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 �������� !"!� !#����� $ �� �%�&�
The Australian Safety and Compensation Council (ASCC) 
Chairman, Mr Bill Scales AO, announced (12/03/09) the release of 
the Annual Compendium of Workers' Compensation Statistics 
2006-07 report.  
 
The Compendium provides a detailed analysis of compensated 
work-related injury and disease among employees in Australia. 
This is the sixteenth report released as part of the Compendium 
series.  
 
"Preliminary data in the Compendium showed that in 2006-07 
there were 236 compensated fatalities and 132 055 serious workers' compensation 
claims in Australia. This equates to 2.5 fatalities per 100 000 employees and 14 
serious workers' compensation claims per 1000 employees," Mr Scales said.  
 
"Even one work-related death is one too many. However as a nation we are 
continuing to reduce workplace fatalities.  
 
"Over the period 2000-01 to 2005-06 the number of workplace fatalities fell 21 per 
cent, from 320 down to 254. In this period, incidence rates also fell by 29 per cent, 
from 4.0 fatalities per 100 000 employees down to 2.8." 
 
Some key findings of the Compendium include:  
The majority (73 per cent) of the serious claims involved injury (95 910 claims) and 
the remaining 27 per cent (36 145 claims) were disease related.  
 
The most common injury leading to a serious claim was sprains and strains of joints 
and adjacent muscles, which accounted for 41 per cent of all serious claims. 
 
Men accounted for 68 per cent of all serious workers' compensation claims with 
incidence rates, almost twice that of females. 
 
Over the period 2000-01 to 2005-06, the number of serious claims decreased 6 per 
cent from 144 740 claims to 136 575. All industries recorded falls in incidence rates 
over this period, though the wholesale trade industry only recorded a 1 per cent fall.  
 
The electricity, gas and water supply industry recorded the greatest percentage 
improvement, a 43 per cent fall, followed by the mining industry with a 36 per cent 
fall. 
 
The construction industry recorded the highest number of fatalities (50) followed by 
the transport and storage industry with 45 fatalities (of which 31 were in road freight 
transport).  
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Vehicle accident was the most common cause of death, resulting in one third of the 
236 fatalities. 31 deaths occurred as a consequence of long term contact with 
chemicals or substances.  
 
Mr Scales said that upon the release of this Compendium he would like to implore 
workers and managers to be continually vigilant in relation to workplace safety.  
 
"We all have a responsibility for safety in our workplaces. And with a continued focus 
by workers, employers and governments we can continue to reduce death, injury and 
disease in Australian workplaces," Mr Scales said. 
 
The Annual Compendium of Workers' Compensation Statistics 2006-07 report is 
available for free download from the ASCC website at www.ascc.gov.au 
 

 �� �'$ ����(�)!�)*!� ���+�*�,�%$**-�
$�#� �!-�$% �!�� ���$**-�
Let us take you on a motivational journey: many people believe 
that in order to motivate someone you must educate or inform 
them. You know from your experience that this isn't enough.  
 
Knowledge gives us the logic to understand that we should do 
something but logic by itself doesn't take us to action. Think, how 
many people who are injured in an automobile because they 
didn't wear a seatbelt weren't aware seatbelts existed, how they 
worked, or the reasons why they should use them? We would 
estimate that the number is zero or close to it.  
 
People who have injured their back have probably attended so many back safety 
training sessions that they could even be the trainer. How is it that companies spend 
thousands of dollars on education and training and people still get hurt? They leave 
out the motivation!  
 
That is the element we provide when we speak to employees. You have given them 
the information; we give them the motivation. So what is the key? It isn't that we don't 
know what to do. What is the missing part?  
 
We believe it is the answer to the question, "WHY?" In order for us to do something, 
we need to have an important enough reason "why". So how does this relate to 
safety? Do the people you work with have an emotional reason for working safely?  
 
Remember, it has to be a strong emotional reason "why" from their perspective not 
yours. Search out the emotional motivation that will get each of your people to take 
action. 
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 � ��� ���*�.#� ��� ���*�.#� ��� ���*�.#� ��� ���*�.#�
Noise is regulated………….I said    NOISE     IS      REGULATED.  
 
We should all be aware of the impact of too 
loud music, not least the social impact as 
related here: 
 
At four o'clock one morning in June 2003, in a 
peach- colored, two-story building on Miami 
Beach, a man couldn't sleep. A birthday party 
was in full swing in the apartment below, with 
hard-thumping dance music, loud enough to 
rattle the windowpanes.  
 
Despite a city ordinance prohibiting music 
audible within one hundred feet of a residence after 11:00 P.M., the man knocked on 
his neighbor's door instead of calling police.  
 
When the partiers answered the door the man didn't bother to ask them to soften the 
music, instead, he just started shooting. He fired nine bullets into the crowded 
apartment, killing three revelers and wounding two. Defense counsel for the man 
cited "loud music" as the cause of the man's temporary insanity. 
 
According to some executives at major record companies, loud music is not 
dangerous, as long as there is no pain in the ears. (Or course those of us in the 
safety field know that's not even near true.) In fact hearing damage begins at 85 dB 
and the threshold for pain is 120 dB.  
 
A power tool generates 100 dB; listening to music through a stereo headset can 
register as high as 110 dB; and any seat at a rock concert can send 120 dB of sound 
to your ears. 
 
At 160 dB the eardrum will rupture and any sound above this mark will create an air 
blast that causes death. At 200 dB the lungs will explode; very loud noise sends out 
ripples of pressurized air from the source and will create fatal embolisms in the 
hollow organs, such as the lungs and intestinal tracts. 
 
In World War I soldiers were found dead, without external injuries, after being too 
close to a bomb blast. Medical literature reports numerous deaths due to a loud or 
unexpected noise that caused a seizure or heart attack. 
 
…and while we’re about it and not an unrelated topi c have a look at the next 
page. 
 

����
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One in three European workers is exposed to vibrations at work 
and for some sectors, such as construction at 63%, this figure is 
much higher. Although vibration is a long-standing and well-
known risk, its importance has increased since the application of 
the vibration directive (2002/44/EC), which came into force on 6th 
July 2005.  
 
Enterprises, regulators and legislators face new challenges; 
measurement is complicated and risk assessment and reduction 
are not simple.  
 
This report brings together specialists from eight leading European institutes to 
produce an overview of the challenges facing the occupational safety and health 
community as regards management of occupational vibration risks. The situation in 
six Member States – Belgium, Germany, Spain, Finland, France and Poland – is 
examined, and research information is presented covering all Member States.  
Author:  European Agency for Safety and Health at Work  
Publishing Date:  19.12.2008  

Download the full publication as PDF (1584Kb) 
 )�� �1��$2! -�#��+!-�)�� �1��$2! -�#��+!-�)�� �1��$2! -�#��+!-�)�� �1��$2! -�#��+!-�� ���
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Workplace injury and health trends following the 
introduction of the health and Safety at Work Act 1974 

1974... Introduction of HSW Act 'a bold and far-reaching 
piece of legislation'... 

2008... Vision: 'to gain recognition of health and safety as 
a cornerstone of a civilised society'... 
There has been a substantial reduction in work-related 
injury rates and numbers in Great Britain since 1974. 
Research suggests that about a half of this reduction is due 
to changing patterns of employment. The picture for work-related ill health is much 
less clear, mainly because comprehensive data has only begun to be available in the 
last decade or so.  
Headline trends - For injuries, between 1974 and 2008: 
the number of fatal injuries to employees fell by 75%;  

·  the rate of fatal injury (per 100 000 employees) fell by 76%;  
·  the number of reported non-fatal injuries fell by 70%;  
·  there have been reductions in injury rates and numbers in all main industry 

sectors  
·  around 24% of the reduction in the rate of fatal injury in the last 10 years can 

be attributed to a shift in employment away from manufacturing and heavy 
industry to lower risk service industries;  

·  recent research suggests that about 50% of the reduction in non-fatal injury 
rate since 1986 is due to changes in occupations of workers.  

For work-related ill health, the only consistent data going back to 1974 relate to 
certain lung diseases. Between 1974 and 2006:  

·  deaths from pneumoconiosis fell;  
·  deaths from asbestos-related diseases rose (but current cases arise mainly 

from exposure to asbestos 30-40 years ago);  
 
Comprehensive data based on the Labour Force Survey are available on an ad hoc 
basis since 1990. Based on self-reported illness these suggest that between 1990 
and 2007/08: 

·  work-related illness prevalence fell;  
·  prevalence of musculoskeletal disorders fell;  
·  prevalence of stress-related ill health rose;  
·  the shift in employment may not have contributed to the overall fall (some 

service sectors have relatively high rates of self-reported illness).  

Earliest and latest data on injuries and ill health  since the introduction of the 
Health and Safety at Work Act 1974 in the following  table: 
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Workplace injury Earliest 
1974 

Latest 
2007/08 

Fatal injuries to employees (excluding health, education 
and public administration) 1  

651  166  

Rate of fatal injury per 100 000 employees  2.9  0.7  

Number of non-fatal injuries (excluding health, education 
and public administration) 2 

336 701 100 315  

Occupational diseases  1974 2006 

Deaths from pneumoconiosis 3  453  182 

Deaths from asbestosis  25  393 

Deaths from mesothelioma 4  243  2 056  

Rate of self-reported work-related illness 5 (prevalence 
per 100 000 employed in the last 12 months)  

1990  2007/08  

Overall  5940  4 170  

Musculoskeletal disorders  2750  1 810  

Stress and related conditions 6 820  1 620  
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Table Notes: 
1. In 1974 the injuries figures were limited to production and some service 

sectors.  
2. Since 1974 three changes of reporting regulations have occurred, each of 

which changed the definitions of the serious/major injury category. Earlier 
figures suffer from under-reporting as today's figures do, but to an unknown 
extent.  

3. Excluding asbestosis.  
4. An asbestos-related cancer. The rise was driven by increasing asbestos 

usage up to the mid 1960s; the effect of subsequent reductions in asbestos 
usage are starting to be seen the fall in the numbers of male deaths from this 
cancer in younger age groups.  

5. Estimates of self-reported work-related illness are based on results from the 
Labour Force Survey. They have been adjusted such that the coverage is 
approximately consistent ( e.g. limited to people who worked in the last 12 
months in England and Wales only), and even then are still affected by 
factors such as differences in survey design and level of information 
collected.  

6. It is probable that awareness of and attitudes to work-related stress changed 
during the 1990s, and this may have increased reporting. Between 2001/02 
and 2004/05, the earlier rise in the numbers appeared to level off, and has 
since fluctuated.  

����
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Review date: 13 January 2009 | Content 
provided to you by AAP. By Danny Rose, 
Medical Writer  
 
Australian scientists have reviewed the global 
pool of research into the effect of modern office 
design, concluding the switch to open-plan has 
led to lower productivity and higher worker 
stress. 
 
"The evidence we found was absolutely 
shocking," said researcher Dr Vinesh Oommen from the Queensland University of 
Technology's Institute of Health and Biomedical Innovation. 
 
"In 90 per cent of the research, the outcome of working in an open-plan office was 
seen as negative, with open-plan offices causing high levels of stress, conflict, high 
blood pressure, and a high staff turnover. 
 
"The high level of noise causes employees to lose concentration, leading to low 
productivity, there are privacy issues because everyone can see what you are doing 
on the computer or hear what you are saying on the phone, and there is a feeling of 
insecurity." 
 
Dr Oommen said there was also a higher chance of workplace conflict caused by 
"sitting so close to someone that each time their phone rings you can get irritated". "I 
think most of us, including myself, can relate to that," he said. 
 
Working in an open-plan office could contribute to higher blood pressure, Dr 
Oommen said, and an increased risk of illnesses as bugs such as the influenza virus 
were more swiftly passed around. 
 
"Based on these findings, I think employers around the country need to rethink the 
open-plan environment in their offices," he said. 
 
"The research found that the traditional design was better - small, private closed 
offices. 
 
"The problem is that employers are always looking for ways to cut costs, and using 
open-plan designs can save 20 per cent on construction." 
 
Dr Oommen's study has been published in the Asia-Pacific Journal of Health 
Management. 
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Some of the things he said ring true, not just for political 
leadership but organizational management.  
 
Here are some quotes that safety professionals might find 
pertinent, even if they don’t agree with them: 
 

·  A prince never lacks legitimate reasons to break his 
promise.  

·  Before all else, be armed.  
·  Benefits should be conferred gradually; and in that way they will taste better.  
·  Entrepreneurs are simply those who understand that there is little 

difference between obstacle and opportunity and are  able to turn both 
to their advantage .  

·  If an injury has to be done to a man it should be so severe that his vengeance 
need not be feared.  

·  It is better to be feared than loved, if you cannot be both.  
·  It is necessary for him who lays out a state and arranges laws for it to 

presuppose that all men are evil and that they are always going to act 
according to the wickedness of their spirits whenever they have free scope.  

·  It is not titles that honor men, but men that honor titles.  
·  Never was anything great achieved without danger .  
·  No enterprise is more likely to succeed than one concealed from the enemy 

until it is ripe for execution.  
·  One change always leaves the way open for the estab lishment of others .  
·  Severities should be dealt out all at once, so that their suddenness may give 

less offense; benefits ought to be handed ought drop by drop, so that they 
may be relished the more.  

·  The first method for estimating the intelligence of  a ruler is to look at the 
men he has around him .  

·  The new ruler must determine all the injuries that he will need to inflict. He 
must inflict them once and for all.  

·  The one who adapts his policy to the times prospers , and likewise the 
one whose policy clashes with the demands of the ti mes does not .  

·  The wise man does at once what the fool does finally.  
·  There is nothing more difficult to take in hand, mo re perilous to 

conduct, or more uncertain in its success, than to take the lead in the 
introduction of a new order of things 

 

�
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A corporation that measures its OHS performance with lost time 
injury (LTI) rates will naturally focus on minor risks and become 
systematically complacent about major hazards, according to 
ANU's Associate Professor Andrew Hopkins.  
 
BP's Texas City refinery explosion in 2005 killing 15 people and 
injuring 180 is good case study of this LTI focus. BP was fined $21 
million by the OSHA which was the largest fine in its history. 
Hopkins said the company's main failure was to focus on LTIs, 
which meant it was concerned only with high frequency/low 
severity events such as slips, trips and falls, rather than the risk of low frequency/high 
severity incidents such as explosions. This case was also unusual as enquiries also 
found that the corporate structure contributed to the explosion. 
 
A distillation column was over-filled by operators at the site. The liquid was to be filled 
up to a level between 1- 9 m high, and then boiled off. The column was substantially 
over-filled to about 50 m, and as the mixture was heated, it overflowed through the 
top outlet and into a pressure relief system, which vented the liquid out into the 
atmosphere. The liquid created a vapour cloud at ground level which was ignited by 
an idling car nearby. Trailers which were parked nearby (the closest one being 40 m 
away) were demolished. 
 
Hopkins said operators had violated procedures by over-filling the column because 
they were aware of the risks of under-filling, which could damage pumps, but they 
were not aware of the risks of overfilling.  
 
They "erred on the side of caution by overfilling", which was a "well intentioned 
mistake, and in their view it was sensible and in the company's interest". He said that 
dangerous substances were usually "kept within the pipes", and if that was not 
possible, then it was converted into a non-dangerous substance as it was released. 
In this situation, the mixture should have been burnt or flared at the point of release 
into the atmosphere. 
 
BP's policy was to have flare systems in new plant, but it allowed existing vents to 
exist. This vent was rebuilt at one stage, however BP decided that it was a 
replacement of an old vent and didn't fall under the flare policy, therefore was not 
replaced. BP's general rule was that mobile offices had to be at least 115 m away 
from plant.  
 
There was an exception however, which allowed them to be closer if a risk 
management process was carried out. BP conducted a risk assessment (RA) with 
low level employees, who were asked to think about what the risks were by being 
closer to than 115 m from the site. The process did not adequately address hazards 
by those conducting the RA because it was quite technical. 
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Reports have indicated that there was a need to focus on process safety, and not to 
let minor hazards and LTI rates drive the company's safety program. Texas City was 
unable to learn lessons from prior incidents in the industry and widespread 
knowledge of the need to focus on process safety.  
 
Not only had it failed to learn from the lessons from elsewhere, it also failed to learn 
from its own incidents. According to BP's records, operators had overfilled the 
columns 18 out of 19 times, and at least twice, the pressure relief valves lifted and 
vapours escaped to atmosphere, and only a year before the accident, a similar event 
occurred at a nearby vent. 
 
Hopkins said that Texas City's reward system and personal individual incentive 
structures affected its ability to learn. For workers, there was a variable pay plan 
which affected 6% of their pay. This pay was determined by production performance, 
and a small percentage for safety. In this instance, safety meant the number of 
injuries, which ultimately only measured how well minor hazards were managed and 
diverted workers' attention away from major hazards.  
 
For senior managers, the scheme was similar, where more than half their pay was 
dependant on production and cost cutting. Less than 20% of their variable 
component depended upon safety, which included deaths, vehicle accidents, days 
away from work and recordable accidents, none of which focussed on or measured 
process safety. 
 
Personal motivations were distorted by the incentive system. 
 
Defective organisation design was present where the process safety manager did not 
have direct line of accountability to site manager, nor "the ear" of the site manager, 
and felt cut out of deliberations and unable to influence the site manager. The 
refinery was always compared to other sites and it was not in the top performing 
quartile.  
 
BP tried to improve its performance and felt the best way to achieve this was to cut 
costs so in 1995, the head of BP ordered a cost cut of 25%. 
 
The CEO thought that safety would be quarantined from these cost cuts, but the 
business unit leaders could only sustain the cuts by compromising safety (cutting 
training, reducing staff and delaying maintenance).  
 
Comparative benchmarking was carried out mindlessly and without regard to the fact 
that the Texas City site was different to other sites because it was very old and large, 
and had greater maintenance requirements.  
 
Are decisions such as those occurring at your workp lace? 
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In your training program, one participant raises his hand and 
disagrees with almost every point you make. You would like to 
be responsive to the audience, but this is disruptive.  
 
What's the best way to handle such a situation? 
 
There is no one clear answer and how you handle this will 
depend upon the situation. However, here is a list you can draw 
on. 

·  Lose eye contact with that person. Pretend they don't exist. Others know 
they are being rude and by doing this, they are the one who looks bad, 
not you. By losing eye contact and not reinforcing his behaviour you may 
see they will stop.  

 
·  If you were speaking on stress in the workplace you might make a joke 

alluding to some stress in that person's day.  
 

·  If there is a way to make a joke, and you think it might work, go for it. But 
you must be careful not to disparage the person. Then you would look 
bad.  

 
·  If they are in the front row, and you move around, move toward the 

second row so your back is to them. If they can't get to you, they won't. I 
learned that what hecklers and disrupters really want is attention, and this 
puts all the attention on them. 

 
·  If they continue to do it after you have stood behind them once, continue 

to find your way over to their place or a place in the room in which 
everyone would have to turn to face them, until they get the message. 

 
·  Ignore the heckler. Always look the other way or even walk to the far side 

away from the heckler if you are not tied to a lectern. Friends or people 
around this troublemaker will usually take over and tone down the heckler 
or shut them up completely. 

 
·  Now, if this person is getting laughs with the heckling and it is not at your 

expense, I tend to go along with it and laugh too. Make it a part of the 
show. Later, folks may even think you planted the heckler. 

 
·  Unless you are a real pro at comebacks never try to shut up the heckler 

with a line or two of your own and never let it get to you. Don't lose your 
cool. 
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·  Acknowledge the disgruntled participant's comment in passing, without 

opening up a forum for discussion. A comment such as, "Well, it looks like 
not everyone is having a good day, but let's move on" should suffice. If 
the participant's comment was not loud enough for everyone to hear 
except for a few people sitting nearby, simply ignore the initial gripe.  

 
·  If the miserable wretch makes a second or third comment, I would say to 

that person, "We have a lot of material to cover and I'd rather not get off 
track, so how about at the break we get together, and this way I'll be able 
to give your concerns more individual attention." Typically, they 
understand this as a civilized request to tone it down.  

 
·  At the break, go right to the unhappy camper. If there's something you can 

do to assist them, fine. If not, I ask that they refrain from the running 
negative commentary.  

 
·  If difficulties persist, call a quick 5 minute break, and ask the malcontent 

to leave. If they reply that their attendance is mandatory, advise them 
you've been given the O.K. to waive that requirement, and there will be no 
company repercussions. One bad apple can spoil the whole bunch.  

 
·  Then of course, if you go to YAHOO under quotations and track under 

that heading for insults and comebacks you may find some that might fit 
but I'd be careful NEVER to pick an open fight for the audience may side 
with the heckler. In any case I'd view the situation as intolerable and get 
audience on my side. 

 
·  Following the second or third instance, I have offered a broad smile and 

very calmly said (not asked), "You seem to have something on your mind. 
It seems to be distracting you from what we're discussing here." I then 
waited for a response. Most often it was a "no" and everything was 
smooth sailing after that. A couple of times I've received "Yes..." and a 
statement of what was wrong. When it was relevant to the program, I 
answered the concern. When it was a personal issue, I offered to speak 
with the individual at the next break. 

 
·  When the hecklers' comments were negative to the program content, I 

invited them to share their concerns. Making their input seem a valuable 
part of the discussion has usually mollified each heckler's negativity. 

 
·  When I encounter a disruptive person, I first try to involve them in the 

program. I'll identify them as our "resident" expert and ask them to come 
sit up front. From time to time, I'll ask that person to answer a question. 
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·  When heckling has gone on beyond an acceptable limit and was 

obviously disturbing the others, I have stopped the program and simply 
asked, "Jim, something seems to be on your mind. Can we discuss it now 
so that we can go on with the program?" This has happened twice. Both 
times the hecklers have been willing to share the cause of their 
ambivalence ("I don't like being sent to training..." and "I guess I just don't 
learn by sitting and listening..."). Knowing the cause of their discontent 
allowed me to address it and reduce the potency. 

 
·  When I am faced with someone who is constantly disagreeing or 

disrupting my talk, I ask the rest of the audience a question like this: "Is 
anyone else having as difficult a time understanding what I am saying as 
this person (pointing to the heckler)?" When no one else responds, I then 
turn to the heckler and say: "Since no one else seems to be having the 
same problem as you, out of fairness to the rest of those here, how about 
you and I get together later and go over your issues in private?" 

 
This one person is ruining everyone else's experience. You must serve the group's 
needs, not the individual's.  
 
Never look upset or show a negative reaction to a heckler's comment or question. 
Remember, sometimes their goal is just to irritate or upset you. If you get upset or 
frightened at their question or comment, you'll get too flustered to answer in a clear, 
logical way.  
 
You're also likely to lose your train of thought for the rest of the presentation. 
 

 ��,����,����,����,��� ���
2�"2�"2�"2�"� ���
#�,�#�,�#�,�#�,�� ���
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To order any of 
these products 

or for more 
information 

please contact 
FutureMedia. 

tel: +612 9279 4499�

fax: +612 9279 4488�

email: 

 info@futuremedia.com.au 

www.futuremedia.com.au�
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The new DVD training package UNCLEAR AND 
PRESENT DANGER- features Situation Awareness 
authority, Professor Rhona Flin.  
 
It uses a variety of real events, across a number of 
industries, to show what can happen when there is 
a lack of situation awareness.  
 

More than 85% of Human Error accidents may be attributed to the lack of 
Situation Awareness. 
 
 
 

The training package, perhaps the most 
comprehensive yet developed, includes a chaptered 
DVD, a detailed easy-to-use Trainer's Guide 
including a PowerPoint with video clips, and 
Participants' Workbooks. 
 
It provides several training options for employees 
across all levels.     
             

Not only can training in Situation Awareness reduce the likelihood of injuries 
and death, it can also increase productivity and improve quality 
management. 
  
 

 
 
 
Unclear And Present Danger  has been developed 
by Nicholas & Smith, the producers of Risk Maker 
Risk Taker. This high level DVD training package 
makes for compelling viewing! Please contact us for 
further information and to request a preview.��
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OHS Auditing     OHS Training     OHS Consulting    Management  System 
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Professional Safety Solutions (PSS), COVAL Risk Management Solutions (CRMS) 
and Safer Work Solutions (SWS) have established an effective business alliance in 

forming The Safety Solutions Group.  
 

Alliances are established across Australia, Canada and South East Asia with highly 
qualified and professional providers of OHS Management Solutions. These are 

strategic links with other global OHS professional consultants who have the 
commitment, experience and expertise and are dedicated to the highest level of OHS 

Standards. 
 

A strong portfolio of total OHS Business Management and Corporate Social 
Responsibility Solutions can be provided to service the needs of organisations across 
the globe. When you next consider your arrangements for your OHS Program needs 
we would welcome the opportunity to meet with you to understand your requirements 

and provide you with practical cost effective solutions. 
 

Please give us a call to gain a better understanding of our range of services and 
capabilities. 
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