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Focus question 1: What is your view of the proposed standard licence conditions?
The licence conditions largely meet the requirements of a sound licencing framework, however, there should be no renewal period
as this seems to impose an unnecessary administrative burden. Licences should be issued until the licencee fails to meet the
conditions rather than for an eight year term, particularly given the regular monitoring that is proposed.
I would also remove the requirement for self-assessment/audit as this does not provide a reasonable level of assurance given the
actual conflict of interest that exists in self-reporting. Removal of the WHS auditing requirement as part of the conditions is
sensible given SIRA's split from SafeWork and the resultant change in jurisdictions as SafeWork may now act as the independent
regulator it is and conduct monitoring of WHS compliance based on its own WHS Roadmap. The reasons for the removal are
flawed though. Self-insurers are generally good performers against WHS legislation and the report fails to consider this may be as a
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performing scheme participant thereby decreasing their ability to comply and further reducing performance. This risk could be
reduced by making entering and exiting the scheme easier and quicker so a poor performer can exit the scheme, build their
performance and re-enter. The most difficult aspect of this would be current claims which could be alleviated by being able to more
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Focus question 3: Are there any other areas or measures that should
be considered?
- Comparison of scheme participants against equivalent non-self insured employers to provide assurance that scheme participants
are performing at least as well as these non-scheme employers.
- Rates of staff turnover, particularly for injured workers but for workers more generally as this may provide a useful insight into
whether workers are exited from the business having suffered an injury
- Surveys and monitoring of service providers engaged by the scheme participants to ensure no undue influence is being exerted to
reduce claim cost or duration.
- The proposed self-assessments/audits should be conducted by independent parties to provide a reasonable assurance of the
veracity of the audit outcomes

Focus question 4: What is your view on applying the same assessment criteria
to applications for a new self-insurer licence?
The performance measures should be transparent and achievable, therefore the business should be in a position to determine
whether it will meet the assessment criteria before entry and should be subject to those same criteria.

Focus question 5: What is your view of the allocation of new self-insurers to the
mid-tier for their first year under licence?
If the entry gate is set sufficiently high to ensure performance, there is no requirement for new entrants to enter at the mid-tier. They
should instead enter at the top tier as the proposed scheme continuously monitors performance and a new entrant should not be
assumed to be a poorer performer than those already on the scheme.

Focus question 6: What is your view on the requirement for self-insurers to
submit a business plan to outline their strategic direction consistent with
licensed insurers?
This provides no value and is not relevant to workers compensation self-insurance. It should not be implemented.
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