National Workers Compensation and
Occupational
Health and Safety Frameworks

INTERIM REPORT

The following comments were compiled for INJURIES
AUSTRALIA based on the horrendous inhuman
treatment within the Government Workcover system
experienced by tens of thousands of work injured
employees.

The changes put forward asto how work safety and after
injury care are conducted in the future are considered to

be absolutely necessary.
They are the result of many years of research and discussion in
Australiaand in other countries and we trust that they will be

given the same level of consideration.



THE MEMBERS OF INJURIES AUSTRALIA CONGRATULATE THE
PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION ON THE GENERAL PRESENTATION AND
COVERAGE OF THE ENQUIRY TO DATE. HAVING SAID THAT WE MUST
DECLARE THAT WE BELIEVE THAT

THISISPROBABLY THE LAST CHANCE TO GET IT RIGHT.
UNLESSTHERE ARE DRASTIC ALTERATIONSASTO HOW
SAFETY AND INJURY INDEMNITY ARE CONDUCTED,
INDUSTRY, THEIR EMPLOYEESAND THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT ARE IN FOR A CONTINUED FINANCIAL,
PHYSICAL AND EMOTIONAL BEATING. THE STATE
GOVERNMENTSWILL NOT CHANGE A THING. WHY
SHOULD THEY WHEN THE SYSTEM IN PLACE IS
FINANCIALLY 100% IN THEIR FAVOUR.

IF THERE ISONE CRITICISM OF THE INTERIM REPORT IT ISTHE USE OF
WHAT MUST BE QUESTIONABLE FIGURES AS TO NUMBERS OF

EMPLOY EES INJURED AND THE NUMBERS OF EMPLOYEES CLAIMED TO
BE RETURNED TO WORK. THE METHOD OF RECORDING CASUALTY
NUMBERS AND RTW FIGURES VARIES FROM STATE TO STATE THUS
MAKING COMPARISON EXTREMELY DIFFICULT. WE POINTED THISOUT
BY OUR REFERENCE TO THE ADVERSE COMMENTS ON WORK INJURY
FIGURES MADE BY THE NATIONAL MEDICAL RESEARCH FOUNDATION
IN ITS 1999 NATIONAL INJURY SURVEY. HOWEVER USING THE
FIGURES PRESENTED WE FIND THAT IF THE ACTUAL NUMBERS
INSTEAD OF PERCENTAGES WERE USED IN THE CHAPTER ON INJURY
MANAGEMENT A TOTALLY DIFFERENT PICTURE WOULD BE PRESENTED
TO THE PUBLIC. IN PARA 6.4 THE ACTUAL



NUMBER OF WORK INJURED EMPLOY EES WHO ACHIEVED A DURABLE
RETURN TO WORK IS SHOWN AS 73%. ASSUMING THAT THE OTHER 27%
WERE NOT RETURNED TO EMPLOYMENT, AND USING THE DATA
AVAILABLE ON THE NATIONAL TOTAL NUMBER OF WORK INJURED
THISWOULD TRANSLATE TO UP TO 54,000 INJURED EMPLOY EESWHO
ARE PROBABLY DUMPED EACH YEAR ON TO FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
FINANCIAL SUPPORT PAYMENTS. A CHECK WITH FACSDATA ASTO
THE ACTUAL NUMBER OF PEOPLE WHO ARE ACCEPTED EACH YEAR
AND DECLARE WORK INJURY AS THE CAUSE OF THEIR SITUATION
WOULD EXPOSE A MORE ACCURATE PICTURE BUT WOULD NOT SHOW
THOSE DUMPED WHO HAD A WORKING PARTNER.

WHAT EVER THE TOTAL FIGURE ISIT ISLARGE AND REPRESENTS AN
ENORMOUS ONGOING COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WHICH
CAN BE MEASURED IN HUNDREDS OF MILLIONS OF DOLLARS EACH
YEAR FOR SOMETHING WHICH ISNOT THEIR RESPONSIBILITY .

THEY ARE SUPPLYING A FREE LOAN TO THE VARIOUS STATES WORK
INSURANCE SCHEMES AND ENSURING THE CONTINUATION OF A MOST
EVIL RESULT TO THE UNWILLINGLY WORK INJURED.

INJURIES AUSTRALIA HAS FOR YEARS EXPRESSED THE VIEW TO THE
FEDERAL GOVERNMENT THAT WHILE THEY SUBSIDISED THE STATES
WORKCOVER THEY, WORKCOVER, WILL NOT CARRY OUT ITS
LEGISLATED REQUIREMENT OF REHABILITATING INJURED EMPLOY EES
TO A SWIFT RETURN TO WORK.

WE ASK THAT THISPOINT BE GIVEN CLOSER EXAMINATION WITH THE
VIEW TO REMOVING FEDERAL MONETARY ASSISTANCE UNTIL THE
STATESHAVE CARRIED OUT THEIR DUTIES SWIFTLY AND FULLY.

OTHER POINTS ARISING FROM THE INTERIM REPORT

WITH RESPECT, WEWISH TO REMIND THE MEMBERS OF THE
COMMISSION THAT NO MATTER HOW MUCH EFFORT THAT THEY PUT
INTO THISENQUIRY AND NO MATTER WHAT THEY MAY RECOMMEND
TO THE STATES THERE IS A 100% CHANCE THAT THEY, THE STATES




WILL CHOSE TO TOTALLY IGNORE THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS
HOWEVER WELL CONSTRUCTED AND USEFUL THAT THEY MAY BE.
FOLLOWING THE INDUSTRY COMMISSION REPORT ON WORKERS
COMPENSATION(1993),

NOT ONE STATE ACTED UPON ANY ONE OF THE COMMISSIONS
RECOMMENDATIONS. THE CHOSE TO IGNORE THE ENTIRE REPORT.
SPEAKING FROM A INJURED EMPLOYEES POINT OF VIEW, INJURIES
AUSTRALIA KNOWS THAT MANY OF THOSE RECOMMENDATIONS WERE
JUST WHAT WAS NEEDED TO TURN AROUND THE UNSATISFACTORY
AND INHUMAN SITUATION WHICH WORKCOVER HAD DELIBERATELY
DEVELOPED TO ROB THE WORK INJURED EMPLOY EES OF THEIR
LEGISLATED ASSISTANCE. |IF THE CHANGES RECOMMENDED BY THE
INDUSTRY COMMISSION HAD BEEN ADOPTED IT WOULD HAVE
CHANGED FOR THE BETTER THE LIVES OF TENS OF THOUSANDS OF
WORK INJURED OVER THE PAST TEN YEARS. T WOULD MOST
PROBABLY HAVE PREVENTED DOZENS OF SUICIDES BY THOSE WHO
HAD BEEN ILL TREATED BY WORKCOVER AND DISPAIRED. T WOULD
HAVE MOST DEFFINATLY SAVED THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT
SEVERAL BILLION DOLLARSIN SOCIAL SECURITY.

ITISIMPORTANT THAT WE COMMENT ON ONE PARTICULAR
STATEMENT IN THE INDUSTRY COMMISSION FINAL SUMMARY .

SENIOR COMMISSIONER SCALES STATED THAT IN THE OPINION OF THE
COMMISSION THAT 60% OF ALL COSTS ARISING FROM A WORK CAUSED
INJURY WERE BORNE BY THE INJURED EMPLOY EE AND HISHER
FAMILY.

THISSTARTLING STATEMENT SHOULD HAVE BEEN ENOUGH TO SPARK
A HUGE DEBATE YET NOT ONE OF THE STATES NOR ANY OF THE
INSURERS OR EMPLOY ER GROUPS RAISED A CHALLENGE TOITS
ACCURACY ORTRUTH. INJURIESAUSTRALIA BELIEVESTHAT THE
FIGURE OF 60% WAS CONSERVATIVE ASWE HAD CALCULATED THE
TRUE FIGURE TO BE 85% OF ALL COSTS. THESE FIGURES WERE NEVER
CHALLENGED BY THE STATE WORKCOVER, THE “HEALTH



PROFESSIONALS’ OR THE INSURERS. THE COLLECTIVE SILENCE OF
THE STATE GOVERNMENTS AND THE PROFIT TAKERS ONLY ENDORSED
THE TRUTH OF THE STATEMENT.

SINCE THAT TIME (1994), AND ALLOWING FOR THE FURTHER
DOWNGRADING OF THE QUALITY OF SAFETY AND CARE WITHIN THE
WORKCOVER SYSTEM WE WOULD BE FAIR IN ASSUMING THAT SHOULD
THISMATTER BE REVISITED THAT THE OFFICIAL FIGURE

ASTO THE COSTS TO THE WORK INJURED WOULD NOW BE DEFFINATLY
85% OF THE TOTAL. THE SITUATION HASNOW SO DETERIATED THAT
MANY TRADE UNIONS ARE URGING THEIR MEMBERS TO TAKE OUT
PRIVATE INCOME MAINTENANCE INSURANCE TO COVER THEIR
FINANCIAL LIABILITIES SHOULD THEY BE INJURED AT WORK. THE
INSURERS ARE ON THE RECEIVING END BOTH WAY S.

INJURIES AUSTRALIA WAS DISAPPOINTED AT THE ORIGINAL
FRAMEWORK QUESTION ON THE SETTING OF PREMIUMS. THIS ONLY
ALLOWED IMPORTANCE TO THE OPINIONS OF INSURERS,
“PROFESSIONAL” GROUPS, INDUSTRY ASSOCIATIONS SPOKE-PERSONS
AND ANY OTHERS WHO PROFIT FROM THE SYSTEM. ASWE HAVE
REPEATEDLY STATED, WORK SAFETY AND AFTER INJURY CARE IS
ABOUT HUMANS NOT MONEY.

MONEY ISBUT ONE OF THE TOOLS USED TO GET THE JOB DONE, YET
THE DISCUSSION ON MONEY FAR OVERSHADOWS THE REAL PROBLEM
ASTO HOW HUMANS ARE KILLED AND INJURED AT THEIR WORK AND
THEN MISTREATED BY THESE PROFIT TAKERS.

ASWE HAVE JUST POINTED OUT, THE COSTSTO THE UNWILLINGLY
WORK INJURED FAR EXCEED THAT OF INDUSTRY, A FACT WHICH
REMAINS UNCHALLENGED AND UNCHANGED. IF THISPRODUCTIVITY
COMMISSION ENQUIRY WERE TO BRING TO QUESTION ASTO WHY THIS
UNJUST SITUATION ISTOLERATED BY THE STATE GOVERNMENTS AND
TO PUBLICLY EXPOSE THE SITUATION THERE ISNO DOUBT THAT THE
PUBLIC INTEREST WOULD BE SUCH ASTO BRING ABOUT CHANGE.

ALLOW USTO REMIND THE COMMISSION THAT THERE ARE ONLY
THREE TRUE STAKEHOLDERS IN WORK SAFETY AND AFTER INJURY



CARE. THE STATE GOVERNMENT AS THE RESPONSIBLE LEGISLATORS,
THE EMPLOYERS WHO CONTRIBUTE TO PART OF THE COSTS AND THE
EMPLOYEES WHO, WHEN WORK INJURED ARE OBLIGED TO USE

THE SYSTEM. EVERY ONE ELSE ISNOT OBLIGED TO PARTICIPATE AND
WHEN THEY DO BECOME INVOLVED THEY DO SO SOLELY FOR
MONEY/PROFIT._ WHAT EVER THEY HAVE TO CONTRIBUTE TO THIS
ENQUIRY ISALWAY S SHAPED TO EXPRESS A VIEW WHICH WILL
PROTECT THEIR PROFITS. WE TRUST THAT IT HASBEEN NOTED THAT
IN ALL OF THEIR VOLUMOUS CONTRIBUTIONS, BOTH VERBAL AND
WRITTEN, THAT THEY OFF LITTLE INTEREST IN THEULTIMATE
WELFARE OF THE WORK INJURED. _THEIR ARGUMENT ISALWAYS
BASED ON SELF- INTEREST AND IS THEREFORE SUSPECT.

THISBRINGSUSTO ASK, “JUST HOW MUCH OF THE COSTLY
INCOMPETENCE AND SHEER BASTARDRY NOW RAMPANT WITHIN THE
WORKCOVER SYSTEM WOULD BE REMOVED IF THE PROFIT TAKERS
WERE THEMSELVES REMOVED”?

ASALREADY RAISED, THE STATES, AT THE URGINGS OF THEIR AGENTS,
WILL AGAIN CHOSE TO IGNORE ANY RECOMMENDATIONS FROM THIS

PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION WHICH WILL EFFECT THEIR POWER AND
PROFITS.

THEREFORE MAY WE SUGGEST THAT ALL RECOMMENDATIONS BE
ONLY DIRECTED TO SITUATIONS WHICH EFFECT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT, ESPECIALLY FINANCIALLY.

INJURIESAUSTRALIA HASNO DOUBT THAT HAD THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT DENIED ACCESS TO SOCIAL SECURITY PAYMENTSBY
WORK INJURED PEOPLE UNTIL THE FINAL AND FULL ENTITLEMENTS
FROM WORKCOVER HAD BEEN RECEIVED THAT TENS OF THOUSANDS
OF WORK INJURED EMPLOY EES WOULD NOT HAVE BEEN
DISCRIMINATED AGAINST BY LOSING THEIR EMPLOYMENT AND
DUMPED ON TO THE DOLE.




WORKCOVER TOOK ADVANTAGE OF THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS
SOCIAL CONSCIENCE AND FORCED SOCIAL SECURITY TO DO THEIR
WORK FOR THEM, FREE OF COST TO THEMSELVES BUT AT GREAT COST
TO THE WORK INJURED.



TOHIGHLITE THISARGUMENT MAY WE POINT OUT TO THE
PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION THAT NOT ONLY DID THE N.SW
GOVERNMENT WORKCOVER IGNORE THE INDUSTRY COMMISSION’ S
RECOMMENDATIONS ON CHANGES TO WORKERS COMPENSATION BUT
IT ALSO DELIBERATELY IGNORED ALL OF THE RECOMMENDATIONS IN
ITSOWN COSTLY REPORTS SUCH AS; THE GRELMAN INQUIRY (COST,;
$IMIL.) THE UPPER HOUSE STANDING COMMITTEE ON LAW AND
JUSTICE ON WORKPLACE SAFETY (1998), THE UPPER HOUSE GENERAL
PURPOSE STANDING COMMITTEE NO.1. REVIEW AND MONITORING OF
THE NSW WORKERS COMPENSATION SCHEME. (2002). THE UNIVERSITY
OF NSW REVIEW OF REHABILITATION AND RETURN TO WORK IN THE
HUNTER VALLEY (DIANNA KENNY) .

ETC.ETC. ETC. NOW, TO ADD INSULT TO INJURY THE CARR
GOVERNMENT HAS ANNOUNCED YET ANOTHER INQUIRY BY THE
UPPER HOUSE GENERAL PURPOSE COMMITTEE NO.1. THISTIMEIT IS
“INQUIRY INTO SERIOUS INJURIES AND DEATHS IN THE WORKPLACE".
THISWILL BE THE THIRD NSW GOVERNMENT INQUIRY INTO WORK
SAFETY/COMPENSATION IN SIX YEARS AND WE CAN ALL HAVE NO
DOUBT THAT THE RECOMMENDATIONSWILL ALSO BE TOTALLY
IGNORED. THISISA DELIBERATE COVER UPFOR THE FAILURE OF THE
WORKCOVER SYSTEM. WHAT DOES MAKE IT INTERESTING ISTHAT
MINISTER DELLA BOSCA ANNOUNCED IN THE PARLIAMENT THAT NSW
NOW HAS“WORLDS BEST PRACTICE IN OH&S’. IF NEW SOUTH WALES
HASWORLDSBEST PRACTICE OH&S THEN WHY DO WE NEED A COSTLY
INQUIRY? ISIT A CONTRADICTION, A LIE OR ANOTHER COVER UP?
ORISIT ALL THREE?

SAFETY THE SINGLE KEY TO THE ANSWER TO THISWHOLE
CONUNDRUM IS THE PRACTICE OF HUMAN SAFETY WHICH WORKS AND
FOR WHICH PEOPLE ARE ACCOUNTABLE. AND THISWILL NEVER
HAPPEN WHILST MONEY IS SEEN AS THE MOST IMPORTANT
CONSIDERATION INSTEAD OF THE SAFETY AND WELLBEING OF




EMPLOYEES. UNTIL TOTAL ACCOUNTABILITY ISINTRODUCED,
PRACTICED AND POLICED, MONEY WILL REMAIN THE OVERRIDING
CONTROL FACTOR.

O.H&SASPRACTICED ISMOSTLY A FAILURE BECAUSE OF THIS
ENSHRINED NON-ACCOUNTABILITY FOR RESULTS.

AFTER INJURY CARE _ REGARDLESS OF THE REQUIREMENTS OF
LEGISLATION, AFTER INJURY CARE ISAS SPASMODIC AND HIT AND
MISSASWORK SAFETY AND AGAIN

NOBODY ISHELD ACCOUNTABLE FOR FAILURE TO CARRY OUT THE
REQUIREMENTS OF THE LEGISLATION.

TIME FOR OPPOSITE THINKING.

WE MUST BE TOTALLY HONEST AND ADMIT THAT STATE
GOVERNMENTS WORKCOVER SYSTEMS ARE A FAILURE AND THAT
THAT FAILURE ISCENTERED AROUND THE USE OF COMMERCIAL
INSURERS TO MANAGE THE FUNDSMANAGE THE CASE WHICH IS SO
WRONGLY SEPARATED FROM THE IMPORTANCE OF SAFETY.

CAN CONSIDERATION BE GIVEN TO THE URGENT ADOPTION OF A USER
PAY SUSER MANAGES SY STEM WHICH ELIMINATES THE USE OF
COMMERCIAL INSURERS. BY ALL MEANS INSURE YOUR BUILDINGS,
PLANT, MACHINERY AND STOCK WITH THE COMMERCIAL INSURERS
BUT NOT THE SAFETY OF EMPLOY EES.

WHERE TO START ?

DO AWAY WITH THE WORDS “WORKER”- “COMPENSATION” -
“INSURANCE"-“ACCIDENT”.

WHY ? THESE AREALL MISLEADING AND PUT DOWN INSURANCE
INDUSTRY WORDS.

WORKER----BLUE COLLAR, DIRTY, IGNORANT, NOT ASVALUABLE AS
“MANAGER”.

COMPENSATION-----WHEN YOUR TURN COMES TO BE KILLED OR
INJURED AT WORK

YOU OR YOUR RELATIVESWILL RECEIVE BUCKETS OF MONEY ASA
REWARD.




INSURANCE----WHEN YOU GET KILLED OR INJURED AT WORK DON'T
WORRY ABOUT IT BECAUSE INSURANCE WILL FIX UP EVERYTHING.
ACCIDENT----WHEN YOU OR YOUR WORKMATES ARE KILLED OR
INJURED AT WORK DON’'T BE TO CONCERNED. AFTERALL IT WAS
ONLY AN ACCIDENT AND IT WASNOBODY FAULT, ESPECIALLY ANY OF
THE LEGION OF “MANAGERS’.

NEW NAME

LET USHAVE A “WORK SAFETY AND INJURY INDEMNITY SYSTEM”
WHICH IS PAID FOR BY THE EMPLOY ERS AND THE EMPLOY EES AND
MANAGED BY THE STATE OR FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TOGETHER WITH
THE EMPLOYERS AND THE EMPLOYEES ONLY.

SAFETY WILL BE THE RESPONSIBILITY OF ALL PEOPLE IN THE
ORGANISATION STARTING AT THE VERY TOP. EVERYONE IS
ACCOUNTABLE FOR WHATEVER HAPPENS AND EVERYONE IS
RESPONSIBLE FOR THE CONTINUED MAINTENANCE OF A SAFE
WORKPLACE. EVERYONEISA “SAFETY OFFICER”. IF YOU SEE
SOMETHING WHICH ISA SAFETY RISK YOU FIX IT OR CEASE WORK
UNTIL IT ISFIXED. THAT WAY NOBODY GETSHURT. ANYONE WHO
DISAGREESWITH THISISPUTTING MONEY BEFORE PEOPLE.

MEDICAL COSTS FOR WORK CAUSED INJURIES ARE TO BE COVERED BY
USING MEDICARE FOR DOCTORS CONSULTATIONS. THE EXTRA COSTS
TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT TO BE COVERED BY A PART
PERCENTAGE RAISE IN THE MEDICARE LEVY. SHOULD HOSPITAL
TREATMENT BE NEEDED IT WOULD BE COVERED BY PRIVATE MEDICAL
INSURANCE. THE COSTSOF THE HOSPITAL TREATMENT WOULD BE
COVERED BY HAVING EVERY EMPLOYER TAKE OUT TOP MEDICAL
COVER FOR ALL EMPLOYEESBE THEY CASUAL, PART TIME OR FULL
TIME.

INCOME MAINTENANCE.  THE EMPLOYER AND THE EMPLOYEE WILL
TOGETHER ENTER INTO AN AGREEMENT TO PAY FOR A SYSTEM OF
INCOME PAYMENTS FOR THE INJURED EMPLOY EE FOR WORK CAUSED




INJURIESONLY. THISWOULD FOLLOW ALONG THE SAME LINESAS
WAGES INDEMNITY NOW COMMONLY USED BY SELF- EMPLOYED
PEOPLE. FOR INCOME UPKEEP FOR OTHER THAN WORK INJURIES THE
EMPLOY EE CAN COME TO THEIR OWN ARRANGEMENT WITH THE
COMPANY PROVIDING THE INDEMNITY.

WHAT WE HAVE ACHIEVED HERE ISTO REMOVE THE IMPEDIMENT OF
THE INSURANCE COMPANY “CASE MANAGERS'. THE PEOPLE
CONCERNED, THE EMPLOYER AND THE EMPLOY EE MAKE THE
DECISIONS ON THE SPOT WITHOUT DELAY. THERE CANNOT BE ANY
DELAY ASACTION MUST IMMEDIATELY TAKE EFFECT. SHOULD
EITHER PARTY BE UNHAPPY WITH HOW EVENTS WERE HANDLED THEN
THEY MAY ASK THE THIRD PARTY, THE GOVERNMENT AGENCY, TO
INVESTIGATE AFTER THE EVENT.

THERE ISNO NEED FOR LEGAL INTERFERENCE UNLESS THE RULES
HAVE BEEN BROKEN.

ONE IMPORTANT FEATURE OF THE INCOME MAINTENANCE SYSTEM IS
THAT IT ISDEPENDANT ON A EARLY RETURN TO WORK (RTW)
PROGRAM. AS SOON AS THE WORK INJURED PERSON ISMOBILE THEY
ARE TO BE RETURNED TO THE WORKPLACE UNDER THEIR DOCTORS
SUPERVISION TO ALTERNATIVE DUTIES OR THEIR OLD DUTIESON A
PART TIME BASISUNTIL FIT FORWORK. SHOULD THE SEVERITY OF
THE INJURY BE GAUGED ASPREVENTING THE EMPLOY EE RETURNING
TOHISHER FULL TIME EMPLOYMENT A GUARANTEED VOCATIONAL
REHABILITATION PROGRAM MUST BE IMMEDIATELY INTRODUCED.
THE COST OF THIS PROGRAM ISTO BE AGREED TO BY THE EMPLOY ER
AND THE EMPLOYEE.

ASTHISIS A GENUINE NO FAULT SYSTEM IT DOESNOT INCLUDE
AUTOMATIC COURT ACTION FOR NEGLIGENCE. SUCH LEGAL ACTION
ISNOT A PART OF THE SAFETY AND INJURY INDEMNITY SYSTEM AND
ISNOT INCLUDED IN THE COSTING AND MUST ALWAYSBE SEEN AS A
SEPARATE ISSUE PAID FOR SEPARATELY. SHOULD A INJURED
EMPLOY EE OR THEIR FAMILY WISH TO PURSUE SUCH A ACTION IT
CANNOT BE ENTERED INTO UNTIL ALL THE REQUIREMENTS OF THE




SAFETY AND INJURY INDEMNITY SYSTEM HAVE BEEN COMPLETED IN
FULL.

THE MEMBERS OF INJURIES AUSTRALIA HAVE LOST ALL FAITH IN THE
STATE GOVERNMENT SAFETY AND WORKERS COMPENSATION SY STEM
AND URGE THE PRODUCTIVITY COMMISSION TO GIVE CONSIDERATION
TO THE CHANGES WHICH WE HAVE ADVOCATED. THESE CHANGES
ARE AIMED AT ASSISTING THE EMPLOY ERS WHOSE COSTS ARE
WASTEFUL, THE EMPLOY EES WHO ARE TREATED SO UNFAIRLY AND
WHO ARE EXPECTED TO CARRY THE LARGEST SHARE OF THE
FINANCIAL COSTS AND THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT WHO MUST RID
THEMSELVES OF THE COSTLY PARISITES OF THE SHAMBOLIC STATE
GOVERNMENT WORKCOVER SYSTEMS.

ASWE STATED AT THE BEGINNING, WORKPLACE SAFETY
AND AFTER INJURY CARE ARE NOT A MARKET
TRANSACTION. THEY ARE A SOCIAL CONTRACT BETWEEN
ELECTED GOVERNMENTSAND ALL PEOPLE IN INDUSTRY .
THE SOLE PURPOSE OF THE SAFETY AND COMPENSATION
LEGISLATION ISTO EXPRESS THE POLITICAL INTENT OF THE
PARLIAMENT WHICH ISTO SEE THE PREVENTION OF DEATH
AND INJURY IN THE WORKPLACE, AND THE SWIFT AND FULL
MEDICAL TREATMENT OF THE UNWILLINGLY WORK INJURED
AND THEIR SWIFT RETURN TO USEFUL EMPLOYMENT.

KNOWING THAT THE STATE GOVERNMENTS ARE ONLY INTERESTED IN
MONEY NOT PEOPLE WE CAN NOW HOPE THAT THE FEDERAL
GOVERNMENT WILL ASSERT ITSAUTHORITY USING THE COMMERCIAL
SECTION OF THE AUSTRALIAN CONSTITUTION AND BRING ON THE
CHANGESNEEDED. SURELY THE EMPLOYERSAND THE EMPLOY EE
DESERVE THE BEST, NOT THE WORST.

INJURIES AUSTRALIA DECEMBER 2003.







