
I am pleased to release on behalf of the Workplace Relations Ministers’ Council, the second Comparative
Performance Monitoring Report for Australia’s occupational health and safety and workers’ compensation
systems.

The Comparative Performance Monitoring project is a cooperative effort by all Australian governments and
the New Zealand government.  All governments are represented on a Working Party that is responsible for
the development and management of the project.  The Working Party receives valuable input from national
employer and employee bodies and members of the Insurance Council of Australia.   It is pleasing to note
that the second report has been produced with the active cooperation of the insurance industry, who
provided timely and reliable data.  The extent of cooperation is a recognition by all that we must work
together to address the human and economic costs associated with workplace safety.

In 1997, Australian Ministers responsible for workplace health and safety endorsed ‘the reduction of the
incidence, severity and cost of workplace injury and disease’ as the ‘high level objective’ for Australia’s
occupational health and safety and workers’ compensation programs.  To help achieve this objective, Min-
isters agreed to the establishment of the comparative performance monitoring system. This compares out-
comes in a number of key areas under the OHS and workers’ compensation programs in each jurisdiction.

The aim of the comparative performance monitoring system is to inform governments, employers, employ-
ees and other interested parties upon how different approaches and activities influence outcomes in work-
place safety and workers’ compensation.   In the long term, this will help to improve performance and to
promote greater national consistency in arrangements.

The second report builds upon the first report released in December 1998. There are a number of new
performance measures included, both for occupational health and safety and workers’ compensation. In
addition, valuable information on trends in performance across the jurisdictions is available for many of the
indicators.  Further work has also been undertaken to improve the comparability of data used in the mea-
surement of  performance.

The project is an evolutionary one and it can be expected that other performance measures will be added
over time. An important goal is continuous improvement in the comparability and reliability of the data
used.  The first report attracted considerable interest and it had widespread distribution. I am sure that the
second report will be of considerable value to many stakeholders and will benefit the Australian community
by informing the debate on these vital issues.

PETER REITH
Chair, Workplace Relations Ministers’ Council
Federal Minister for Employment, Workplace Relations and Small Business
3 April 2000
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Figure 10c 1996/97 Manufacturing Industry – incidence of injuries resulting in 30 or more 
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