431 02/03 = 478 05/06=410 08/09=459   
Note: Results may add up to more than 100% because multiple responses were accepted. 

 

 

Among those who had not returned to work, the reasons for not 

working have remained relatively stable throughout the course of the 

Monitor. 






































































































































