Non-durable RTW:

Learnings from the Campbell National RTW Monitor

This presentation was initially prepared for
Employers Mutual

Revised October 2009
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This presentation

What is the RTW Monitor?

Non-durable RTW
o RTW Monitor measurement

o Why Is it important?
Satisfaction with insurer type services
How can this inform insurer strategies?
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The Campbell RTW Monitor

Designed to measure factors influencing RTW
Independent of claim status

A comparative performance indicator by
Australian and New Zealand workers’
compensation jurisdictions

Completed Wave 13 — an extensive investment
In time series data since 1997

Integrated measures of medium term outcomes,
and processes

Data that supplements internal claim data
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RTW Monitor

Outcome measures
o RTW
o Durable RTW
o Income at time of interview
o Claim status
o Previous claim experience
Process measures
o Insurer satisfaction
o RTW plans
o Assistance from employers, insurers, health professionals
o Readiness for RTW
Claim Data (de-identified)
o Days compensation paid
o |nsurer
o Claim cost
¢ Rehab cost

4 ©



RTW Rate

The proportion of injured workers who went back to work
at any time:

“Would you please tell me whether you
have returned to work at all since you put
In your WorkCover claim

“We are talking about the claim you made in March
or April this year?”
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Durable RTW

Defined as a return to work that has been
maintained:

“Are you currently working in a paid job?”

Durable RTW: — working at time of interview
Non-durable RTW: — not working at time of interview
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Durable RTW

* The Campbell RTW Monitor measures
durability across three points in time:

1. The time when the injured worker left work because
of a work-related injury

2. The time when they returned to work
3. The time of the interview (6-9 months after stopping
work because of an injury.
* The RTW Monitor provides a medium term
measure of durabillity
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Outcomes: Durable, Non-durable & No RTW
Durable RTW: Injured worker was working at the time of interview

Non-durable RTW: Injured worker had RTW, but was not working at the time
of interview

No RTW: Injured worker had not returned to work at all

RTW Average 145 days
Durable RTW (21 wks) for 07/08

Away from workplace Returns to work

RTW  Average 79days | aaves work

Non-durable RTW (11 wks) for 07/08
Away from workplace Returns to work Away from workplace
No RTW
Away from workplace
Claim Interview
Mar/Apr 07 ~ 34 Weeks Nov
2008
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Non-Durable RTW

Why is it important?

One In ten injured workers have a non-durable RTW

RTW attempts are substantial — usually for several
months

o 12 weeks on average in 2008-09

Non-durable RTW rates have been relatively steady
over the life of the Monitor but increased over the last
4 years

o 7% in 05/06

> 11% in 08/09

Injury Is the most frequent reason for non-durable
RTW
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Non-durable RTW Is significant

* One In ten Injured workers have a non-durable

RTW

* For Australia in 2008/09

Total Sample
100%

Durable RTW

12%

\

Non-durable
RTW
11%

No RTW

17%

}

|

RTW 83%
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RTW Rate

RTW rate has been relatively consistent over time
through declined between 2005/06 and 2008/09
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Durable and Non-durable RTW

® Durable RTW rate in decline

®* Non-durable RTW increasing
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Income at time of interview

Measures based on income at time of
Interview show stronger trends
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Putting the outcomes Into context

* RTW rates and durable RTW rates have
declined
» SA the exception in recent waves
* Prevention strategies have had an impact:
o |njury rates have been falling
o Claim incidence has been falling

Once an injured worker has a claim of 10 days more days
there has been no improvement in expected outcomes in
the last 13 years
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Claims falling — per million hours
worked

* For industries with high use of casual and part-time workforce (eg
hotel and catering sectors) injury rates per hours worked are a better
measure.

* The Australian incidence rate for serious* claims per million of hours
worked has steadily declined
15 4
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* Includes all accepted workers’ compensation claims involving temporary incapacity of one or more weeks plus all claims for fatality and permanent incapacity
Source: Comparative Performance Monitoring 2006-07.
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What can insurers do?

Some strategies suggested by the
RTW Monitor
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What can Insurers do?

* Address the injury before the claim
* Encourage employer support by:

1.

Helping employers to identify injured worker
perceptions of readiness to RTW and how they can
be addressed

Assist employers to identify duties suitable for the
Injured worker and that the worker is ready to do

. RTW plans to actively engage the injured worker and

identify a person from the workplace to HELP with
the RTW process

. Contact injured workers after RTW to prevent further

claims
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What can Insurers do?

* Improve customer service through
o the attitude shown to the injured worker
o being seen to be helpful

o understanding the injured worker’s situation
o giving specific advice for RTW
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Helpfulness to RTW by outcome

Injured workers rate doctors highly
BUT

it Is the employer that makes the difference
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The RTW Monitor evidence
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Employer support for RTW Is vital

* Qver 13 years and across 9 jurisdictions the
RTW Monitor has consistently identified support
from someone in the workplace has been

associated with higher:
o RTW rates and
o Durable RTW rates
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Rating of helpfulness to RTW

Doctors are seen to help the most
Insurers help the least

Helped 5 -
a lot
4.3 4.2
4.0 3.8
3.6 3.6 3.5
=]
£
© 3.0 1
o
2.0
Made it a lot
harder 1.0 I f f f
Main Employer Insurer

Rehab Work rehab

Doctor
provider coordinator

supervisor
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Helpfulness to RTW by outcome

Helpfulness of doctors similar by RTW outcome
Durable RTW supported by high ratings of employer support

CONo RTW

®
O Non-durable RTW

Helped B Durable RTW
pe 5.0 T
alot
4.3 4.3
4.0 + 38 3.8
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o
20 +
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Employer Main supervisor

harder ’
Doctor
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Employer support for RTW

Employers can make outcomes worse

Non-durable RTW higher where the employer “made it harder”
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RTW process measures

Injured workers with durable RTW more likely to report :
* being ready for RTW
o their RTW duties were suitable
* a change in duties at time of RTW
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Impact of RTW plans

» Better RTW outcome for those who had RTW plan and
active participant in process
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Satisfaction with insurance type

services

What we measure
o |nsurance type services
o Contact between injured worker and insurer

Comparative ratings

o Victoria has consistently been the worst performer
and Queensland and New Zealand the best

Change over time
Drivers of change

Previous experience — small insurers perform
petter

27 ©



Average service rating of

Insurers

® Avg. of eight aspects of customer service

® Improving over time
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Average service rating of
Insurers by jurisdiction

® Vic consistently below and Queensland and NZ above
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Service rating of insurers

* Eight aspects of service
o Attitude to the worker’s claim
o Helpfulness
o Understanding the worker’s situation
o Glving advice about the claim
o Providing accurate information
o Way In which responded to enquiries
o Communications with the worker
o Advice about the worker’s right
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Drivers of satisfaction with
Insurer services

=
Q
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What can insurers learn from the
RTW Monitor

It IS not enough

o for an injured worker to RTW and
o close the claim

Contact injured worker?

Employer contact
o an opportunity to consolidate the relationship

o reinforce injury management and prevention
strategies

o Cost effective early intervention
It Is the long term outcome that is important
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Thank you

For a link to the most recent National RTW
Monitor report

Go to publications at

www.campbellresearch.com.au
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