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Executive Summary
Key messages
The review has found that direct and indirect incentives are used by (some) workers
compensation authorities to motivate employers to hire previously-injured workers. There is
much variability in the incentives used, their objectives and features.
There is little definitive evidence on the impact of such incentives. Only one program reports
some data suggestive of positive impacts on return to work outcomes, though caution is
required when interpreting these figures.
Numerous employer and employee issues are reported to limit the up-take of these types of
programs, with low awareness of the initiatives a key issue.
The review describes and helps to inform WorkSafe’s understanding of the incentive options
offered by other similar schemes and the implementation processes and communication
practices they use. However it can’t be assumed that these options would improve return to
work outcomes in previously-injured workers if they were implemented elsewhere.

Purpose
The purpose of the review is twofold: to locate and describe workers compensation
programs that offer incentives to new employers to hire previously-injured workers unable to
return to their original employment; and to evaluate evidence on the impact of these
programs on return to work outcomes. Programs of some relevance to the review are those
offering incentives to employers in regards to employing those with a disability, and other
programs offered by workers compensation authorities that may indirectly facilitate a
worker’s employment (i.e., work trials and on-the-job training initiatives). Key research
questions are:
1. What national and international programs exist that provide incentives for new
employers to employ workers with a previous work-related compensable injury, and
what incentives are offered?
2. How effective are these programs in terms of return to work outcomes?

Rationale
It has been identified that in Victoria there is a growing pool of previously-injured workers
who are work-ready but for various reasons are unable to return to their original employment.
Poor return to work outcomes have both social and financial implications for the injured
worker, their employer and significant others, and society in general.
The ‘WorkSafe Incentive Scheme for Employers’ (WISE) program commenced in Victoria in
the mid-1990s. Its objective is to encourage new employers to hire previously-injured
workers unable to return to their pre-injury employer. WISE offers new employers various
benefits during the first 12 months of employment. Over recent years there has been a
substantial reduction in the use/up-take of the program. In an attempt to address this, the
paperwork required of employers has been simplified and the product re-launched using
fresh marketing material. Despite these initiatives WISE placement rates have remained low.
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WorkSafe Victoria is keen to learn about other incentive programs nationally and
internationally, designed to encourage new employers to hire previously-injured workers.
More specifically, WorkSafe wishes to be informed of the specific incentives offered, details
on administration of the programs (e.g., eligibility criteria, timeframes etc.), implementation or
contextual issues that may impact on the up-take and/or the success of the incentives, and
the impact on return to work outcomes. Programs similar to the WISE program but beyond
workers compensation schemes may also be interest e.g., programs that offer incentives to
employers in relation to hiring other persons with a disability. Information on the incentives
offered and their effectiveness will allow WorkSafe to assess whether strategies or
approaches used elsewhere are potentially viable, feasible, and acceptable options for
adoption and implementation in Victoria.

Methods
To identify relevant programs and evidence on their effectiveness a four-stage approach has
been used. First, academic databases were searched but this resulted in few relevant
studies being located. Due to the lack of peer-reviewed information the search was extended
to grey literature sources. Specifically, the websites of 43 workers’ compensation authorities
in Australia, Canada and the United States (U.S.) were searched. Third, using the titles of
incentive programs identified the academic literature was re-searched. This was done as the
titles of relevant programs were unknown and not used in the initial search of this literature.
Fourth, the websites and associated online publications or publication lists of a range of
other organisations were searched. These included Australian Government departments and
affiliated organisations concerned with supporting those with a disability, systems used in
New Zealand and Germany to support those with injuries, and three research institutes.
Limitations of the review include the non-standard data sources and search processes used
and the limited availability of peer-reviewed analyses. Also, the quality of the studies
reviewed has not been assessed and the search conduct for relevant programs was not
exhaustive. As well, the findings of the review are drawn from a range of programs
developed for different populations across different jurisdictions. They include programs
provided by workers compensation authorities for workers with a compensable injury as well
as programs for those with a disability from other causes and other disadvantaged
populations such as welfare recipients. These factors need to be recalled when considering
the findings of the review.

Research findings & implications
Important findings of the research are that both direct and indirect incentives are used by
some workers compensation authorities to motivate employers to hire previously-injured
workers. Also, there is substantial variation in the range of incentives offered across
jurisdictions, their specific features (e.g., their flexibility, duration and generosity), how they
are used, and who they are available to. The main types of incentives identified were:
•
•
•
•

wage subsidies and/or incentive payments;
the exclusion of the newly-hired worker’s salary from estimation of the employer’s
workers compensation premium,
protection from the cost impacts of subsequent and/or previous injuries, and,
subsidised workplace accommodations and other employment-related costs.
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Other key findings are a lack of evaluation of the impact of the incentives with only some
limited data on one U.S. program located. Though these indicate that employment outcomes
in those who had accessed the benefits of the incentive program were better than for those
who had not (but were eligible to do so), the potential influence of other relevant factors on
these outcomes was not accounted for.
Numerous contextual issues appear to have impeded the successful implementation of
these types of programs. These include low awareness of the initiatives, inadequacy of the
incentive from employers’ perspective, employer concerns about government involvement in
business activities and some employee acceptability issues.
Implications from the review include:
•
•

•

Given the relative lack of evidence on the effectiveness of the programs little can be
said about whether the programs should be expanded, ceased or modified.
Though there is general support for the use of financial incentives to facilitate
employment opportunities for some, it appears not all employers respond to such
initiatives and potentially they may result in counter-productive outcomes at times.
Implementation techniques have been highlighted as a key factor impacting the uptake of these types of programs. Methods to improve these processes include e.g.,
using more appropriate channels to communicate the features and potential benefits
of the programs to employers.

Use of the research
The review has highlighted differences between the WISE program and incentives available
elsewhere, as well as different implementation and communications practices and options.
Such knowledge could be used by WorkSafe to modify their existing program (e.g., expand
or better tailor the range of incentives offered) and/or to trial new ways of communicating the
features and benefits of the WISE program to relevant stakeholders. Knowledge of factors
that impede the up-take of these types of programs can be used to assess the extent to
which they may be affecting the up-take of the WISE program and if so, suggested options
to address these factors could be tested. While not a definitive approach to evaluating the
impact of incentive programs, the approach used by another jurisdiction to assess the
effectiveness of its incentive program on return to work outcomes could be assessed and
serve as a starting point for evaluating the impact of the WISE program.

Potential impact of the research
Based on the information located the review should contribute to an improved understanding
of the incentive options used elsewhere, procedures used in implementing such programs,
and the various implementation barriers reported to exist. However the review found minimal
evidence in relation to the impact of such programs on return to work outcomes. As such,
the findings of the review should assist WorkSafe if they were considering whether
approaches used elsewhere may be options suitable for use in Victoria.
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Background
A basic tenet of classical economic thinking is that individuals and firms (i.e.,
economic agents) act rationally and in their own self-interest. It is assumed that
when making a decision economic agents weigh up the relative costs and benefits of
the options they face and based on the information available to them make the
choice that maximises their utility or (satisfaction). Incentives are measures that can
influence behaviour. More specifically incentives are ‘inducements to take certain
actions. They can be rewards for taking certain actions that bring benefits, or
penalties for taking certain actions that impose costs. Incentives can be created by
market prices, by laws and regulations, or by a mixture of the two’ (1, p.1012).
In Victoria it has been identified that there is a growing pool of previously-injured
workers who are work-ready but for various reasons are unable to return to their
original employment. A program that offers financial incentives for new employers to
employ such workers, the ‘WorkSafe Incentive Scheme for Employers’ (WISE)
program commenced in Victoria in the mid-1990s. Its objective is to encourage new
employers to hire previously-injured workers unable to return to their pre-injury
employer but who are ready to return to work and have commenced job seeking.
WISE offers new employers various benefits during the first 12 months of
employment including a wage subsidy and protection from most claim costs and
increased premium costs in the event of a new or recurring injury. However over
recent years there has been a substantial reduction in the use/up-take of the
program. In an attempt to address this, the paperwork required of employers has
been simplified and the product re-launched using fresh marketing material. Despite
these initiatives WISE placement rates have remained low. This raises the question
of the level and range of incentives used.
To increase their understanding of factors that impact on return to work outcomes,
WorkSafe Victoria is keen to learn about other incentive programs both nationally
and internationally, designed to encourage new employers to hire previously-injured
workers. WorkSafe wishes to be informed as to the specific incentives offered,
details on administration of the programs (e.g., eligibility criteria, timeframes etc.),
implementation or contextual issues that may impact on the up-take and/or the
success of the incentives, and the impact on return to work outcomes. Information
on the incentives offered and their effectiveness will allow WorkSafe to assess
whether strategies or approaches used elsewhere are potentially viable, feasible,
and acceptable options for adoption and implementation in Victoria. In addition,
programs similar to the WISE program but beyond workers compensation schemes
may also be interest e.g., programs that offer incentives to employers in relation to
hiring other persons with a disability (i.e., not necessarily a previously-injured
worker).
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Research Questions
1. What national and international programs exist that provide incentives for new
employers to employ workers with a previous work-related compensable
injury, and what incentives are offered?
2. How effective are these programs in terms of return to work outcomes?

Methods
In this section programs relevant to the review are defined, and the data sources and
search strategy used are described. Limitations of the methodology are also stated.

Relevant concepts and programs
Incentive programs relevant to this review are those that directly or indirectly impact
the costs or benefits an employer may face when hiring a worker with a previous
work-related compensable injury (or a person with a disability), in a way that aims to
facilitate the worker’s employment. That is, programs that enhance the worker’s
prospects of employment through offering incentives that either lower the costs an
employer would otherwise face, or provide benefits the employer would not
otherwise have accrued if they were to hire the worker. As such, programs of primary
relevance to this review meet three criteria i.e.,
•
•
•

they are provided by a workers compensation authority,
they are available to or specifically for new employers i.e., the employer
subsequent to the time-of-injury employer, 1 and,
they offer incentives to new employers to hire a worker with a previous workrelated compensable injury i.e., the employer only receives the benefits if the
worker is hired.

Other programs are also of interest to the review. These include other initiatives by
workers compensation authorities such as on-the-job training schemes and work
trials, and programs typically offered by governments to promote the employment of
those with a disability from other (i.e., non work-related) causes. To clarify; in
regards on-the-job training schemes and work trials offered by workers
compensation schemes, typically there is no condition that the worker is hired on
completion of the program. This contrasts with the programs of primary relevance to
the review where the employer only receives the benefits if the worker is hired. Onthe-job training schemes and work trials have been included in the review as they
provide incentives for an employer to participate in the respective program, and
through these actions the worker’s employment may be facilitated. That is,
1

For ease of reference, in this review these employers will be referred to as ‘new employers’.
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employers gain benefits from their participation in these programs and these benefits
can influence their decision to hire the (previously-injured) worker. As described
below, the search and review of these secondary interest programs has been limited.
It is acknowledged that programs not specifically developed for those with a
compensable work-related injury may not be relevant to or effective in a workers
compensation context, and this is important to recall when considering the results of
this review. However by identifying and examining initiatives used for other similar
populations, potentially feasible alternatives might be identified and/or insights
gained into implementation processes that could be adapted and used to improve
the return to work outcomes of injured workers.
Programs not within the scope of the review are those that:
•
•
•

only offer incentives to workers (as opposed to employers),
are only for time-of-injury employers, and,
are specifically for those without a previous work history (e.g., for young
unemployed people), or those not seeking employment in an open labour
market (e.g., specific supported employment programs for those with a
developmental or intellectual disability).

While programs not within the scope of the review have not been specifically
searched for, at times such programs have been the subject of research evaluations
and may be informative for this review e.g., assessments of tax incentive schemes
for disadvantaged populations (which may include e.g., young unemployed people
as well as those with a disability). When such studies have been located, their
findings have not been excluded from the review.

Search and selection strategy
The following outlines the steps used to search the academic and grey literatures to
identify and select relevant programs as well as evidence on their effectiveness.
Further details are in Appendix A.
To identify relevant programs/data a four-stage approach has been used. First, five
academic databases were searched using various key word combinations. The
search was restricted to literature in English from 1990. Studies identified as
potentially relevant were screened by reviewing their titles +/- the abstracts +/scanning the article for key words. From this articles judged to be relevant were
reviewed in full. There was no specific quality assessment of the studies reviewed.
This search resulted in few relevant studies being located. Due to the lack of peerreviewed information as a second step the search was extended to grey literature
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sources. 2 Specifically, the websites of workers’ compensation authorities in Australia,
Canada and the United States (U.S.) were searched. Programs offering incentives to
new employers to hire previously-injured workers were specifically searched for.
Where identified, programs that may indirectly facilitate a workers employment (i.e.,
work trials and on-the-job training programs) were also noted. The approach used to
search the websites depended on the website’s structure. For example, if a relevant
sub-section was identified e.g., sections titled ‘Employers’ or ‘Rehabilitation and
Return to Work’, the section was searched for relevant programs. If a relevant
program was not readily identified the whole site was searched using key words.
Details on the search steps for each website are not reported but are available from
the author.
Third, using the specific titles of incentive programs identified in the second step as
key words, the academic literature was re-searched. This step was necessary as the
titles of relevant programs were unknown and not used in the initial search of this
literature.
Fourth, the websites, associated online publications and publication lists of a range
of other organisations were searched. These included:
•
•
•

Australian Government departments and affiliated organisations concerned
with facilitating employment of those with a disability,
systems used in two other countries to support those with injuries, and,
three research institutes.

Limitations
There are a number of limitations of the methodology. For instance, various
programs have the same or similar titles but have different purposes or target
different populations than the programs relevant to this review. For example, in
Australia ‘work trials’ are programs used to assist injured workers return to work by
placing them with a suitable ‘host employer’ for a short period of time. The aim is to
allow the worker time for skill development or to upgrade their work capacity.
However work trails and host employers are terms also used in relation to
apprentices and apprenticeship training. Given this, such terms were not used in the
initial search of the academic literature but were used when searching the websites
of workers compensation authorities (as the content being reviewed is already
focused on the relevant population) and in the subsequent search of the literature in
2

Grey literature refers to documents produced by organisations where commercial publishing is not the
primary activity of the producing body, e.g. all levels of government, business, academics and other
organisations. The documents can be in electronic or print formats and can include e.g., government
documents, policy documents and statements, newsletters, legal documents, brochures, fact sheets, annual
reports, case studies, survey results and statistics, dissertations, conference papers and websites or webpages
(2, 3).
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combination with key words to filter the information located. This approach may have
resulted in some relevant studies being missed. Similarly, in many European
countries people with injuries or disabilities are supported through national social
security and/or disability management programs that are provided irrespective of the
cause of the injury. Thus, as key words such as ‘injured workers’, ‘employees’ or
‘disabled workers’ were used to search the academic literature, again it is possible
that some programs or studies of interest may not have been identified.
Also, the methodology of a Snapshot Review is not an exhaustive process. While
most reviews of research rely on orderly searches of the academic literature, as
indicated little peer-reviewed literature relevant to this review was found and
because of this the search was expanded to include grey literature sources. The
impact of this on the findings of the review is hard to judge as the information located
may not be complete or timely or have been subjected to critical review. Also, the
process used to search the grey literature sources varied across the websites and
was not based on an accepted standard format.

Results
The searches of the academic databases resulted in 359 items (including duplicates)
identified as potentially relevant. After further assessment 43 items were assessed
as relevant to the review and were reviewed in full. From studies/papers previously
known to the author, suggestions from experts in the area and from manual
searches of the reference lists of papers identified a further 19 items were reviewed
in full. Many of these additional items were not peer-reviewed publications but were
e.g., research reports commissioned by governments, reports by research
organisations such as the OECD, or working papers by research departments.
Excluding grey literature sources content from 18 peer-reviewed studies has been
included in the report. Content from an additional 11 research reports and working
papers not sourced from a workers compensation authority’s website has also been
used.
The websites of 43 workers compensation schemes from Australia, Canada and the
U.S. were searched. Specific schemes searched are listed in Appendix A. Other grey
literature sources searched included the websites and associated online publications
or publication lists of:
•
•
•
•

New Zealand’s ‘Accident Compensation Corporation’,
Germany’s Federal Ministry of Labour and Social Affairs (and Deutsche
Gesetzliche Unfallversicherung Spitzenverband),
Australia’s Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations,
Australia’s Department of Human Services,
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•
•
•

Australia’s Centrelink, JobAccess, and Disability Employment Services
organisations,
Australian state and territory compulsory third party motor accident insurance
schemes, and,
the ‘Cochrane Collaboration’, ‘Institute for Work and Health’, and the
‘Workers Compensation Research Institute’.

From the searches of the workers compensation schemes’ websites, ten programs
were identified that provide incentives for new employers to hire a previously-injured
worker. These are referred to in this review as ‘new employer incentive programs’
(though it is acknowledged that in some of the programs both time-of-injury and new
employers are eligible to access the benefits). In addition to these various work trials
and on-the-job training programs were identified. In the following descriptions of the
programs these types of initiatives are differentiated from the new employer incentive
programs as in general, the benefits of these programs aren’t conditional on the
worker’s subsequent employment.
Limited evidence on the effectiveness of such programs was found. Specifically, data
by one government department responsible for administering one of the new
employer incentive programs were located, as well as one peer-reviewed evaluation
of a past new employer incentive program. Other studies reported on were mostly
descriptions or analyses of programs, policies and practices for the employment
and/or re-employment of those with a disability from any cause.
The results of the searches are not presented on the basis of the source of the
information i.e., peer-reviewed vs. grey literature sources. Instead, to assist the
coherence and flow of the presentation of the findings the results of the searches
have been combined and are presented in four sub-sections, namely:
1st: programs that offer incentives to new employers to hire a previouslyinjured worker and are provided by workers compensations authorities are
described. Programs that may help facilitate a previously-injured worker’s
employment i.e., work trials and on-the-job training programs are also described.
2nd: programs that offer incentives to facilitate the employment of others with a
disability are outlined i.e., programs for those whose disability/injury may or may not
have been work-related.
3rd: available evidence on the effectiveness of new employer incentive
programs is presented. Evidence of the impact of some initiatives with similar
objectives (e.g., tax credits for hiring disadvantaged workers) is also outlined, as well
as the findings of two qualitative studies on Australian employers’ attitudes on the
use and effectiveness of financial incentives in relation to hiring an individual with a
disability.
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4th: various contextual factors suggested in the literature as potentially
impacting the implementation and up-take of these types of programs are described.

New employer incentives programs
The websites of workers compensation authorities in Australia, Canada and the U.S.
have been searched. Excluding programs where the incentives offered are not
conditional on the worker being employed on completion of the program (i.e., most
work trials and on-the-job training programs) ten new employer incentive programs
have been identified. These include four Australian programs, one Canadian and
three from the U.S. Additionally, in two jurisdictions (one Australian and one U.S.)
programs exist whereby incentive payments can be negotiated though few details on
these programs were located. The incentive programs identified are:
•

from Australia;
o Victoria’s ‘WorkSafe Incentive Scheme for Employers’ (WISE),
o ‘JobCover Placement Program’ from New South Wales (NSW),
o ‘Re-employment Incentive Scheme for Employers’ (RISE) from South
Australia (SA), and,
o ‘Alternative Employer Incentive Scheme’ (AEIS) from the Northern
Territory (NT) (4-15),

•

from Canada;
o ‘Employment Incentives Program’ from Nova Scotia (16, 17),

•

from the U.S.;
o Oregon’s ‘Preferred Worker Program’
o North Dakota’s ‘Preferred Worker Program’ and
o Washington’s ‘Preferred Worker Program’(18-30), and,

•

in Ohio and the Australian Capital Territory (ACT) programs are available
whereby incentive payments and/or other cost relief arrangements (for eligible
new employers hiring a previously-injured worker) can be negotiated (31-33).

By way of a brief introduction to the programs, the main types of incentives offered
(though not all are offered by all programs) include:
•
•
•
•

wage subsidies and/or incentive payments,
reductions in an employer’s workers compensation premium,
employer protection from the cost impacts of subsequent and/or previous
injuries, and
subsidisation of workplace accommodations and/or other employmentrelated costs.
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Unsurprisingly there is substantial variation across the programs. For example, some
are flexible, comprehensive and generous whereas others offer few incentives for
relatively short periods. Some include benefits for the injured worker and/or time-ofinjury employer as well as new employers, others do not. In some employers from
outside the jurisdiction can access to the benefits though this is not usual. The
availability of information on the programs was also variable. General features of the
programs identified are now summarised and are presented by country of origin.
Specific details on each program are in Appendix B.
1. Australian workers compensation employer incentives programs
Data on employer incentive programs offered by Australian workers compensation
authorities were determined by searching the websites of 11 Australian workers
compensation schemes (listed in Appendix A), and from Safework Australia
publications (which provide comparative descriptions of the programs available) (8,
9). In addition to the four new employer incentive programs (listed above), work trial
and host training/placement programs offered in NSW and Queensland (Qld), and
for federal employees through the Comcare scheme were also located. 3
In relation to the four new employer incentive programs, all four offered a wage
subsidy or incentive payments. In three the amounts payable were a constant
proportion of the worker’s wage or a proxy of their wage. In the other the amount
payable was a set cash payment that increased over time. In two programs the
amounts payable are capped. In three the subsidy/incentive was payable for 12
months whereas in the other program this could be negotiated.
All four programs offer a new employer some protection from the cost of
aggravations of the original injury. In three employers are protected from all claim
costs from aggravations for 12 to 24 months. In the fourth program it is stated that in
most cases the claim didn’t affect the employer’s premium calculation. In one
program employers are protected from the cost of new injuries. In another the
worker’s salary is exempted from estimation of the employer’s workers
compensation premium for 24 months. In two of the programs reference is made to
the availability of subsidised workplace modifications. 4 There was also variability in
positions eligible for the subsidy arrangements. For example, in one program labour
hire employers were ineligible whereas in another they may be eligible if the work
offered is ‘ongoing and permanent in nature’.
For private employers in the ACT legislation exists that allows for private
arrangements between an insurer (who is liable for compensation to an injured
3

No specific programs were identified for Western Australia and Tasmania, or for clients of the Seacare
Authority and Department of Veterans Affairs.
4
This is not intended to imply that subsidised workplace modifications were not available in the other
jurisdictions. Often such initiatives are available as a stand-alone program and therefore aren’t specifically
included as a component of another program.
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worker) and a new employer. Referred to as ‘Second Injury Arrangements’ the
payment of wage subsidies and indemnity from compensation costs (including
exemption of injury costs from estimation of the employer’s workers compensation
premium) can be negotiated.
In regards work trials and host training/placement programs (34-38), in the programs
reviewed the host employer does not pay the worker/trainee a salary during the
program and is protected from the costs of any injury occurring during the
placement/trial period. In one program hosts with greater future employment
potential are preferred. In another program a host may become eligible for protection
from the costs of future aggravations of the original injury if they employ the worker
on completion of the program. Specific details of the Australian programs identified
are in Appendix B, Table B1.

2. Canadian workers compensation employer incentives programs
The websites of 11 Canadian workers compensation schemes were searched (listed
in Appendix A). Only one program was identified where it is specifically indicated that
the financial benefits provided are conditional on the worker being employed after
the program’s completion i.e., the ‘Employment Incentives Program’ of Nova Scotia
(16, 17). Numerous other initiatives, mostly on-the-job training programs, are
available and include financial incentives for new employers (39-48). However in
relation to these, from the information reviewed it was not specifically indicated that
the benefits are conditional on the worker’s subsequent employment post the
training/trial period.
Nova Scotia’s ‘Employment Incentives Program’ offers a wage subsidy as a
‘forgivable loan’ which is only forgiven if the worker is hired into a permanent full-time
position on the program’s completion. Initially the loan is for the worker’s full wage
while the worker is training. The loan amounts reduce over the remaining period. An
on-the-job training program is also offered in this province and provides 100% of the
worker’s wage for the program’s duration but there is no hiring commitment (16, 17,
49).
The Canadian programs vary in their duration, the financial support provided and the
range of benefits offered. For example, programs that covered the worker’s full
wages (or their income benefits) for the duration of the program are usually for
relatively short periods (e.g., one month). Other programs are longer-term initiatives
that require a greater financial contribution by the employer e.g., the ‘Hire a Worker –
Cost Incentives’ Program in British Columbia and the ‘Training-on-the-Job Program’
in Alberta (42, 47). The duration of the longer programs is typically three to six
months. In these, initially 100% of the worker’s wages or benefits are paid and this
fully-subsidised period serves as a fully-funded work assessment period. Following
this a cost-shared period is offered during which the subsidy paid reduces in several
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decrements (e.g., from 100% of the worker’s wage to 75%, 50%, 25%, and 0%) as
the employer’s contribution increases. The respective proportions payable can be
negotiated on the basis of the worker’s skills and the employer’s needs.
For the most part the Canadian programs were specifically for new employers
though one work trial program could also be used by the time-of-injury employer if
the suitability of an alternative position was being assessed. In most the new
employer is protected from the cost of aggravations of the original condition (though
this was not always stated). In some the employer is not protected or has only limited
protection in regards the costs of new injuries. Funds for equipment or workplace
modifications are a feature of many of the programs. Second injury funds are
available in four of the provinces. 5 At times specific details on the funding
arrangements were lacking e.g., for one program it was stated that financial
assistance for training can be provided until full-employment status is reached (48).
Only for one province, Manitoba, were no programs identified though the availability
of programs in Quebec was not able to be determined (due to a language barrier).
Specific details on the Canadian programs are in Appendix B, Table B2.
3. U.S. workers compensation employer incentives programs
The websites of 21 workers compensation schemes from 20 U.S. states and one
district were searched (listed in Appendix A). Programs providing incentives for a
new employer to hire a previously-injured worker are offered in North Dakota, Ohio,
Oregon and Washington (19, 20, 23, 25, 27-31). Numerous state-based second
injury funds were also identified (50-59) though in some states these arrangements
have been discontinued or were being phased out (60-62). 6 Also located were some
work trials (63, 64) and on-the-job training programs (65-68). The new employer
incentives programs are of primary interest to this review and are summarised here
with further details in Appendix B, Table B3. However attention is focused on the
‘Preferred Worker Program’ in Oregon as it appears to be the most comprehensive,
flexible and generous of all the new employer incentives programs identified. Only
some the work trials and on-the-job training initiatives identified are included in
Appendix B.
As a starting point the benefits of Oregon’s Preferred Worker Program are available
to both new and time-of-injury employers though there are restrictions on the
benefits time-of-injury employers can access. Key features of the program include
wage subsidies, exemption of the ‘preferred worker’s’ salary from estimation of the
employer’s workers compensation premium, and employer protection from the cost
of further injuries. The main elements of the program are:

5
6

Only a general summary of second injury funds is presented (see Table F2, Appendix F).
Again, only a summary description of second injury funds is presented (Table F2, Appendix F).
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•

The wage subsidy is based on the extent of the worker’s disability. It can be
used twice by new employers, either once each by two different employers or
twice by the same new employer but in relation to two different jobs.

•

Employers are granted a three year premium exemption period during which
the worker’s salary is exempted from estimation of the employer’s workers’
compensation premium. If the worker moves to a new job the benefit is
transferred to the new employer for an additional three years. There is no limit
to the number of times this benefit can be used in relation to new employment
(i.e. one, 3-year period per job/employer). However the premium exemption
period isn’t able to be extended if an employer changes the worker’s duties.

•

While the worker is employed under ‘premium exemption conditions’ the
employer is protected from the cost of claims for injury or occupational
disease.

•

Up to $25,000 is available for workplace modifications, or potentially more if
the worker has an exceptional disability. As with the wage subsidy the benefit
can be used twice, either once each by two different employers or twice by
the one employer if the worker’s job changes.

•

Various subsidies for ‘employment purchases’ i.e., goods or services that can
be purchased ‘to assist the worker find, accept or keep a job’ are also
available. These include funds for:
o the worker to hire a vocational counsellor to assist them locate a
suitable job,
o tools and clothing required for the position,
o union fees, occupational licensing and certification, and,
o worksite creation (e.g., for new furnishings or equipment) and other
miscellaneous purchases.
Again most of these benefits can be used twice, once each for two different
jobs, up to the maximum amount available.

•

Lastly there is no time limit post-injury on when a worker may start using the
program’s benefits but there are limits on when the benefits can be used after
the worker is employed. For new employers, for most benefits this is three
years from the date of hire.

There are many similarities between the Oregon and North Dakota programs though
a slightly more restriction range of benefits is available in North Dakota. The most
notable difference between the programs is that wage subsidies, salary exemption,
and employer protection benefits are only available for new employers in North
Dakota whereas both new employers and time-of-injury employers can access the
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benefits in Oregon. Also, in regards the North Dakota program it wasn’t indicated
whether or not the program’s benefits are transferable to a subsequent new
employer if the worker changes jobs, and/or if these benefits can be used on more
than one occasion by the same employer.
Washington’s Preferred Worker Program offers far fewer benefits than its
counterparts in Oregon and North Dakota. As described in Appendix B Table B3, in
this program employers are protected from future claim’s costs and some employers
are afforded some relief from the costs of some premiums.
In relation to the program offered in Ohio, incentive payments can be negotiated.
However an interesting feature of this program is that payments can be made to
employers outside of Ohio if ‘a reasonable but unsuccessful effort has been made to
secure employment for the worker within Ohio’ (31).

Other employment initiatives
The results of the limited search for programs that promote employment in those with
a disability from any cause are now summarised. Whilst only programs in Australia,
New Zealand and Germany were specifically searched for, a number of initiatives
offered in other countries were identified through published studies.
1. Australian Government programs
The Australian Government offers a number of incentives for employers who recruit
an (eligible) person with a disability. Four levels of wage subsidies/support are
available as well as a program that funds work-related modifications and services
(69-73). These incentives are offered as part of a broad range of initiatives available
to support the employment of those with a disability. The services and incentives are
offered through ‘Disability Employment Services’ (DES), a national network of
service providers specifically for job seekers with a disability and for employers
looking to hire or retain employees with a disability (74, 75).
Also available are ‘JobAccess’ and the ‘National Disability Recruitment Coordinator’
services. JobAccess is a national disability employment advisory service that
provides information and advice (via telephone and internet services) on a range of
topics. For example, information on financial assistance programs, services and
resources is available online, along with descriptive case studies and items of
practical support such as checklists, toolkits, how-to guides, multi-media
demonstrations of workplace modifications and adjustments, fact sheets and
application forms (76, 77). Details on the wage and workplace accommodation
subsidies are in Appendix C, Table C1.
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The National Disability Recruitment Coordinator is a service for employers, the aim
of which is to increase job vacancies for people with a disability by making the
process easier for large employers (i.e., those with > 100 employees). Features of
the service include:
•
•

•

the service works with the employer who commits to increase their
employment of people with a disability,
following this the service assists employers by:
o providing information and advice on staff training, and in regards
developing and implementing practices to employ and accommodate
people with a disability,
o working with them to develop jobs suitable for those with a disability,
o conveying the employer’s vacancies to the local Disability Employment
Service (DES) (applications from suitable candidates are then
forwarded to the employer),
o facilitating relationships between the employer and local DES, and
o conducting seminars for employers and peak representative bodies
that promote the benefits of hiring staff with a disability and provide
information on available supports and current best practices (78).
The service also works with mainstream employment recruitment providers to
increase their awareness of those with a disability seeking employment (79).

Employers reportedly value the National Disability Recruitment Coordinator service.
They like the one-stop point of contact, the fact that the service focuses on meeting
employers’ needs rather than the job candidate’s, and that the service is free. They
believe it reduces their recruitment time and costs as it provides them with an
efficient link to a range of services (79, p.34).
2. Australian compulsory third party motor accident schemes
The websites of eight Australian compulsory motor accident insurance schemes
were searched (listed in Appendix A). Victoria’s Transport Accident Commission’s
(TAC) offers the ‘Employer Incentive Package’ for new and existing employers, and
a work trial option (80). A work training program is also available through the Motor
Accident Insurance Commission (MAIC) of Qld (81). The Employer Incentive
Package includes a range of financial incentives however a feature of the program is
the graded wage subsidy that is based on the worker’s productivity. A return to work
specialist assesses the person’s productivity before and during the program and the
employer is reimbursed based on how productive the worker is assessed to be. For
example, if the worker is assessed as 70% productive in their required duties, the
employer is reimbursed 30% of the wages for the hours worked (80). Details on
these programs are in Appendix C, Table C2.
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3. Other programs and initiatives
Approaches used in New Zealand and Germany to promote employment of those
with a disability were reviewed. The website of New Zealand’s ‘Accident
Compensation Corporation’ (ACC) was searched. As part of its vocational
rehabilitation program, an ACC client looking for employment can participate in a
work trial. Further details on this program are in Appendix C, Table C3. A number of
websites and reports (82-85) were searched to locate information on the approach
used in Germany. 7 In one report reference was made to the use of reintegration
subsidies for the employer but no further information or details on this initiative were
able to be located (84, p.29).
Some other European initiatives and programs (for those with a disability) are
mentioned briefly.
•

•

•

•

•
•

•

in Luxembourg employment agencies offer a temporary wage subsidy which
usually lasts for three years. However to extend the subsidy the employer
must re-apply and prove that the worker’s productivity remains reduced (86),
in Sweden a flexible wage subsidy is offered which can cover up to 80% of
the wage for up to four years. The level of the subsidy is determined by the
worker’s work capacity and is adjusted regularly based on changes in their
capacity (86, p.136),
in England the ‘Access to Work’ program provides grants to subsidise the cost
of workplace adaptions but also for travel-to-work costs. Payments for a
support worker, communicator or interpreter are also possible. The full cost is
paid when a person with a disability is entering a new job (87),
in Norway, all employers have access to a personal contact officer in a local
public employment office who has specialised knowledge and provides timely
advice on sickness and disability-related matters (86),
in the Netherlands, institutions have been established for employers to assist
them with administration requirements (86, p.137),
the Irish ‘Disability Awareness Training Support Scheme’ offers funds to
employers who provide training to staff on addressing concerns or
misconceptions that might exist in relation to working with a person with a
disability. Funds are available for 90% of the cost in the 1st year and 80% of
the costs in subsequent years, subject to a maximum amount per year
(€20,000) (88, p.48), and
the Finnish ‘Support for Arrangement for Working Conditions’ provides
compensation to an employer for the time a co-worker spends guiding or
helping a worker with the disability (maximum €250 per month, or a higher
amount in cases of severe disability) (88, p.50).

7

The German system was selected for review as it includes a separate workers compensation scheme which is
not common in European countries.
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A policy reform option considered in the U.S. is that instead of reimbursing an
employer for hiring a worker with a disability, the employer is compensated for any
disability-related costs associated with hiring the worker i.e., the actual costs of
accommodation. It was suggested that an additional benefit of such an approach is
that it could also be used as a means to help retain newly-injured workers in the
workforce (89).
Also, in some jurisdictions tax incentives are used to promote employment in
disadvantaged groups (which can include those with a disability). Details on four
U.S. tax credits/deductions incentives and a NSW payroll tax rebate scheme are
given in Appendix D. While it is acknowledged that a workers compensation authority
cannot offer a prospective employer a tax credit or deduction, what is noteworthy for
this review is that in some places the availability of the tax incentives are
acknowledged and promoted on websites relevant to employers and injured workers
looking for employment. 8 Evidence on the impact of the tax credits is presented in
the following section.
No items of direct relevance to this review were located from the searches of the
websites and/or publication lists of the Cochrane Collaboration, Institute for Work
and Health, and Workers Compensation Research Institute.

Effectiveness of the incentives
One of the objectives of the review was to locate and assess evidence on the
effectiveness of new employer incentive programs on return to work outcomes. Little
empirical evidence has been found with data on only one new employer incentive
program i.e., Oregon’s Preferred Worker Program located. The lack of formal
evaluations of the impact of financial incentives has been noted previously (79, 91).
Apart from these data, studies assessing the impact of tax credits for hiring
disadvantaged workers (92-96), and of the attitudes of Australian employers on the
use and effectiveness of financial incentives for hiring people with a disability (79,
97) have been located. While the results of these studies do not provide evidence on
the impact of new employer incentive programs, their findings have been included as
it is likely that they have relevance to a workers compensation context. Knowledge of
employers’ attitudes, perceptions and experiences with employing workers with a
disability may be especially useful as it is fundamental to developing strategies to
motivate them to change their recruiting behaviour (79).

8

For example, on a Department of Education, Division of Vocational Rehabilitation website for employers in
Florida, reference is made to the availability of federal tax credits for employers who hire workers with a
disability into a permanent position. A hyperlink is provided to facilitate access to the relevant information
(90).
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The effectiveness of Oregon’s Preferred Worker Program has been assessed and
reported on by the government department responsible for the program i.e., the
Oregon Government’s Department of Consumer Business and Services.
Employment and wage recovery rates for two groups have been compared,
preferred workers (i.e., workers eligible for the program) who use the benefits of the
program and preferred workers who have not. Outcomes are based on wages in the
13th quarter post-injury and are reported as a percentage point difference between
the groups. The data indicate that over recent years workers who have used the
program’s benefits have had consistently higher employment rates and better wage
recovery rates when compared with those who have not. For example, in 2012 the
employment rate was 44 percentage points, and the wage recovery rate 51
percentage points higher for preferred workers who had used the program’s benefits
(24). Employment and wage recovery rates for the Oregon program over past 10
years are presented in Table 1. However it must be noted that other factors which
have not been controlled for, could have caused or contributed to these outcomes.

Table 1
Employment and wage recovery advantage for
Preferred Worker Program users,
FY 2003-2012
Fiscal Year Employment Wage Recovery
2003
20
20
2004
23
14
2005
24
29
2006
29
33
2007
23
20
2008
27
27
2009
27
24
2010
26
28
2011
32
28
2012
44
51
Notes: The data are percentage point differences.
Source: (24, p.54).

In terms of the impact of tax credits on employment rates in disadvantaged
populations, typically these are studies of disadvantaged populations in the U.S. that
can include e.g., long-term unemployed welfare recipients, disadvantaged youth, low
income veterans as well as disabled workers and those with a disability. The results
of the studies are mixed though most have reported some positive outcomes (9295). For example, in one study employment levels were 25-42% higher in those who
participated in a wage subsidy program compared with a comparable group who did
not, but other studies have only found higher employment levels in the short-term
and not in the medium to long-term (93, 94).
The findings of a U.S. experiment on tax credits in the 1980’s are also informative
(98). Participants in the study were general assistance recipients (such as young
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people who were perhaps temporarily destitute and may require assistance for a
couple of months) and recipients of the ‘Aid to Families with Dependent Children’
program (i.e., typically young mothers supporting one or more dependent children).
The employment outcomes for three groups of job seekers were compared. The first
group was provided with a tax credit voucher and printed explanatory information on
the program. They were encouraged to use the voucher and the written materials in
their job search efforts. The purpose was to inform potential employers of the
person’s eligibility for an existing tax credit wage subsidy. Treatment of the second
group was the same except that they were provided with a voucher that entitled the
employer to direct cash rebate rather than a tax credit. The third group were eligible
for the tax credit but were not informed of this and they did not receive a voucher.
Significantly lower placement rates were attained by the first two groups (13% and
12.7%) compared to the group that did not receive a voucher (20.6%). It was
suggested that the information provided by the voucher (i.e., that the person was a
‘public assistance recipient’) had a stigmatising effect and that employers had used it
to screen job applicants. Two other outcomes are of note. First, some of the
participants purposively did not use the voucher given to them in their job searches
and second, of the employers who hired a person from the first two groups 73% did
not request the payments. The author considered that the paperwork required to
claim the benefit was relatively simple but that perhaps tracking the wages and
employment of a specific worker had discouraged employers from applying for the
benefit.
Two studies on Australian employers’ attitudes on the use of financial incentives in
hiring an individual with a disability were located. One was a large-scale
comprehensive iterative review process by the Department of Family and
Community Services in 2002 (79). Its aim was to identify strategies that provide
better encouragement and support for employers and motivate them to hire people
with disabilities who require a high level of assistance (i.e., those funded by
employment services provided by the Department of Family and Community
Services). A national consultation process was conducted which included focus
groups, one-on-one meetings and telephone surveys of a broad cross-section of
employers (including international, national, small and medium-sized employers from
a mix of industry sectors and from urban, regional and remote locations). Disability
Employment Service providers, industry and consumer associations, state and local
governments, and other federal agencies and peak groups were also consulted. The
second study reports on the preliminary findings of a survey of over 5000 employers
by the Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations in 2010, as
well as data from two online discussion forums involving 40 employers (97).
Employers from across Australia participated in the survey and were randomly
selected or selected from a sample of employers who had used the Federal
Government’s employment programs. Similarly the forums involved employers who
had used Disability Employment Services in the previous 12 months and those who
had not. The aim of the survey was to measure employer attitudes towards hiring
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people with a disability whereas the purpose of the discussion forums was to obtain
information on ‘the language employers use around disability and their thoughts on
effective ways for government to communicate with employers about disability
employment programs’ (97, p.6).
Generally there was strong support for the use of wage subsidies with many
employers believing them to be an effective strategy. Medium and large employers
were more positive than smaller employers. However key issues for the employers
were getting the right person for the job even if a financial incentive was offered, and
productivity beyond a wage subsidy period (97). Overall subsidies were not seen the
critical factor in determining whether the person was hired. Many of the employers
felt such incentives were attractive bonuses that helped offset initial costs (especially
for small businesses) or a supporting factor, but not a decision-maker. As indicated,
the deciding factor was whether or not the person was the right person for the job.
For instance, Australian employers who had used the ‘Wage Subsidy Scheme’
indicated that job seeker skills and qualifications were the primary motivator for
employing a person with subsidies the least important (79, p.38).
However there were mixed views. Some employers indicated that financial
incentives should not be offered as they may convey that those with a disability were
‘less’ than others, or that it’s a burden to take on someone with a disability and that
the incentive is there to ‘cover inadequate performance’ (97, p.16). It was also
suggested subsidies may reinforced employers’ fears that the person might not be
the right person for the job, or create suspicion that the person may have ‘x’ amount
of problems to match ‘x’ amount of dollars (79, p.38). In contrast, a few employers
reported they probably wouldn’t consider hiring a person with a disability if there
wasn’t a subsidy or some assistance with up-front costs, as employing a worker with
a disability ‘shouldn’t cost an employer more’ (79, p.39, 97, p.16).
There were also inconsistent views as to whether financial incentives may
encourage churn (i.e., where a person is hired only for the minimum period required
to receive the incentive). Generally it was dismissed as it was argued that employers
wanted value for money which usually meant keeping the employee for as long as
possible. However some thought there would always be a small number who would
abuse the system especially if the incentives were short-term. Paying the incentives
periodically rather than as a lump sum and increasing the amount paid over the
subsidy period (rather than reducing it) were suggested as ways of reducing such
turnover (97, p.16).
The employers were asked to nominate what an ideal financial incentive might be
from an employers’ perspective. Most suggested a ‘permanent long term wage
subsidy that is assessed case-by-case and weighted according to the employee’s
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productivity’ (97, p.17). 9 Most felt a subsidy should be in place for at least the first 12
months of employment but views varied as to whether it should increase or decrease
over the period. There were also a few employers that felt incentives should be
offered through payroll tax deductions rather than as cash subsidies. Also advocated
was flexibility in the amounts paid and the duration of payments.
They also gave their opinions on the role played by employment agencies. Though
their feedback was mostly positive some dissatisfaction was expressed in relation to
job matching and a lack of understanding of employers’ businesses as illustrated by
this quote; “The provider may want to get them ‘a’ job, we want the provider to get
someone to fill ‘the’ job” (97, p.15). The employers also were keen for ongoing
support from the employment organisation even beyond the first 12 months of
employment, as they felt it was important that the worker’s progress was continued
to be monitored (97, p.14).
Also informative is a model of employer decision-making, an output of the study by
the Department of Family and Community Services (79). The relevance of the model
to this review is that:
•
•

it describes the steps involved when an employer is considering hiring a
person with a disability, and,
factors that influence their actions/decisions at each step.

The steps are considered to indicate points in an employer’s decision-making
process where interventions/policies/incentives may be able to influence/change the
employer’s behaviour. The model is described in detail in Appendix E.
In addition to these studies, the impact of second injury funds has been commented
on. From an audit of workers compensation claims in Ontario Canada, it was
considered that the fund (in that jurisdiction) had not impacted positively on return to
work outcomes (99).
For completeness and to complete this section some broader issues in relation to the
use of financial incentives are mentioned. First, financial incentives can result in
efficiency implications namely, deadweight loss and job substitution and/or
displacement effects (86, 87, 100). Deadweight loss occurs (in this situation) when
the employer receives a subsidy for hiring a worker with a disability but would have
hired the worker in the absence of the subsidy. Substitution and displacement is
when jobs created because of a subsidy replace jobs that would have been filled by
other workers, or displace other jobs in an economy (86, p.136). Some evidence of
deadweight loss effects has been reported. For example, it has been reported from
interviews with employers who participated in a job trial program in the U.K. that half
indicated they would have offered the participant employment without the
9

It was noted that such a system was available in Australia. Accordingly, it was suggested that there was a
need for improving employer awareness of the measures available.
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intervention (101, p.437). Strict targeting so that employers are only entitled to a
subsidy if the position wouldn’t have been filled without it has been suggested as a
way to combat deadweight loss effects (86, p.136).
Other more general concerns about the use of financial incentives have also been
voiced. For instance, in relation to a program that provides ongoing subsidised
positions it has been argued that if the subsidy is too high it may create a segregated
form of employment for those with a disability that is outside the competitive labour
market. The concern is that this could result in the further marginalisation, social
exclusion and disempowerment of the recipients (101, 102). It was recommended
that the effect of such programs on the self-esteem of the participants (as well as on
employment outcomes) should be monitored (101, p. 438). Additionally, unease has
been expressed in relation to using economic benefits as a selling point in relations
to hiring a worker with a disability (103).

Implementation issues
Numerous issues associated with implementing these types of programs have been
described and discussed in the literature. Both employer and employee factors have
been identified with low awareness and low up-take highlighted as key issues. While
much of the following has been drawn from analyses of employment support
programs for those with a disability, it is likely that the issues raised are also
pertinent to similar programs offered by workers compensation authorities.
First, a lack of awareness and/or misperceptions of the programs by employers have
been reported as barriers to the successful up-take of the programs in numerous
studies. For instance, a survey of 900 U.S. employers found 37% were aware of an
existing federal tax credit for welfare recipients but only 17% were knowledgeable of
a key feature of the initiative (104). Other findings from the survey relevant to this
review were:
•
•

only half said that they would claim the credit if they were eligible, and
in responses to a hypothetical scenario about the introduction of a wage
subsidy one-third said they would hire more eligible recipients, but when the
hypothetical subsidy was increased from 50% of the worker’s wage to 100%,
the percentage of employers indicating they would hire more eligible workers
only increased from 32 to 33.5% (104).

Similar findings have been found elsewhere. For example, of the more than million
businesses potentially eligible for a subsidised work/workplace modification program
for small businesses in California from 2006 to 2008, only 36 employers had applied
for reimbursement, and in a survey of 50 eligible employers only one in ten had
heard of the program (105). Participation rates for two federal employer subsidy tax
credit programs in the U.S., specifically the ‘Work Opportunity’ and Welfare-to-Work’
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programs (available to employers of certain welfare recipients, disadvantaged youth,
disabled workers and/or others who may have difficulty in the labour market) have
been estimated. These varied for different groups but ranged from less than 10% of
those estimated to be eligible to 33% (93, 106).
A second issue discussed in the literature is the adequacy (or inadequacy) of the
incentives offered (from the employer’s perspective) (87, 101, 107). The only study
of a new employer incentive program located in the peer reviewed literature was an
assessment of why a ‘Preferred Worker Program’ offered in Florida in the 1990s
failed (107). The author’s conclusion was the incentive offered was likely to have
been insufficient to outweigh the potential costs an employer may face if they hired a
previously-injured worker, who subsequently sustained a further injury. The incentive
offered was the reimbursement of the cost of workers compensation premium for the
worker for up to three years. It was suggested that if a more comprehensive program
had been implemented the issue may have been overcome (107, p.134-35).
A further issue is employer scepticism of government involvement in business
activities (108). A survey of employers in the U.S. was conducted to identify their
preferred marketing strategies in regards supported employment (109). Members of
two trade associations were surveyed (the ‘Wisconsin Manufacturing and
Commerce’ and ‘Wisconsin Restaurant Association’). The study found a clear
preference for receiving information (about supported employment) from their own
trade or professional associations, local/national Human Resources Associations,
Trade Shows, the ‘Job Service’ and local Chambers of Commerce. This was
regardless of employers’ industry type, business size, professional association, and
their urban/rural location. However employers with previous knowledge of and/or
involvement with supported employment (e.g., through hiring a person with a
disability) also chose government and rehabilitation agencies as preferred sources
for information. It was inferred from this that employers had a desire to receive
information from a trusted source with which they already had an established
relationship as this allowed employers ‘to proceed with “business as usual” rather
than taking time out of their day to meet with someone with whom they have no
working relationship with’ (109, p.119). This issue is considered again in the
Discussion section.
Other reasons suggested for low take-up by employers include administration
burdens, inflexible payments and the complexity of applying for the benefits (86, 89,
110).
Matters concerning prospective employees and their potential impact on the up-take
and/or success of the incentives have also been recognised. One issue of concern
was privacy and whether a worker with a disability/previous work-related
compensable injury would want to reveal their status/past history to a prospective
employer, and the possibility of discrimination if they did (89, 107, 111). Another
factor is that some prospective employees reportedly disagreed with the idea of
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employers getting free labour (e.g., during a work trial). They considered it
unacceptable and exploitative and felt working for no financial reward offered little
incentive for them (111). A further problem for some workers was the duration of
some of the programs. In one case participants with fluctuating conditions felt that a
coping assessment work trial program that was only available for up to 15 days was
insufficient (111).

Discussion
The findings of the review are considered in four sections. First, a synopsis on each
of the main types of incentives identified is given. They are briefly described on a
non-jurisdictional basis. Second, alternative ways by which the incentives can be
classified are proposed. Third, options that may improve the awareness of these
types of programs, their implementation and/or up-take are described. Lastly, some
brief concluding comments are given.

Synopsis of the main types of incentives
The following uses information from the different workers compensation programs in
different countries to summarise key aspects and differentiating features of the main
types of incentives that have been identified. See Appendix F, Tables F1 to F5 for
more detailed summaries of each type of incentive.
1. Wage subsidies and incentive payments
Wage subsidies are a key component of most of the new employer incentive
programs that have been identified. In only one program were wage subsidies or
incentive payments not a feature. Unsurprisingly there are differences in their use.
For example; they can be offered as a set dollar amount per week, a constant
percentage of the worker’s wage, or variable amounts or percentages that either
increase or decrease over a set period. In a few programs the subsidy percentage is
based on the severity of the worker’s disability. In some the amount can be
negotiated, in others the amount payable is capped. There is also variation in the
wage the subsidy is based on, e.g. it may or may not include additional payments the
worker may receive such as overtime and superannuation. In one program the
subsidy is based on local wage rates rather than the worker’s wage.
There is also variation in the length of time the subsidies are paid for. Six or twelve
months are common though in some programs the duration can be negotiated or it
can be based on the severity of the worker’s disability. One program provides a oneoff incentive payment when the worker is hired. In others incentive payments are
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conditional on the employer providing training as well as employment. In regards
work trials and on-the-job training programs, typically a worker’s/trainee’s income is
fully subsidised during a work trial and either partially or fully subsidised during an
on-the-job training program.
Usually it was not indicated whether or not a wage subsidy is transferable to a
subsequent new employer if the injured worker changes their employment. However
one program specifically states that the subsidy can be used twice, once each by
two different employers or twice by the same employer if the worker changes duties.
It was suggested that this would allow the worker to benefit by being able to use it
initially, say in regards to a temporary position and a second time to help secure a
more permanent position.
2. Salary exemption
In a few of the new employer incentive programs identified a further incentive offered
is the exclusion of the previously-injured worker’s salary from estimation of the
employer’s workers compensation premium. This initiative varied across the
programs in terms of the duration of the exclusion period (i.e., 2 to 3 years) and how
often the benefit could be used. In one scheme the exclusion period was a maximum
period (of 3 years) from the date of eligibility. If the worker moved to a new job the
benefit period did not recommence and the subsequent new employer was only
eligible for the benefit for what remained of the initial exclusion period. In contrast in
another scheme if the worker moves to a subsequent new employer the salary
exclusion benefit transfers to that employer and the benefit period recommences. In
this scheme there is no limit on the number of times this benefit can be used in
relation to new employment but there is no extension if the worker remains with the
same employer but changes duties.
In most of the schemes it was stated that this benefit was in relation to the
employer’s workers compensation premium but in one scheme it was specified
which insurance premiums the benefit related to and which it did not.
3. Protection from cost impacts of subsequent injuries
Another incentive used is protecting a new employer from cost impacts if the worker
sustains a new work-related injury and/or an aggravation of their existing condition.
This is a common feature of the new employer incentive programs, work trials and
on-the-job training initiatives that have been identified. Specifically, some or all of the
claim costs are not charged to the new employer’s account and as a result the injury
has no impact on the employer’s experience-rated workers compensation premium.
More commonly new employers are protected from the costs of aggravations of the
original condition rather than the costs of a new injury but some programs provide for
both. In one scheme the protection is negotiable.
Across the programs the period of protection ranged from six months to three years
however in one program the protection period is tied to whenever the worker is
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employed under the salary exclusion benefit. Of note, in relation to this program the
salary exclusion benefit recommences when the worker changes to a new employer.
There is also variation across the programs in whether a new employer is required to
pay excess costs for injuries during the protection period.
4. Protection from cost impacts of previous injuries/conditions
A measure mostly used in North America are ‘Second’ or ‘Subsequent Injury Funds’.
The funds were introduced to protect employers from the cost impact of a previous
injury/condition if a worker suffers a compensable injury/condition that is intensified
as a result of a previous condition, thereby impacting on the current employer’s
workers compensation claim costs and their experience-rated workers compensation
premium. In general the funds reimburse or pay for the proportion of the cost of the
second/subsequent injury, estimated to be due to the worker’s pre-existing condition.
The aim is that the current employer only funds the cost of the current injury and is
protected from the cost impact of a previous injury/condition, and therefore is not
dissuaded from employing a worker with an existing disability. There is much
variation in the funds and their purposes e.g., some also provide compensation when
an uninsured employer defaults on payments (91, 112, 113). 10
5. Subsidisation work-related expenses
Subsidisation of the cost of workplace accommodations is a relatively straightforward
way of eliminating or reducing extra costs a new employer may face when hiring a
previously-injured worker. It is a commonly available benefit that is either offered as
a stand-alone program or as a component of a larger incentive program. It is also
often available as part of work trials and on-the-job training initiatives.
Often funding limits weren’t specified however there were differences. For example,
in one case only minor modification and equipment costs are considered whereas at
the other extreme $25,000 was the limit in another program and this could be
negotiated if the worker had an exceptional disability. In another program, if
employees other than the newly-hired worker were also likely to benefit from the
modifications cost-sharing arrangements with the employer can be negotiated.
Additionally, in one program the funds available could be used for two different jobs
e.g., if the worker changed duties with the same employer or if they relocated to a
new employer.
6. Subsidised work trials and training programs
Work trials/host placements and on-the-job training programs are initiatives that
provide incentives to an employer that can indirectly facilitate a worker’s
employment. In only a couple of the training programs identified were the benefits
available conditional on the worker being hired on completion of the program.
10

While the funds were nearly universally available in the U.S. after the Second World War in recent decades
many states have passed legislation to phase-out or abolish the funds. It has been argued that the need for
such funds has been surpassed by the passing of anti-discrimination legislation. See Appendix F, Table F2 for
further details on Second Injury Funds, and references.

ISCRR Research Report# 0913_022.027_R1C

Page 31 of 96

Typically there is no requirement that the worker is hired on the program’s
completion.
The format of the work trial programs identified was relatively consistent. That is, a
host employer provides the injured worker with work experience for a relatively short
period (weeks-months) without having to commit to hire the worker at the end of the
trial. During the trial the workers compensation authority pays the injured worker their
weekly benefits or the worker’s previous employer may be responsible for paying the
worker for the time worked. Host employers may agree to provide the worker with
training but do not pay the worker a wage during the trial.
Identified on-the-job training programs were variable in their length and funding
arrangements. Training programs were typically longer than a work trial often
running for three to six months. Frequently the duration could be negotiated on the
basis of the employer’s needs and the training required. In one instance the
employer was able to be compensated for their time for up to two years. Funding
arrangements were mixed. The programs could be fully subsidised, cost-shared or
both, and the subsidies provided could be fixed, variable or negotiated on the basis
of the worker’s skills. In a number of jurisdictions a fully-subsidised one month work
assessment is offered initially, to allow the worker’s suitability for the position to be
evaluated. After the assessment a cost-shared program can follow during which the
subsidy reduces as the worker becomes fully trained. Conversely the employer’s
contribution increases over the training period, by the end of which the employer is
paying the worker’s/trainee’s full wage.
Typically during these programs the employer is protected from the costs of a new
injury and/or an aggravation of the existing condition though this was not always
indicated. In approximately half the work trials and on-the-job training programs
identified workplace accommodation costs could also be subsidised.
Some of these programs included additional features to (further) facilitate the
likelihood of the worker’s employment. For example, in one it is indicated that the
host employer may be eligible for protection from the cost of future injuries if the
worker is hired on completion of the placement. In two training programs it was
stated that the incentive payments are made on the understanding that the worker’s
employment would, or was highly likely to continue after the training is completed.

Categorising the incentives
As is apparent from the synopses of the incentives and the descriptions of the
programs, considerably variability exists across jurisdictions in terms of the range of
incentives offered, the specific characteristics of the incentives and the conditions by
which they can be accessed and used. To assist with interpreting the variations in
the incentives, two approaches to classifying the incentives into various categories
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are proposed. Although the approaches are not faultless the groupings may be
helpful when considering or analysing the identified incentives.
First, the incentives have been grouped into three categories on the basis of ‘how’
they function.
1. Some incentives provide a direct inducement to an employer to hire the
worker as they reduce the costs employers face when hiring a new employee.
These include wage subsidies, incentive payments and the exemption of the
worker’s salary from estimation of the employer’s workers’ compensation
premium. The measures provide a direct hiring incentive to the employer as
the employer only gains the benefits if they hire the worker.
2. Slightly different are the measures that reduce costs an employer may face if
the worker is hired and certain events occur or circumstances exist. These
include the subsidisation of workplace accommodations and protection from
the cost impacts of past and/or future injuries. These operate by eliminating or
reducing disincentives that might exist in relation to hiring a previously-injured
worker. For example, if previously-injured workers are more prone or are
perceived to be more vulnerable to future injury, protecting a new employer
from possible future costs if the worker is reinjured may help neutralise
potential hiring disincentives the employer may have.
3. The third group, subsidised work trials and on-the-job training programs are
measures that provide incentives for employers to participate in the schemes,
and through an employer’s participation the worker’s employment may be
facilitated. As indicated, typically there is no condition that the worker is hired
on completion of the programs. However by participating in the program:
o the worker gains work experience, work hardening, learns job-specific
skills etc., and the opportunity to demonstrate to the employer their
suitability for the position and to build a relationship with a potential
new employer (35), and,
o a prospective employer gains:
 an experienced worker for a limited period at a
reduced/subsidised cost, and,
 first-hand knowledge of the suitability of the worker as a
prospective employee (which is something the employer might
otherwise not have had access to).
If the employer hires the worker, they gain further benefits as their recruitment
and/or training costs have been subsidised and their uncertainty in regards
the suitability of the worker has been reduced (compared to if they had not
participated in the program).
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Thus, the first two groups provide direct incentives to an employer to hire the worker.
The first group reduces the costs an employer will face when they hire any new
worker whereas the second group reduces additional costs an employer may face if
they hire a particular worker (i.e., a previously-injured worker). The third group of
measures may indirectly facilitate the worker’s employment through providing
incentives to an employer to essentially ‘trial’ the worker prior to committing to
employ them. It can be argued that the three types of measures supplement each
other as they target different costs an employer faces or may face when hiring a new
employee.
An alternative way of grouping the incentives is to simply sort them on the basis of
the order in which they may become relevant to an employer who is considering
hiring and who subsequently hires a previously-injured worker. That is, they can be
loosely classified into three chronologically-ordered groups.
1st: Measures that reduce an employer’s costs of searching for, evaluating and
training a potential new employee i.e., pre-employment initiatives such as work
trials and on-the-job training programs.
2nd: Measures that reduce the cost of hiring a new employee i.e., wage subsidies
and salary exemption measures.
3rd: Measures that reduce potential post-employment costs i.e., protection from
the cost of subsequent injuries.
Though this represents an easy way of thinking about the incentives there are
limitations with the approach as some of the incentives overlap the categories. For
example, an incentive payment may be conditional on the employer providing both
pre-employment training as well as ongoing employment. Similarly, workplace
accommodation costs may be incurred both on hiring the worker and in the postemployment period.

Options for improving implementation
From the literature reviewed it is clear that various contextual issues have created
barriers that have impeded the implementation and success of these types of
programs. During the searches numerous implementation and/or communication
processes or activities were noted as they differed from the approaches used by
most/many of the employer incentives programs and/or because appear to be
activities that could easily be adapted and implemented elsewhere to facilitate
employment outcomes. Both processes being used by some workers compensation
jurisdictions and practices and suggestions in regards employment programs for
those with a disability were noted. Although there is no evidence to suggest that they
have impacted the success of the respective programs, they are outlined here as in
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the opinion of the author they are potential options for improving awareness and uptake and ultimately, return to work outcomes in those with a previous work-related
injury.
First, various implementation processes and other measures used in relation to four
of the new employer incentive programs identified are summarised.
Oregon’s Preferred Worker Program:
• The process of becoming a ‘preferred worker’ occurs automatically in this
program when the worker’s claim closes and if they meet the eligibility
criteria. Eligible workers are sent an identification (ID) card that is good for
life and can be used to inform a prospective employer that the worker is
participating in a state program to help them get back to work and is eligible
to offer the employer the benefits of the program (25, 114). 11
• An online tool, ‘Job Match’ is available on Oregon’s Workers’ Compensation
Division’s website. Its purpose is to allow employers and preferred workers
to connect with each other. The employer posts a job vacancy which a
worker can review and can contact the employer if they are interested. The
workers compensation authority doesn’t screen the employers or workers
using the site. Workers can receive email notices when new jobs are posted
(115).
o This contrasts with the process used in some other jurisdictions where
employers can post vacancies online with a workers compensation
authority. In these systems the vacancies are reviewed by an
occupational/vocational rehabilitation specialist. The employer is
contacted if a suitable candidate for the position is identified (11, 47).
• Oregon uses various forms of communication to inform relevant
stakeholders about its program. They are available from the Workers
Compensation Division’s website and include:o the Adviser; a quarterly newsletter for workers who haven’t accessed
the program’s benefits. Information on the program, the benefits
available and general interest stories etc. can be included in the
newsletter. Workers can subscribe to receive the newsletter online or
a hardcopy.
o the ‘Employer Incentives News’; online information updates for
employers which they can subscribe to,
o ‘Preferred Worker Success Stories’ are described online, and,
o a poster is available (online) that employers can use to promote the
program to their workers (23, 25, 114-118).
11

Concerns have been raised over possible implications from the use of preferred worker ID cards. The
concerns relate to the possibility that a worker presenting an ID card to an employer in a job interview may
subsequently sue the employer under antidiscrimination legislation if they did not get hired. Workers
compensation authorities believe this to be overly cautious and pessimistic and have noted that the
presentation of the card does not change the questions an employer can legally ask a prospective employee at
the pre-hiring stage (107).
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North Dakota’s Preferred Worker Program:
• In this program two cards are used to identify workers approved as preferred
workers. The workers are initially provided with an ID card and when hired
as a preferred worker they receive an Eligibility Card. The worker can
present the Eligibility Card to a second employer if they change jobs or
obtain a second job.
• A re-employment specialist is responsible for identifying positions for injured
workers throughout the state by actively engaging with employers. This can
include cold calling, visiting local businesses, networking etc. (20, 21).
Washington’s Preferred Worker Program:
• An online calculator is available on the program’s website, to allow employers
to estimate costs saved if they employ a preferred worker (26).
Northern Territory’s Alternative Employer Incentive Scheme:
• In this jurisdiction any employer unable to provide an injured worker with
suitable employment must, in consultation with the insurer, refer the worker to
the Alternative Employer Incentive Scheme (6).
In addition to the various ways different workers compensation authorities are
implementing their programs, factors that impact on the success of programs for the
employment of those with a disability and suggestions for improving the up-take and
delivery of these programs are also likely to be relevant to the review. Various issues
in relation to these programs are now outlined. Most are concerned with sources of
information and communication channels.
•

In terms of providing coordination and strategic advice on direction and
priorities, government task forces or industry forums are being used to
develop and build leadership strategies (79).

•

In relation to promoting effective communications it has been determined that:
o industry forums for promoting and creating employment opportunities
were more successful if they were based on credible industry bodies
that had links with relevant stakeholders (79, p.12), and,
o the success of campaigns to change attitudes were affected by the
reputation of the promotional body (with private sector organisations
potentially sceptical about broad general campaigns), how tailored the
information was to employers’ needs and concerns, and whether the
information and messages were reinforced by local training
sessions/workshops (79, p.13).

•

To promote awareness of and information on workplace modifications
schemes the following have been proposed (103, p.100,107):
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o investigate innovative approaches (e.g., wikis, blogs, social networks,
virtual environments) to create a central clearinghouse of information
about resources for employers and employees,
o develop employer peer groups arranged by sector, to bring together
employers to share information about making workplace
accommodations and obtaining relevant resources, as well as sharing
relevant case studies,
o explore the development of web-based resources to inform employers
about the economic and social benefits of providing accommodations
for workers with disabilities, and,
o develop examples and models of corporate implementation of
accommodations, and of hiring people with a disability.
•

One-stop-shops or single information points that offer the know-how on all
issues in regard to integration of persons with disabilities including the
provision of reasonable accommodation, examples of good practices, and
practical advice have also been proposed. 12 Such contact points must be
well-publicised and well-known amongst those with a disability and the
business community (88, p.78-79).

•

Much attention has been paid to avenues for promoting awareness of the
programs as well as sources of information. Business networks, meetings of
business and professional organisations, and industry groups have been
reported as preferred options (88, 108). More specifically, U.S. employers
have been found to have a preference for receiving information about
employment programs from their own trade or professional associations
unless they had previous knowledge or experience with a government
supported employment program, in which case government and rehabilitation
agencies were also preferred options (109). Similarly Australian employers
valued government information but also wanted it from independent sources
and the most trusted of these included industry groups, similar business and
other business in the local area (79, p.32). For small employers in the U.S.:
state agencies; employer organisations; business licensing offices; workers
compensation insurers and brokers and the news media are seen as ways
through which information can be effectively communicated (105, p.5). Local
media was also a preferred source for small businesses in Australia (79,
p.32). 13

12

For Australians with a disability, it would appear that the JobAccess site fulfil this role.
In a recent study it was noted that information and good-practice sharing through employer-funded
networks had mushroomed in several OECD countries where employers’ responsibilities for supporting
disabled workers have increased (86).
13
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•

The importance of information based on the experience of other employers
has also been emphasised. The ‘Employers’ Forum on Disability’ in the United
Kingdom (U.K.) was highlighted as an example of how this can be achieved
(86, p.138). This organisation provides advice to employers through regular
exchanges, conferences and publications.

•

An additional issue is how employers prefer to be contacted. For U.S.
employers general mailings of information and a letter with a follow-up phone
were preferred (109, p.120). In contrast Australian employers choose many
types of information channels including written information, verbal briefings,
and 24-hour online access.

•

It has also been suggested by employer organisations in the U.K. that
businesses become more involved in shaping the development of
employment services for those with a disability more generally, and that they
could provide work experience for rehabilitation and employment support staff
(so service providers can understand how businesses work) (110, p.45).
Other proposals are that top management become more involved (119) and
that rehabilitation and employment support providers work more
collaboratively with representatives of organisations employers are likely to
seek information from (108).

•

Lastly, also considered relevant to this review are the factors Australian
stakeholders consider critical to the success of employment support programs
for people with a disability. These are (79, p.16-17):
o incentives must be tailored to the specific context and integrated and
offered to employers as a package of measures, and well-targeted to
avoid deadweight loss (i.e., targeted to those who wouldn’t gain
employment without the incentive),
o the initiatives need to be marketed to employers so that employers are
aware of the details as well as broader issues such as regulations,
o key industry, employer or other stakeholder groups need to be involved
in information campaigns and initiatives to change attitudes, and,
o administration and implementation processes need to be streamlined,
easy to access, simple and non-time consuming.

Implications
From the programs reviewed, available evidence on their effectiveness and the
numerous issues identified in relation to the implementation of these types of
initiatives various implications for WorkSafe Victoria arise. Some key issues are
summarised.
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•

Considering the WISE program relative to other new employer incentive
programs: it is considered that in general it is reasonably comprehensive in
terms of the range of incentives offered. A few other programs are available
that offer incentives that are more generous and flexible, or a more extensive
range of incentives, specifically Oregon’s and North Dakota’s Preferred
Worker Programs. Key features not included in the WISE program when
compared with the Oregon program include;
1. exemption of the worker’s salary from calculation of the employer’s
workers compensation premium,
2. recommencement of the salary exemption period (and protection from
the cost of further claims) if the worker transfers to a subsequent new
employer, and
3. subsidisation of workplace modifications and other employment-related
goods and services.
Additionally, when compared to some other programs the range of
stakeholders who can access the benefits of the WISE program may be more
restrictive e.g., in some programs benefits are available to time-of-injury and
interstate employers, and injured workers.
In relation to communicating the WISE program to relevant participants,
similar to all of the identified new employer incentive programs information is
available online. The Oregon program appears to promote its program most
extensively by using a range of communication measures for both employers
and injured workers.

•

A key finding of the review is the relative lack of evidence on the effectiveness
of these programs. Though there are encouraging data that the Oregon
program may contribute to improvement in employment outcomes (at least in
the short to medium term), these findings are limited for two reasons.
1. The data were not determined on the basis of a randomised controlled
trial, and factors (apart from the participants’ use of the benefits of the
Program) that might explain the differences in employment and wages
outcomes between the two groups were not accounted for.
2. Also, even if the Oregon program is contributing to improved return to
work outcomes, given the attributes of this program it should not be
assumed that other less comprehensive programs used elsewhere
would be having a similar effect. Additionally, local employment, social
and economic conditions will presumably play a role in the outcomes of
any employment program.

•

Despite the lack of evidence there is support (though not universal) for the
use of financial incentives as a hiring strategy (79, 86). However it is
noteworthy that differing views have been expressed with some arguing that
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incentives shouldn’t be used as they may create or reinforce a negative
perception that the person is not the right person for the job and/or that the
incentive is there to reduce the burden of employing someone with a disability
(79, 97). In contrast other employers have nominated that they probably
wouldn’t employ a person with a disability unless there was some financial
assistance or incentive (79).
1. Given this, it is probable that the impact of different incentives will vary
across employers. This could be by e.g., employer size, industry,
location, profitability or some other less tangible factor. Knowledge and
understanding of local employer and injured-workers’ attitudes to the
use of financial incentives are likely to be critical to the success of such
programs.
•

The lack of evidence on the effectiveness of these programs has other
implications.
1. Without valid evidence that a particular incentive is improving return to
work outcomes, the worth or value of the incentive can’t be assessed
(as costs and outcomes with the program can’t be compared to costs
and outcomes without the program). As such it is unknown whether it
would be efficient to increase (or decrease) resources allocated to
these programs. From an efficiency perspective, it can’t be argued
whether these programs should be expanded, contracted or ceased.
2. It is possible that the relative lack of knowledge on the effectiveness of
these programs is contributing to the variations in the schemes. If
reliable data on which incentives are effective were available, it’s
probable that a more uniform (and effective and efficient) approach
would be adopted, resulting in benefits for workers compensation
schemes, injured workers and society.

•

Numerous implementation issues have been reported as impacting these
types of programs. From a funder’s perspective a key issue is low awareness
of the programs (and consequently low up-take). For employers, matters of
concern are whether or not the incentive offered is perceived to offer benefits
in excess of any costs associated with the action (i.e., hiring a previouslyinjured worker) and irrespective of the incentive offered, is the applicant the
‘right’ person for the job. Worker issues include the potential stigma attached
to identifying themselves to a prospective employer as having a history of a
previous work-related compensable injury, and the possible consequences if
they do so.
1. Given the various implementation issues it has been argued that simply
providing incentive programs will not be sufficient and even if existing
measures are improved their success may not increase unless
significant education and/or technical assistance is provided (89, 119).
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Employers need to know and understand the programs for them to be
effective (111).
2. As the success of these programs is predicated on ‘employers knowing
about the programs, understanding their eligibility and recognising the
likely advantages of participation’ (79, p.13), appropriately tailoring the
message to the employers’ needs is crucial. A component of this is
awareness that employers are not a homogenous group. The right
message has to get to the right audience (79, p.13-14)
•

Numerous methods for improving awareness and up-take of incentive
programs have been proposed. Part of this is the importance of the source of
information and methods by which it is communicated.
1. Evidence on effective means of implementing these programs is likely
to be as important as evidence that a particular incentive motivates
employers to hire previously-injured workers. Those wanting to
implement these programs need to be cognisant of the many
contextual issues likely to affect the program, and focus on these as
well as the specifics of the incentives.

Concluding Comments
The review has identified numerous types of incentives and various options for
enhancing the implementation of incentive programs. Many of these may have the
potential to be adapted and applied in other workers compensation jurisdictions, with
the aim of improving the return to work outcomes of injured workers. However the
limitations of the review need to be acknowledged. These include the limited
availability of peer-reviewed analyses of the programs, the non-standard data
sources and search processes used, and that an exhaustive search for all programs
relevant to the review was not conducted. The programs reviewed are a sample of
available programs and the extent to which the findings of the review are generally
representative of these types of programs is unknown. As well the findings are drawn
from a range of programs including programs for disadvantaged populations such as
welfare recipients and those with a disability from non work-related causes, and not
just programs specifically for injured workers. These issues need to be recalled when
the findings of the review are being considered
In relation to the use of financial incentives for improving employment outcomes of
those with a disability, a recent OECD study argued that the use of financial
incentives needed to be strengthened. Specifically, that for sick or injured workers or
those receiving disability benefits ‘it must pay to remain in work, seek work or
increase work effort’, and for employers ‘it must pay to retain sick workers and help
them back quickly into their job or to find another job’ (86, p.12). Stronger
employment expectations, corresponding mutual responsibilities and better supports
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to enable stakeholders to fulfil their obligations were also recommended (86).
However and most importantly, it has also been observed that the lack of evidence
on the impact of financial incentives for employers on return to work outcomes
‘enabled little to be firmly said’ (120, p.294). The findings of this review support this
statement.
Clearly there are many specific issues to consider if designing or evaluating incentive
programs for new employers. These include e.g., the lack of evidence on their
effectiveness; relative costs and benefits of different strategies; barriers to up-take
and ways to facilitate implementation of the program; the acceptability of the
incentive to different stakeholders; and the feasibility of implementing strategies from
other jurisdictions. Also relevant is the broader policy, economic and social context.
For instance, it has been asked whether current policies focus too much on hiring
people with a disability rather than on efforts to promote their long-term retention
(121). It has been suggested that efforts directed at hiring a person with a disability
should also consider needs that may arise after hiring as employers indicate that ‘the
provision of accommodations and return to work services are not one-time events
but rather long-term efforts that require a changing mixture of accommodations and
supports over time’. ‘Placements must be made with knowledgeable and realistic
preparation for long-term needs.… Simply emphasising the low costs of most
(purchased) accommodations does not accurately prepare employers or service
providers for the long term commitment and expertise needed’ (121, p.23). Related
to this is the issue of whether employment continues beyond the subsidy period (79,
p.14). Additionally, at a higher level the efficiency consequences of financial
incentives also need to be considered.
Using financial incentives to improve employment outcomes in injured workers
unable to return to their original employment is a complex policy area involving and
impacting on multiple stakeholders. While there are numerous examples of different
incentives being used, ideally their use is based on reliable and valid evidence on
what works for whom and under what circumstances. Further work is required.
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Appendix A
Search steps and sources searched
A four stage approach has been used to identify relevant programs and evidence on the
effectiveness of the programs.
Step 1: Five academic databases were searched using various key words combinations i.e.,
EBSCOhost, Informit, ABI/Inform, Scopus and ECONOMICSnetBASE.
1.
EBSCOhost: Databases searched; Econlit, Business Source Complete, Medline &
CINAHL (the Social Security Bulletin, a non peer-reviewed publication was also included).
Expanders: ‘related words’, limiters: 1990-2013, peer-reviewed scholarly journals. A
combined search with multiple key word (a – c) was used.
a. (employer N5 incentive*) or (employer N5 subsid*)
b. AND (return to work) or (job re-entry) or (re-employment) or
(occupational rehabilitation) or (vocational rehabilitation)
c. AND (injured worker*)
2.

ECONOMICSnetBASE: This database only allows a single line search entry.

3.
SCOPUS: Subject areas searched were Health Sciences, and Social Sciences and
Humanities. Limits: 1990 to present and English. A combination of 4 individual searches (a –
d) was used.
a. “injured worker” OR injur* worker OR injur* employee
b. employer w/15 incentive OR employer w/15 subsid*
c. (return to work) OR (job re-entry) OR (re-employment) OR (new
employment)
d. vocational OR occupational OR rehabilitation
4.
ABI/Inform complete: Limits: 1990 to present, English, and peer-reviewed literature.
A combination of 4 individual searches (a – d) was used.
a.
b.
c.
d.

worker* OR “disabled worker*”
incentive N/5 employer OR subsid* N/5 employer
“return to work” OR “job re-entry” OR “re-employment”
vocational OR occupational OR rehabilitation

5.
Informit: Limits: 1990 to present. A combination of 3 individual searches (a – c) was
used.
a. “injured worker*” OR “disabled worker*”
b. incentive AND employer OR subsid* AND employer
c. “return to work” OR “job re-entry” OR “re-employment”
The bibliographies of the articles in the final list were hand-searched for additional papers.
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Step 2: The websites of the following state and provincial workers compensation authorities
from Australia, Canada and the U.S. were searched, as well as the websites of schemes in
New Zealand and Germany.
Australia: Worksafe Victoria, WorkCover NSW, WorkCover Qld, WorkCover SA, WorkCover
WA, WorkCover Tasmania, NT WorkSafe, WorkSafe ACT, Australian Government Comcare,
Australian Government Seafarers Safety, Rehabilitation and Compensation Authority
(Seacare Authority), and Australian Government Department of Veterans’ Affairs.
Canada: WorkSafeBC (British Columbia), Workers' Compensation Board of Alberta,
Workers' Compensation Board of Manitoba, Workers' Compensation Board of
Saskatchewan, Workplace Safety and Insurance Board Ontario, Workers' Compensation
Board of Nova Scotia, WorkSafeNB (New Brunswick), Workers Compensation Board of
Prince Edward Island, Workplace Health, Safety and Compensation Commission of
Newfoundland and Labrador, Yukon Workers' Compensation Health and Safety Board and
Workers' Safety and Compensation Commission of the NorthWest Territories and Nunavut.
The Workers Compensation Board of Quebec - Commission de la santé et de la securite du
travail website was reviewed but was not available in English.
U.S.: Division of Workers’ Compensation (California), Department of Employment Services
(District of Columbia), Office of Workers Compensation - Department of Labor (Delaware),
Division of Workers Compensation – Florida Department of Financial Services, Workers
Compensation Board of Indiana, Division of Workers Compensation (Iowa), Labor and
Workforce Development (Massachusetts), Department of Licensing and Regulatory Affairs Workers’ Compensation Agency (Michigan), Minnesota Department of Labor and Industry Workers Compensation, Department of Labor - Workers’ Compensation Division (New
Hampshire), Department of Labor and Workforce Development - Workers Compensation
(New Jersey), Workers’ Compensation Administration State of New Mexico, New York State
Workers’ Compensation Board, North Carolina Industrial Commission, North Dakota
Workforce Safety and Insurance, Ohio - Bureau of Workers’ Compensation, Workers’
Compensation Division - Department of Consumer and Business Services (Oregon), Texas
Department of Insurance - Workers’ Compensation, Washington State Department of Labor
and Industries, State of Wisconsin Department of Workforce Development - Workers’
Compensation, and Wyoming Department of Workforce Services - Workers’ Compensation.
Approximately 40% of the state-based U.S. schemes were searched. These were randomly
selected as well as on the advice of experts. Also in relation to some U.S. workers
compensation programs, at times the sites of other government departments were also
searched i.e., departments other than the one responsible for the workers compensation
scheme (e.g., Department of Education, Department of Revenue) when the program of
interest e.g., on-the-job training programs or tax incentives were offered by a different
department.
Step 3: Using the titles of the employer incentive programs identified in Step 2, the
databases from Step 1 were re-searched. The program titles or terms used were: ‘WorkSafe
Incentive Scheme for Employers’, ‘JobCover Placement Program’, ‘Work Trial’, ‘Host
Placement’ or ‘Host Employment’, ‘Re-employment Incentive Scheme for Employers’,
‘Alternative Employer Incentive Scheme’, ‘Second Injury’, ‘Hire a Worker Program’, ‘Cost
Incentives Program’, ‘Training on the job’ or ‘On the job training’, ‘Work Transition Plan’,
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‘Employer Incentives Program’, ‘Work Experience Program’, and ‘Preferred Worker
Program’.
Multiple items were located for the search terms that are used relatively commonly e.g., work
trials, second injury, training on the job, on the job training, job trial and work experience.
These searches were subsequently filtered by including additional key words i.e., ‘workers
compensation’ and ‘return to work’.
Step 4: A limited search of the websites of Australian government departments, associated
organisations or authorities, and state-based compulsory third party motor accidents
insurance schemes in Australia has been conducted. The purpose of this was to located
programs that included incentives for employers to hire a person with a disability. The
websites of the following organisations/departments were searched:
•

Australian Department of Education, Employment and Workplace Relations,
Department of Human Services, Centrelink, JobAccess, and Disability Employment
Services.

•

Transport Accident Commission of Victoria, Motor Accident Authority of New South
Wales, Motor Accident Insurance Commission of Queensland, Insurance
Commission of Western Australia, South Australian Motor Accident Commission,
Motor Accident Insurance Board of Tasmania, Motor Accident Compensation
Northern Territory (Territory Insurance Office), and Department of Territory and
Municipal Services, Australian Capital Territory.

In addition, the websites (and publication lists) of the ‘Institute for Work and Health’, Canada,
and the ‘Workers Compensation Research Institute’ were searched for any relevant
publications. The Cochrane Library was also searched using the following approach:
searched ‘all items’ from 1990 using various combinations of [(injured NEAR worker) or
(disabled NEAR worker)] AND [“return to work” or “job re-entry” or “re-employment”] AND
[incentive or subsidy].

ISCRR Research Report# 0913_022.027_R1C

Page 45 of 96

Appendix B
Australian, Canadian and U.S. workers compensation incentives programs
The specific details of new employer incentive programs from Australia, Canada and the U.S. are outlined. Details on some other incentive
programs such as work trials and on-the-job training programs are also given. The programs are presented by jurisdiction.

Jurisdiction
Victoria
WorkSafe
(8, 11-15,
122)

Program
‘WorkSafe
Incentive
Scheme for
Employers’
(WISE)

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Initial Payment
1. $2000
• New employers offering
2. Wage Subsidy
2. 30% of employee’s
ongoing employment of
gross salary for 1st 12
at least 15 hours/week
months, capped at
$24,000 ($8000 weeks 1• Ineligible employers
13; $8000 weeks 14-26; &
include labour hire
$8000 weeks 27-52)
companies, employment
agencies & group
3. Claims costs
3. If an injury related to
training organisations
protection
original claim is sustained
all claim costs & premium
impact are incurred by
previous employer.
4. Protection from
costs of new injury
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4. If a new injury occurs
during the 12month WISE
period, the employer is
required to pay weekly
payments for the 1st 10
days & medical excess
costs but the new claim is
excluded from calculation
of employer’s workers
compensation premium.
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•

•

Other
Available for WorkSafe
entitled workers unable
to return to pre-injury
employer
Not to be used for
traineeships or
apprenticeship.

Jurisdiction
NSW
WorkCover
(4, 5, 8, 122)

Program
‘JobCover
Placement
Program’

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Incentive
1. Paid for 12months,
• New employers if hold
Payment
max. = $27,400; $400/wk
current workers
for 1st 12 wks capped at
compensation policy or
$4800; $500/wk for weeks
self-insurance licence &
13-26 capped at $7000;
adhere to workers
$600/wk for weeks 27-52
compensation & OHS
capped at $15,600.
laws.
Amount paid must be <
• Ineligible employers
worker’s gross weekly
include pre-injury
wage. If wage < subsidy,
employer, if in same
payment equivalent to
employer group as prewage. Are paid directly to
injury employer, or if
the new employer by the
insured under same
pre-injury employer’s
group self-insurance
insurer.
licence as pre-injury
employer.
2. Protection from
2. For 1st 2yrs of their
• Interstate &
costs of
employment
commonwealth
exacerbation of
employers eligible for
original injury
incentive payment only
•
New employer can
3. Exemption of
3. For 1st 2yrs of
receive benefits while
the worker’s
employment; interstate
worker still employed by
wages from
and commonwealth
pre-injury employer if
calculation of the
employers ineligible for
e.g., pre-injury employer
new employer’s
this benefit.
is providing 2 days/week
workers
modified duties & new
compensation
employer 3 days/week.
premium
• Employers may be
ineligible if potential
conflict of interest exists.
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•

•

•

•

•

Other
Available for workers
eligible for benefits
through NSW
WorkCover & are
unable to return to preinjury employer.
If workplace
modifications are
deemed necessary
requests submitted to
WorkCover.
Suitable positions: permanent part- & fulltime, temporary
positions if a fixed term
agreement of >12mths,
& independent
contractors where there
is a formal agreement
with the employer.
Position must be for
min. 64 hrs/mth or preinjury hours (if preinjury hours < 64hrs), or
fewer hours if worker
will likely make timely
progress.
Unsuitable positions: self-employed &
seasonal work, if
receiving other wage
subsidy, if establishing

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
•

•
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Other
a small business, or if
fixed term <12 mths.
Casual & labour hire
work may be suitable if
work is ongoing &
permanent in nature.
If worker obtains
employment with two
employers at same
time, benefits only
available to one
employer. If worker
held two jobs when
injured in one, and the
non-injury employer
can offer additional
employment, that
employer may be
eligible to participate.

Jurisdiction
South
Australia
WorkCover
(8, 10, 122)

Program
‘Reemployment
Incentive
Scheme for
Employers’
(RISE)

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Wage Subsidy
1. Reimbursement of 40% • New employers if; South
of the worker’s gross wage
Australian employers
for 52 weeks
registered with
WorkCover SA (unless
2. Limited
2. In most cases, if the
exempt from
protection from
worker aggravates their
registration), a South
costs of
original condition the costs
Australian Government
exacerbation of
of the claim doesn’t affect
or Crown agency, an
original injury
the employer’s premium
employer outside South
calculation, & the
Australia paying a
employer is protected from
premium to their relevant
paying the 1st two weeks
workers compensation
of absence from work
authority, or a selffollowing the aggravation.
insurer.
3. Equipment and
minor workplace
modifications
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3. Consideration of
payments to cover cost of
minor workplace
modifications &
equipment.

•

Ineligible employers:- if
the employer has a poor
claims record, history of
failing to maintain
acceptable safety
standards, past conduct
that is inconsistent with
the intent of RISE, or if
they have contravened
workers compensation
regulations.
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•

Other
For injured workers
unable to return to
previous employer.

•

A worker’s gross wage
excludes allowances,
superannuation,
overtime, commissions
etc.

•

Unsuitable positions:self-employment where
starting own business,
pre-injury employer
jobs, jobs based on
sub-contract,
partnerships, share-of
the takings or
commission-based
arrangements, or if the
worker has a personal
relationship with the
employer.

•

Full-time, part-time or
casual work is suitable.

•

Access to a
rehabilitation provider
for assistance is also
provided.

Jurisdiction
NT
WorkSafe
(6-8, 122)

Program
‘Alternative
Employer
Incentive
Scheme’
(AEIS)

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Host employer
1. Injured worker
• A new employer
makes no
undertakes a training/
payment while
placement period for up to
they provide a
12weeks, during which
training/
weekly benefits are paid
placement period. by the original employer.
2.Incentive
Payment

3. Potential further
incentive
payments

4. Protection from
costs of
exacerbation of
original injury

ISCRR Research Report# 0913_022.027_R1C

2. If the host employer
hires the worker after the
training, the host will be
eligible for an incentive
payment; the lesser of
45% of average weekly
earnings or 50% of the
wage payable for that
employment.
3. Further incentives may
be payable for up to
12months, negotiated
between host employer &
original employer’s insurer.
4. Original employer’s
insurer indemnifies the
new employer for
exacerbations of preexisting compensable
condition for 1st 12months
of the work placement.
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•

Other
If the pre-injury
employer is unable to
provide the injured
worker with suitable
employment, in
consultation with the
insurer the employer
must refer the worker to
the AEIS

•

Incentive payments are
made on the
understanding that the
new employer will offer
employment after the
placement periods.

•

Incentive payment paid
as a lump sum on
completion of the 12
week training period &
a 12 week period of
paid employment.

Jurisdiction
NSW
WorkCover
(34)

Program
Work Trial

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Host employer
1. Injured worker/trainee is • New employers if they
provides a work
placed with a host
have no current workers
trial and does not
employer for a short
compensation liability &
pay the trainee a
period, during which they
no current employer salary
continue to receive weekly
employee relationship
workers compensation
with the worker.
payments. The host
agrees to provide training, • Hosts that offer greater
feedback & supervision.
potential for future
employment are
2. Protection from
2. If the trainee sustains a
preferred.
injury costs during new injury or aggravates
the trial
their original injury there
• Pre-injury employer may
can be no claim against
use a work trial within its
the host’s workers
group of companies if
compensation insurance;
the host is insured under
WorkCover provides
a separate workers
insurance for the trainee.
compensation policy.
WorkCover may also
reimburse additional
• Commonwealth and
expenses made against
interstate employers may
the host’s insurance if the
be hosts. NSW state
trainee is judged at fault.
government department
may be hosts for
trainees from other NSW
government
departments.
•
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Employers may be
ineligible if a potential
conflict of interest exists.
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•

Other
Only used when the
worker’s pre-injury
employer can’t provide
suitable duties.

•

Worker/trainee must be
receiving weekly
workers compensation
benefits

•

No employee/ employer
relationship is
established. Trial must
cease if host pays the
trainee.

•

A worker can
participate in one or
more trials for a total
period of 12 weeks,
which may be extended
if it will assist the
trainee achieve their
goals.

•

Hosts may only have
one trainee at a time
(possible exceptions for
large employers) to
maximise employment
& training opportunities
for the trainee.

Jurisdiction

Program

Queensland
WorkCover
(8, 36-38,
122)

Host
Placement,
Host
Employment
Programs

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Host employer
provides a work
placement & does
not pay the worker
a salary.

1. WorkCover Qld pays
the worker their workers
compensation entitlements
during the placement.

2. Protection from
any injury costs
during the
placement.

2. If the worker is injured
during the placement
WorkCover covers the
cost of the claim/s & there
is no registration against
the host’s policy.

3. If the host
provides paid
employment
following the host
placement, they
may be exempt
from costs of a
work-related
aggravation of the
original injury.

3. Conditions apply.
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A new employer
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Other
•

If pre-injury employer
unable to provide
suitable duties, it is
WorkCover Qld’s
responsibility to find the
injured worker
alternative suitable
duties.

•

Placements typically for
3-6 weeks.

Jurisdiction
Comcare
(8, 35, 122,
123)

Program
Work Trial

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Host employer
1. Worker is paid for hours • Can be another
provides a work
worked by their pre-injury
employer within the
trial & does not
employer, if working less
Comcare scheme or
pay the worker a
than pre-injury hours
from the private sector.
salary.
incapacity benefits are
paid by the claims agent.
2. Protection from
injury costs
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2. Host employer is
protected from the cost of
any injury sustained during
the trial, and doesn’t pay
workers compensation
insurance for the worker
during the trial.
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•

Other
Used if suitable duties
are not available within
the worker’s current
organisation in the
short term.

•

The worker works for a
host employer for a
defined period but
continues to be
employed by their preinjury employer.

•

Work trials can be used
to build relationships
with a potential new
employer.

•

Recommended that the
trial doesn’t exceed 3
months.

Jurisdiction
ACT
WorkCover
Private
Sector
Scheme
(8, 32, 33,
122)

Program
Second Injury
Arrangements

Table B1
New Employer and other incentive programs: Australia
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. Wage Subsidy
1. It may be agreed that
• New employers
the insurer pays a wage
subsidy to the new
employer re the worker’s
employment.
2. Protection from
paying
compensation to
the worker.

3. Protection of
new employer’s
workers
compensation
premium.
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2. It may be agreed that
the insurer indemnifies the
new employer in regards
the employer’s liability to
pay compensation to the
injured worker.
3. Injuries for which
indemnity has been
agreed are excluded from
the new employer’s claims
experience when
estimating their workers
compensation premium.
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•

Other
Private arrangement
between an insurer
liable to pay
compensation to an
injured worker and a
new employer.

•

May apply for 6 months
or as agreed.

•

May apply to all injuries
or only injuries as
agreed.

Jurisdiction

Program

WorkSafeBC
British Columbia
(WSBC)
(47)

Hire a Worker
–
Cost
Incentives
Programs

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Reduction in
1. Employers submit job
• New
search, advertising opportunity online. Vocational
employers
& hiring costs
rehabilitation consultants review
who
client lists to identify possible
participate in
candidates who match job
the Hire a
requirements & contacts
Worker
employer.
Program
qualify for the
2. Fully funded
2. 100% of the worker’s wage
Cost
work assessment
paid as part of a fully-funded 1Incentives
month work assessment.
Program.

Other
•

•

•
3. Cost shared onthe-job training
program.

4. Protection from
costs of further
injury
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3. After the assessment a costshared training program can
follow where WSBC’s
contribution ↓ as the worker is
trained & the employer’s
contribution ↑ e.g.: 2nd mth;
WSBC pays 75% of the wages
& the employer 25%, 3rd mth;
WSBC & employer pay 50%,
4th mth; WSBC pays 25% &
employer 75%, & 5th mth;
employer pays 100%.
4. Employer protected from cost
of new injury or aggravation of
original injury during the work
assessment. Employer has
some protection from these
costs during training program.
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•

For injured workers
unable to return to their
pre-injury employment
& participating in a
vocational
rehabilitation program.
The work assessment
allows the employer to
assess the suitability of
the worker without
financial risk.
Training programs
normally for 3-6 mths;
can be negotiated
based on employer
needs & worker’s
experience.
Cost of other jobrelated expenses e.g.,
special equipment &
tuition may be covered;
or negotiated with the
employer to share
costs if other
employees also
benefit.

Jurisdiction

Program

Workers’
Compensation
Board (WCB)
Alberta
(42)

Training-onthe-job (TOJ)
Program

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Cost shared on- 1. New employer is reimbursed • New
the-job training
a % of the worker’s salary. The
employer with
program
%s are negotiated with the case
a current
manager & depend on the skills
WCB-Alberta
& abilities the worker brings to
account in
the new job & the skills they are
good
expected to learn.
standing.
Example of cost sharing
arrangements as per
WorkSafeBC’s Cost Incentives
Program.
2. Protection from
claim costs of new
injuries or reinjuries
during TOJ
program.

2. If injured or aggravates a
previous injury claim costs are
applied to the industry not the
employer’s account.

Other
•

•

•
•
•
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For injured workers
unable to return to
original position, or if
no suitable modified
work or other reemployment
opportunities with
original employer.
Duration depends on
skills needed for new
job, worker’s
transferable skills &
time needed to learn
skills; can be up to 4
mths.
WCB identifies training
needed & develops a
suitable training plan.
WCB provides inperson support during
the training.
WCB does not
reimburse overtime,
holiday pay, WCB
premiums etc. as part
of the cost-sharing
arrangements.

Jurisdiction

Program

Workers’
Compensation
Board (WCB) of
Nova Scotia
(16, 17, 49)

‘Employment
Incentives
Program’
(EIP)

On-the-Job
Training
Program

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Wage
1. A forgivable loan paid in
• New
assistance
decreasing amounts over a preemployers
approved period; e.g., full
‘reasonable
amount of the worker’s salary &
certain’ the
benefits for the 1st period while
worker’s fullworker is training, then 50%,
time
then 25% over remaining
employment
periods (depending on worker’s
will continue
capabilities). If the employer
at the end of
hires the worker into a
the EIP
permanent full-time position on
contract.
completion of the work term the
loan is forgiven.
2. Protection from
costs of further
injuries

2. Claim costs for old or new
workplace injuries during the
EIP period are not charged to
the employer’s WCB account.
Thus, estimation of the
employer’s WCB assessment
rate is not affected.

3. Workplace
accommodation
1. Wage subsidy

3. Workplace modifications &
technological enhancements.
1. Employer receives a 100%
wage subsidy & pays no
benefits for a specified period.

ISCRR Research Report# 0913_022.027_R1C

Page 57 of 96

•

New
employers

Other
•

For injured workers
unable to return to
original employment.

•

Case manager,
employer and worker
develop the EIP
contract to meet the
employer’s and
worker’s needs. The
contract stipulates the
length of the
agreement, amount of
wage assistance &
costs the WCB will
cover to accommodate
the worker.

•

Works the same as the
EIP but there is no
commitment by the
employer to hire the
worker at the end of
the term.

Jurisdiction

Program

WorkSafeNB
(New Brunswick)
(48)

On-the-Job
Training
Program

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Financial
1. Financial assistance provided • New
assistance for
for training until full-employment
employers
training
status is reached.
2. Protection from
costs associated
with original injury

2. Any claim costs associated
with the worker’s former injury
are charged to the original
employer.

3. Workplace
modification

3. WorkSafeNB provides
ergonomic modification or
adaptive devices as required.

4. Supporting
services
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4. WorkSafeNB provides
support of a rehabilitation
specialist, occupational
therapist & technological
support as necessary.
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Other
•

For injured workers
unable to return to
original employment.

•

Flexible program
designed to help
injured workers return
to suitable employment
without risk to their
new employer.

•

If employee is not a
good fit for the
workplace, the
employer can end the
agreement at any time
without financial risk or
consequence.

Jurisdiction

Program

Workers’ Safety &
Compensation
Commission
(WSCC),
Northwest
Territories and
Nunavut
(44, 45)

Training on the
Job

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Cost sharing of
1. WSCC may agree to cost
• New
wages.
sharing arrangements for a
employers
‘training on the job’ program.
2. Workplace
modifications

2. WSCC may pay for
workplace modifications.

3. Protection from
cost of pre-existing
conditions.

3. If an employer hires a worker
with a known pre-existing
condition, WSCC protects them
from any re-injury costs for that
condition.

Other
•

•

Work Trial/
Work
Assessment

1. Wage support

1. WSCC may cover a worker’s
wages during a job trial.

•

•

New
employers

•

•
•
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For injured workers
unable to return to
original employer &
participating in a
vocational
rehabilitation program.
Worker becomes an
employee of the new
employer at the start of
the program.
Case manager
negotiates the duration
& cost sharing
arrangement with the
new employer.
For injured workers
unable to return to
original employer &
participating in a
vocational
rehabilitation program.
No commitment for the
employer to hire the
worker.
For 1 month unless
further approval given.

Jurisdiction

Program

Workplace Safety
and Insurance
Board
(WSIB)
Ontario
(39-41, 113)

Work Trial
(as part of a
Work
Transition
Plan)

Workers
Compensation
Board of Prince
Edward Island
(43)

Work
Experience

Table B2
New Employer and other incentives programs: Canada
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible
Employers
1. Wage Support
1. WSIB pays the worker’s full
• New
loss of earnings benefits during
employers or
a work trial.
the pre-injury
employer if
2. Workplace
2. WSIB can pay for
assessing the
Accommodation
modifications & assistive
suitability of
devices that enable the worker
an alternative
to participate in the trial.
job or suitable
occupation.

1. Financial
assistance for
training

1. WCB will provide financial
assistance to an employer to
provide on-the-job training for a
worker.

2. Other financial
support

2. WCB will provide payment for
pre-approved vocational
rehabilitation expenses while a
worker is participating in a
vocational rehabilitation
program.

•

New
employers

Other
•

•

Enables the worker
and employer to
evaluate job fit prior to
hire.
Generally offered for
up to 4 weeks.

•

For workers medically
unable to return to
original employer, if
their employer is
unable to provide
suitable alternative
duties or is not
participating in the
return to work process.

•

Workers must be
participating in a
vocational
rehabilitation program.

Notes: It was determined that work trials, on-the-job training programs and workplace modifications initiatives were available in the Yukon but no further
details on these programs were located.
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Jurisdiction

Program

WorkForce
Safety and
Insurance (WSI)
North Dakota
(18-22)

‘Preferred
Worker
Program’
(PWP)

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Wage
1. WSI may reimburse a new
• New employers
Subsidy
employer up to 50% of the
with an account
worker’s wage (as of their
that is in good
employment date). The
standing with
subsidy is available for up to
WSI.
26 consecutive weeks. It is not
to exceed the State’s average
• At-injury
weekly wage. If the worker
employers ONLY
sustained a catastrophic injury,
if they provide
the reimbursement rate is 75%
permanent
and reimbursement period is
alternative work
52 consecutive weeks. Wage
for the employee
subsidies are not available to
i.e., a position
at-injury employers providing
that requires the
alternative duties for an injured
injured worker to
worker.
perform duties in
another role.
2. Premium
2. Upon hiring a preferred
exemption
worker the worker’s salary is
exempted from estimation of
the employer’s premium, for up
to 3 years. This benefit is not
available to at-injury employers
providing alternative duties for
an injured worker.
3. Claim cost
exemption
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3. If the worker suffers a new
injury during the premium
exemption period, claim costs
are not charged to the
employer. This benefit is not
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Other
•

•

•

•

Eligible workers must have
had a compensable work
injury in North Dakota
impacting their return to
work. They must not have
been released for or have
returned to regular work, or
have refused an offer an
offer of appropriate
employment with the atinjury employer.
Injured workers must be
approved to participate in
the program. When
approved they receive an
Identification (ID) Card.
When a preferred worker is
hired the employer &
worker complete the ID
card which is sent to the
WSI. If approved, the WSI
generates a Preferred
Worker Agreement that
outlines the premium
exemption period &
stakeholder
responsibilities. The
employer & worker sign the
agreement which is
forwarded to WSI.
When the Agreement is in

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
available to at-injury employers
providing alternative duties for
an injured worker.
4. Workplace
Modifications

4. WSI reimburses employers
for approved workplace
modifications.

5. On-site Job
Analysis

5. Upon request, an on-site job
or ergonomic assessment can
be conducted at no cost to the
employer.

6. Preferred
Worker
Benefits

6. These include a range of
benefits for the preferred
worker:
• Once deemed eligible a
work search allowance can
be provided to the worker
for travel expenses,
uniforms, appropriate
interviewing clothing or
other items judged as
mandatory for
employment; max. benefit
= $250
• Testing for certifications,
licensure or other testing
requirements may be
reimbursed, including
physical examinations &
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Other

•

effect, the worker receives
an Eligibility Card. If the
worker changes jobs or
obtains an additional job
the worker can present the
Eligibility Card to the
second employer.
The benefits are available
for full-time, part-time &
temporary work.

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
membership fees required
for the job; max. benefit =
$500
• Upon approval,
reimbursement for tools,
equipment or starter sets
mandatory for
employment; max. benefit
= $2,500
• If the preferred worker has
located work that is = or >
than 35 miles from their
primary residence, moving
or relocation expenses
may be paid.
• Union initiation fees and 1
month current union dues
• Lodgings, meals & travel
expenses may be
reimbursed for the worker
to attend on-the-job
training.
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Other

Jurisdiction

Program

Department of
Consumer &
Business
Services,
Workers’
Compensation
Division
(WCD)
Oregon
(23-25, 124, 125)

‘Preferred
Worker
Program’
(PWP)

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Wage
1. The employer receives a
• New employer,
Subsidy
50% wage subsidy for
at-injury
6months. For workers with an
employer, or both
exceptional disability the
subsidy is for 1year &
• Employers must
reimbursement rate 75%.
have Oregon
The subsidy applies to the
worker’s
worker’s gross wage which
compensation
must be within the prevailing
insurance & be
wage range for that
hiring a preferred
occupation.
worker for a job in
The wage subsidy can be used
Oregon.
x2, once each for 2 different
employers, or x2 with the
same employer for 2 different
jobs. The at-injury employer
may only use the subsidy once
during the eligibility period &
cannot use the subsidy for the
job the worker was in at the
time of their injury unless it has
been modified to overcome the
worker’s restrictions.
2. Premium
exemption
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2. An employer does not pay
workers’ compensation
insurance premiums for a
preferred worker for 3 years.
For the at-injury employer to
be eligible for this they must
provide the worker with a new

Page 64 of 96

Other
•
•

•

•

•

•

Both employers & injured
workers may be eligible for
the program’s benefits.
Eligible workers are
Oregon workers with an
accepted claim from an onthe-job injury in Oregon
that has resulted in a
permanent disability
preventing them from
returning to their regular
work without it being
modified.
Both the worker and atinjury employer can
activate the program. The
at-injury employer may
apply for preferred worker
benefits as soon as the
worker’s permanent
restrictions are known.
There is no time limit on
when the worker can start
using the program’s
benefits.
Usually the process of
becoming a preferred
worker occurs
automatically when the
worker’s claim closes.
Eligible workers are

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
or modified job.
If a worker moves to another
job the premium exemption
benefit is transferred to the
new employer for an additional
3 years. The number of uses
of this benefit in relation to new
employment is unlimited (i.e.,
one, 3-year period per job).
For new employers the
premium exemption period
starts from the date of hire or
date of eligibility, whichever is
the latter.

Other

•

•
3. Claims
costs
exemption

3. The employer is reimbursed
for the cost of all claims during
the 3-year premium exemption
period. The employer’s
insurance premiums are
protected from any impact
from these claims.

4. Workplace
Modifications

4. Modifications can include
tools, equipment &/or worksite
redesign needed to overcome
any injury-caused limitations.
A worker may use worksite
modification assistance x1 with
1 employer & x1 with a 2nd
employer, or twice if with the
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•

•

provided with an
identification (ID) card that
informs a prospective
employer that they are
eligible to offer the
program’s benefits.
Wage subsidies are
available for use with two
employers so the worker
can use them once for a
temporary position & a
second time if they secure
a better or more permanent
position.
If the employer is a selfinsurer, it is recommended
that the worker still
completes their card and
activate their eligibility
period so if they incur a
new injury during their
eligibility period, claim cost
reimbursement can apply
to the claim.
All program benefits must
be reviewed & approved by
the WCD with the
exception of the premium
exemption.
Employment purchases
can’t be used in relation to

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
same employer there is a job
change.
Max. benefit = $25,000
Modifications over $25,000
may be possible if the worker
has an exceptional disability.
5.
Employment
Purchases
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5. Employment purchases are
available to help a worker find,
accept & keep employment in
Oregon:
• Placement assistance to
allow the worker to hire a
vocational counsellor to
help find a job; max.
benefit = $2,000
• Tuition, books & fees to
update existing skills or
build new skills to meet job
requirements; max.
benefits = $1,000
• Occupational certification,
licenses & related testing
costs e.g., for physical
examinations, drug
screening or membership
fees; max. benefit = $500
• Tools & equipment
required for the job; max.
benefit = $2,500
• Clothing required (& not
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Other

•

the worker’s original job
unless it has been modified
to overcome the worker’s
restrictions. At-injury
employers can use each
‘Employment Purchase’
category x1.
Preferred workers can use
most ‘Employment
Purchases’ twice, once
each for 2 different jobs.
The exceptions are moving
expenses (x1 only), &
placement assistance &
miscellaneous purchases
which can be used as often
as needed up to the max.
amount available.

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
provided by the employer);
max. benefit = $400
• Moving expenses for a job
within Oregon but > 50
miles from the worker’s
primary residence
• Union initiation fees or
dues owed, & 1months
current dues.
• Temporary lodgings, meals
& mileage to attend
classes when overnight
travel is required; max.
benefit = $500
• Worksite creation costs to
help an employer create a
new job (e.g., equipment,
furnishings etc.); max.
benefit = $5,000
• Miscellaneous other
purchases excluding
vehicles; max. benefit =
$2,500
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Other

Jurisdiction

Program

Department of
Labor &
Industries,
Workers
Compensation
Services,
Washington
(27-30, 68)

‘Preferred
Worker
Program’
(PWP)

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Claim cost
1. If an employer hires a
• New employers
protection
preferred worker & the worker
suffers a work-related injury or • At-injury
is diagnosed with an
employers if they
occupational disease during
re-employ a
the worker’s eligibility or
worker with a
certification period, the
developmental
employer is protected from the
disability who has
costs of the claim.
been absent from
If a self-insured employer hires
work due to a
a preferred worker who suffers
workplace injury
an injury, they are reimbursed
or occupational
for claims costs after the claim
disease for at
is closed (through the Second
least 14 days.
Injury Fund).
Features of the
PWP relevant to
2. Premium
2. State Fund employers are
these workers are
relief
exempt from paying ‘accident
not described.
fund and medical aid
premiums’ on preferred
workers for their certification
period. However the employer
& preferred worker are still
required to pay the
supplemental pension
premium.

Other
•

•

•

•
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Eligible workers have: an
open claim (for a workrelated injury or illness) or
a claim that closed < 60
days ago, permanent
restrictions due to their
injury or disease such that
they are unable to return to
their employer, & a
vocational counsellor has
recommended them for
preferred worker status.
If their condition improves
& they are released to
return to work with no
restrictions, they are no
longer eligible.
From the date the worker is
approved/certified, benefits
are available for 36
months. If they are
medically unable to work
during their certification
period due to their injury &
their claim is open, they
may be de-certified until
able to look for work again.
There are no limitations on
types of jobs eligible but it
must be within the worker’s
medical restrictions. Can

Jurisdiction

Program

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive

Other

•

•
•

On-the-job
Training

1. Financial
support

1. Training fees provided to
compensate the employer for
their time; available for up to 2
years depending on the skills
needed for the job.

2. Cost
protection

2. Relief from the cost of
claims & premium relief as per
the PWP.
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•

Employers
providing on-site
training for ill or
injured workers
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•

be full or part-time jobs but
benefits are not available to
employers not governed by
the workers compensation
laws of Washington.
A worker can decide
whether to identify
themselves as a preferred
worker to a prospective
employer.
The worker can use the
benefits for two employers
at the same time.
Benefits can be transferred
if the worker changes jobs
(within their 36 month
eligibility period) but the
subsequent employer is
only entitled to benefits for
the remainder of the
worker’s eligibility period.
Employer is not committed
to hire the worker at the
end of the training.

Jurisdiction

Program

Bureau of
Workers’
Compensation
(BWC)
Ohio
(31, 64)

For injured
workers
participating in
vocational
rehabilitation

Work Trial

Table B3
New Employer and some other incentives programs: United States
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Incentive
1. Negotiated incentive
• New employer
Payments
payments for employers who
and at-injury
hire, rehire or retain injured
employers
workers who have completed a • Must be a
rehabilitation plan.
complying
employer in the
Payments negotiated on the
states it is subject
basis of the injured worker’s
to workers
disability, the relationship
compensation
between the disability & job
requirements, or
requirements, & factors
an accepted selfspecific to individual cases.
insurer.
• Out-of-state
employers not
subject to Ohio
workers
compensation
rules can be
eligible if a
reasonable but
unsuccessful
effort has been
made to obtain
employment in
Ohio.
1. Employer
1. The worker is paid living
• New employers,
pays no
maintenance by the BWC
at-injury
salary during
during the trial period.
employers
the trial

ISCRR Research Report# 0913_022.027_R1C

Page 70 of 96

Other
•

Payments not for longer
than 6 months unless the
BWC determines that the
injured worker would
benefit from an extension.

•

Allows an injured worker to
attempt a return to work.
Allows the employer to test,
evaluate & observe the
worker for up to 4 weeks
prior to hiring.

•

Appendix C
Other incentives programs for employers
Details are given on Australian Government incentive programs for those with a disability, two state programs by motor accident insurance
commissions and a work trial program available in New Zealand.

Scheme

Program

Australian
Government

Wage
Subsidy
Scheme
(69)

Enhanced
Wage
Subsidy
(72)

Table C1
Australian Government incentives for employers hiring a person with a disability
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Wage
1. DES provider can negotiate to • Employers who •
subsidy
pay up to $1500 to an employer.
employ a
A maximum of $400 of the wage
person
subsidy can be used for the
registered with
•
purchase of incidental items
a DES provider.
necessary to support the person
in taking up the job placement.
The DES provider can retain
$100 of the $400 as an
•
administration fee.
1. Wage
subsidy

1. Government will pay a wage
subsidy of up to $3000.
: - $1500 at the end of week 13
and $1500 at the end of week 26.

•
•

•

•
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Other
The scheme allows DES
providers to offer wage
subsidies to employers.
Employment must be for a
min. of 8 hrs/wk for at least 13
wks, with a reasonable
expectation of it continuing for
>13 wks.
Not suitable for commission or
subcontracting-type positions.
Aimed at long-term
unemployed job seekers.
Employment for at least 15
hrs/wk for at least 26 wks, &
with a reasonable expectation
of it continuing for >26 wks.
Employer must enter into an
agreement with a DES
provider prior to the job
commencing.
The subsidy is paid directly to
the employer.

Scheme

Program
Wage
Connect
(73)

Table C1
Australian Government incentives for employers hiring a person with a disability
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Wage
1. Wage subsidy of
•
• Employers
subsidy
approximately $6050 per
employing job
placement or $233 per wk.
seekers with
little or no
The subsidy can be claimed as
recent work
frequently as the employer
experience.
desires after they have paid the
•
employee their 1st wages.
•

•

•
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Other
Aimed at very long-term
unemployed, those with
minimal or no recent work
experience. Job seeker must
have been receiving income
support for at least last 2 yrs.
Subsidy will be paid for at
least 26 wks & this can
sometimes be extended.
For full time positions. Parttime positions only in some
circumstances. Jobs must be
ongoing, sustainable & with
an expectation of continuing
for >26 wks. Short term &
temporary jobs not suitable.
Employer must enter into an
agreement with a DES
provider prior to the job
commencing.
The subsidy is paid directly to
the employer.

Scheme

Program
Supported
Wage
System
(71)

Table C1
Australian Government incentives for employers hiring a person with a disability
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Productivity1. Productivity-based wage that
•
based pro-rata
matches the individual’s
wage
independently assessed
productivity rate.
Independent assessor
•
•

•

•
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Other
For workers unable to
maintain a job at full wage
rates due to the effect of their
disability on their productivity.
Worker has same conditions
of employment as co-workers.
There are conditions for
worker eligibility e.g., they
must meet the impairment
criteria for the receipt of the
Disability Support Pension.
Process involves an initial trial
period during which the
worker receives on-the-job
training. The worker’s
productivity is assessed, &
wage support is agreed to.
Worker’s productivity is
reviewed annually or if
significant changes in duties
or productivity.
It is acknowledged that
workers supported by this
scheme are somewhat
different from general workers
compensation populations as
over 70% have either an
intellectual disability or an
acquired brain injury (79).

Scheme

Program
Employment
Assistance
Fund
(70)

Table C1
Australian Government incentives for employers hiring a person with a disability
Type of
Details
Eligible Employers
Incentive
1. Funds for
1. Funds for (but not limited to)
•
• Employers, as
equipment &
cost of modifications to physical
well as workers
work-related
environment & work vehicles,
with a disability
modifications
adaptive equipment, information
and DES
& communication devices.
providers can
apply.
2. Funds for
2. Funds for Auslan interpreting
•
work-related
services for job interviews or
services
work-related activities, and
specialist support for workers
with a learning disorder or mental
health condition. Disability &
deafness awareness training &
mental health first aid training for
existing staff.
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Other
Financial assistance for those
with a disability or mental
health condition, who need
assistance to find and prepare
for work, or if about to start a
job, or if currently working.
Also provides for a free
workplace assessment to help
identify the modifications
required.

Scheme
Transport
Accident
Commission
Victoria
(TAC)
(80)

Table C2
Incentive programs offered by compulsory third party motor insurance schemes
Program
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
1. One-off incentive 1. To assist with administrative costs of
‘Employer
• New
hiring and training a TAC client; generally
payment
Incentives
employers
$500
Package’
(A similar program
2. TAC fully reimburses the employer for
2. Work trial
is available for
hours worked during a work trial.
existing
employers)
3. TAC reimburses employer a % of the
3. Graded wage
hours worked based on the agreed
subsidy
productivity of the worker, e.g. if the client
is assessed as 70% productive in their
required duties TAC reimburses the
employer 30% of the wages for the hours
worked.
Subsidy ↓ as client’s productivity ↑.
Subsidy paid till client performing
required duties.
4. Protection from
costs of further
injuries

4. Employer protected from cost impacts
of injuries during the program including
excess costs incurred & impact on the
employer’s premium. Interstate, selfinsurers & employers covered by
Comcare are ineligible for this protection.

5. Workplace
modifications

5. The reasonable cost of workplace
modifications for assisting return to work
is considered.
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•

•

•

Other
A return to work
specialist
conducts a worksite assessment
to assess client’s
productivity.
Work trials
generally for 4
weeks, & RTW
programs for at
least 18 weeks.
The specialist
monitors the
program & details
changes in the
client’s
productivity.

Scheme

Motor Accident
Insurance
Commission
Queensland
(MAIC)
(81)

Table C2
Incentive programs offered by compulsory third party motor insurance schemes
Program
Type of Incentive
Details
Eligible Employers
Work Trial 1. Wage subsidy
1. Agreed wage subsidies
• Employers
(TAC)
providing a
(80)
2. Protection from
2. Employer indemnified for cost impact
short-term
cost of injuries
of accepted work-related injuries during
work trial
the trial.
Work
Training
Program

1. Host employer
pays no salary
during the trial

1. MAIC claimant performs voluntary
work for a host employer during a work
training period.

2. Employer
protected from cost
impact of injuries
during the training.

2. Claimant is provided with a ‘Personal
Accident Insurance Policy’ which protects
the employer if the claimant is injured
during the training period.

Table C3
New Zealand Work Trial Program
Details

Scheme

Program

Type of Incentive

Accident
Compensation
Corporation
(ACC)
New Zealand

Work
Trial
(126)

1. Employer pays
no salary during
a work trial

1. ACC continues to pay the client
weekly compensation benefits during a
work trial.

2. Protected from
cost impact of
further injuries

2. If client aggravates existing injury or
sustains a new injury & is not on the
employer’s payroll, there is no impact
of the employer’s ACC levy.

Eligible
Employers
• New
employers

Other
•
•
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Other

Employer agrees to
provide supervision &
training during the trial.
Allows employers to
assess the suitability of a
potential employee prior
to offering a job.

Appendix D
Tax incentive options
Details on five tax incentive initiatives from the U.S. and Australia, that encourage the employment or accommodation of those with a disability
are summarised. These initiatives were identified through the literature or website searches. However the extent to which these types of
incentives are available across different jurisdictions has not been assessed and it is unknown whether or not these are typical of other tax
incentives available elsewhere.

Tax
Work Opportunity
Tax Credit;
U.S.
(127)

Disabled Access
Tax Credit;
U.S.
(128)

Table D1
Features of some tax incentive options
Features
a. A U.S. federal income tax credit for employers who hire people in specific target groups.
b. The benefit is only available in relation to new employees who must belong to one of nine target groups; one of
the eligible groups is those with a disability that is a barrier to their employment and is/has received vocational
rehabilitation services.
c. Employers can claim up to 40% of the 1st $6000 in 1st year wages, maximum credit of $2400 per new employee,
for employees who work at least 400 hours; or 25% for those who work at least 120 hours, maximum credit of
$1500.

a. A U.S. federal tax credit available annually for small businesses that make their businesses accessible to
people with disabilities.
b. Small businesses eligible are those with 30 or fewer full-time employees or earned maximum of $1million in
revenue in the previous year.
c. Credit is 50% of expenditures > $250. Maximum benefit is $5000, expenditures not to exceed $10,250
d. Credit available for: purchases of adaptive equipment, equipment modification, removal of architectural barriers
in buildings or vehicles, production of print materials in alternative formats, readers for employees or customers
who have visual impairments, and/or sign language interpreters for employees or customers with a hearing
disability.
e. Does not apply to the cost of new constructions.
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Tax
Architectural and
Transportation Tax
Deduction;
U.S.
(129)

a.
b.
c.
d.

Table D1
Features of some tax incentive options
Features
A U.S. federal tax deduction available annually for businesses that remove physical, structural or transportation
barriers for persons with a disability at the workplace.
A deduction of up to $15,000 per year is available.
Examples of eligible expenses include the provision of accessible car parking spaces or ramps, provision of
restrooms or water fountains accessible to those in a wheelchair, widening of walkways.
Doesn’t apply to new constructions, complete renovations, or normal replacement of property.

Income Tax Benefit
for small businesses
who hire a person
with a disability;
Iowa
(130)

a. A state tax benefit for Iowa employers (for-profit or non-profit) who have 20 or fewer full-time employees and
gross annual revenue of not more than $3 million.
b. Available in regards to (eligible) new employees with a disability, working full- or part-time.
c. Income tax deduction of 65% of the worker’s wages in the 1st 12 mths of employment, maximum deduction of
$20,000 per employee.
d. Conditions in regards to qualifying and non-qualifying businesses.

Disability
Employment Payroll
Tax Rebate
Scheme; N.S.W.
(131, 132)

a. Paid to an employer for an (eligible) new employee with a disability who commences employment between
January 2012 & July 2016.
b. Paid in two instalments: $2000 after 3mths of employment, & $2000 after 6mths of employment.
c. Can be for a full-time, part-time or casual position of at least, on average 12hrs/wk.
d. Can by paid to more than 1 employer at the one time & to subsequent new employers within the eligibility
period.
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Appendix E
Model of employment decision making
Following a national consultative process involving key stakeholders a ‘Model of Employment Decision Making’ was developed (79). The
model defines the key decision-making steps involved when a business thinks about and recruits a person with a disability. As such it provides
a basis for when interventions may be able to be used to encourage changes in employer behaviour. The following depicts the steps of the
model and issues the stakeholders identified as been key to each particular step.
The model was developed on the basis of employers’ attitudes on hiring those with a disability rather than their attitudes on hiring a worker
with a previous work-related injury. As such, though knowledge of the factors that influence an employer’s decision-making process in regard
to employing a worker with a disability may be relevant in a workers’ compensation context there may be limits to the applicability and this
needs to be acknowledged.

Steps
Step 1: Employers think it
reasonable for their
business to hire a person
with a disability

•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Table E1
Key steps in an employer’s decision and relevant factors
Key issues, attitudes and concerns involved at each step
Employers will not consider hiring a person unless they could potentially be ‘the right person for the job’.
Employers with no experience of hiring a person with a disability were concerned about the uncertainty and
potential risks involved. Many had no idea about how to go about hiring a person with a disability and didn’t
know where to go to get information.
Most employers were well intentioned and concerned about ‘doing the right thing’.
When given information on workers’ capabilities they were prepared to consider hiring a person with a
disability.
Employment provider organisations noted that educating employers was effective once they had established
a long-term relationship with the employer.
Larger companies wanted to hear the ‘business case’ for hiring a worker with a disability.
Employers also wanted practical information such as details on insurance, OHS issues, and the
support/benefits they would receive.
The source of the information was important. Employers wanted the option of receiving information from
independent sources as well as from employment provider organisations. Employer-to-employer
communications were viewed as being most trusted e.g., information from an industry group, similar
business or business in their local area.
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Step 2: Someone asks
them to do it and they can
recruit the right person
efficiently

•

A range of communications avenues are desired e.g., 24-hour online access, comprehensive written
information and verbal briefings. Local media was suggested as a popular source of information for small
businesses.

•

Typically most employers don’t think about employing a worker with a disability unless prompted by e.g., an
employment provider organisation, friend or colleague.
Recruitment processes differ between large and small companies and they have different needs. In larger
companies the motivation for hiring may be to meet the company’s diversity policies. It may be that the
person making the final hiring decision is championing the issue for personal reasons.
Employers valued one-stop points of contact that were free of charge and focused on meeting their needs
rather than the job candidate’s.
Large employers wanted to fill their vacancies rather than create a job for specific individuals.
Employment provider organisations that specialised in providing services for those with a disability felt they
worked best with smaller companies as they could better match the person’s capacities with job
requirements.

•
•
•
•

Step 3: They can try it and
see if it will work

•
•

Step 4: They pay a fair
day’s wage for a fair day’s
work

•

Step 5: The person with
the disability can be
integrated into the
workplace

•
•

•

•
•
•

Employment provider organisations saw work trials as an invaluable way to allow the applicant to
demonstrate their capabilities and to address employers’ fears.
Many employers were unclear about the requirements of work trials.
Most employers who participated in the focus groups and meetings felt that paying wages based on
productivity capacity would encourage businesses to give those with a disability a job.
Difficulties with this approach were noted i.e., assessing productive capacity if the level of disability was not
stable, positions were measuring productivity and/or the quality of the work produced was challenging, and
inconsistencies in productivity assessments by different assessors.
Securing a job is the beginning of the integration process.
Employers often needed ongoing post-placement support to ensure the worker is integrated into the work
team as well as the workplace, over the long-term.
Some employers said they would not employ a worker with a disability unless they received some assistance
with up-front costs, as ‘it should not cost the employer more’.
In regards workplace modifications schemes, employers expressed concerns over the certainty of funding,
the efficiency of program administration, and eligibility criteria.
Employers highly valued ongoing support and high quality services from employment provider organisations.
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•
•

Step 6: It worked and they
have somewhere to go for
help if things go wrong

•
•
•
•
•

Most employers wanted to work with one employment provider organisation and develop a long-term
relationship.
Though most employment provider organisations met employer expectations, there were some instances
where employers considered the providers hadn’t sufficiently considered or understood their businesses or
their needs.
Whether a business was ‘prepared to do it all again’ depended on peer support, recognition and confidence
in the recruitment process.
Employers who had successfully employed people with a disability reported access to further information as
well as advice and support from their peers, professional associations or networks as a way of encouraging
further recruitment.
Employers valued connections with peers so they could share experiences, learn from others and gain
support. Those without support networks reportedly found it difficult to deal with post-placement issues.
While many employers had existing networks, disability-related issues typically weren’t raised (except in
human resource conferences) and most employers had to initiate mechanisms themselves if they wanted the
support of their peers.
Employers appreciated and wanted recognition including local rewards to acknowledge exceptional
achievements in employing those with a disability.

Source: (79, p.29-40)
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Appendix F
General characteristics of main types of incentives used in workers compensation incentive programs
In this appendix the specific features of the different types of incentives that have been identified are presented. For convenience the
incentives are grouped into direct hiring incentives, incentives concerned with cost protection measures, and different subsidisation measures.
For the most part references used to compile these descriptions are not indicated in this table, but are those used in Appendix B.

Characteristic
1. Wage subsidy percentages

2. Wage subsidy and incentive
payment amounts
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Table F1
General characteristics of direct hiring incentives
Description
When a new employer hires a previously-injured worker:
a. Wage subsidies paid may be a constant or variable % of the worker’s wage.
b. Constant % rates used ranged from 30% to 75%.
c. The subsidy % may vary depending on the severity of the injury e.g., 50% of the worker’s
wages, or 75% if the worker suffered a catastrophic injury.
d. Subsidies can be estimated using a worker’s wage that includes or excludes allowances,
superannuation, overtime, commissions, and fringe benefits.
e. In one scheme the worker’s wage on which the subsidy is estimated, must be within the
prevailing wage range for that occupation.
a. These may be set, based on various factors, or able to be privately negotiated (between e.g.,
the new employer and the time-of-injury employer’s insurer).
b. The amount paid may vary (e.g., $400/wk for weeks 1-12, $500/wk for weeks 13-26, and
$600/wk for weeks 27-52).
c. Either total amount paid is capped or amounts paid for sub-periods are capped (e.g., in a 52
week subsidy period, a maximum of $8000 is paid for 1st 13 weeks).
d. In one program the incentive payment is the lesser of 45% of the worker’s average weekly
earnings, and 50% of the wage payable for the employment.
e. One scheme specifies that the subsidy amount is not to exceed average weekly wage for the
jurisdiction, another that the payment must be less than the worker’s wages (excluding
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Characteristic

3. Wage subsidy and incentive
payment duration

4. Wage subsidies associated with
on-the-job training programs

5. Wages subsidies associated with
work trials
6. Forgivable Loan

7. Other

8. Exclusion of the injured worker’s
salary from calculation of the
employer’s workers compensation
premium
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Table F1
General characteristics of direct hiring incentives
Description
superannuation) and if the worker’s wage is less than the subsidy amount, payments can be
restricted to be equivalent to the worker’s gross wage.
a. This can be variable (e.g., 3-6 months), for a set period (e.g., 12 months) or is a once-off.
b. Duration may vary depend on the severity of the injury (e.g., max. of 26 weeks, or 52 weeks
if the worker suffered a catastrophic injury).
c. It may be able to be extended if it is deemed that an extension would benefit the worker.
a. Wage subsidies can be paid for on-the-job training programs as outlined in Table B2.
b. In training programs the subsidy: can be negotiated; used to reflect the skills the worker is
expected to learn, their existing skills and abilities, and the skills and requirements of the job.
c. In one scheme the employer only becomes eligible for a wage subsidy after the worker has
completed an initial training period (12 weeks) and a further 12 weeks of paid employment.
a. The wages/income of a worker during a work trial may be paid by the time-of-injury employer,
insurer or workers compensation authority.
a. In one scheme the ‘wage assistance’ component is a forgivable loan i.e., the subsidy is paid
over a pre-approved period to employers reasonably certain that the worker’s full-time
employment will continue after the incentive program is completed. If the worker is employed
by the employer the wage assistance loan is forgiven.
a. In one scheme the wage subsidy benefit can be used x2 i.e., once each for 2 different
employers or with the same new employer x2 but for 2 different jobs. It can be used by the
time-of-injury employer x1 but not in relation to the job at injury if it has not been modified.
a. In a handful of schemes the worker’s salary is exempted from the calculation of the new
employer’s workers compensation premium.
b. The period for exemption ranged from 2 to 3 years from the date of hire; in 1 scheme if the
worker changed employers the premium exemption benefit is transferred to the new
employer for an additional 3 years. In this scheme this feature can be used repeatedly.
c. Not all employers are eligible; interstate and federal government employers were ineligible in
one scheme, and in 2 out of 3 schemes time-of-injury employers were also ineligible.
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Characteristic
1. Protection from costs
associated with original
compensable injury

2. Protection from costs of a
new compensable injury

3. Second Injury Funds
(46, 50, 52-54, 59, 113, 133,
134)

Table F2
General characteristics of cost impact protection measures
Description
If the newly-hired employee suffers an exacerbation/aggravation of their original injury or an injury related
to their original claim:
a. Some new employers are protected from all claim costs and impacts on their premium including
administration expenses,
b. The cause of the exacerbation needs to be work-related,
c. The duration of protection varies and typically lasts for the duration of the incentive program
applicable to the worker (e.g., 3 months to 3 years). In one scheme the benefit period (3 years)
recommences if the worker moves to a new employer.
If the newly-hired employee sustains a new work-related injury;
a. Some new employers are protected from claims costs associated with the new injury and any
impact on their premium.
b. Some are required to pay excess costs associated with the new injury.
c. As above, the duration of the benefit varies.
d. In some schemes, if the new employer is self-insured, the workers compensation authority
reimburses the employer for the costs of a new claim after the claim has closed.
Second Injury Funds have various purposes and characteristics. For example;
a. Typically it has to be shown that the resulting disability from a workplace injury is substantially
greater due to the combination of an existing impairment or disability and subsequent injury, than it
would have been from the subsequent injury alone. However;
b. in one scheme the original injury and the subsequent injury each had to be at least 20% of the
entire member for compensation funds to be paid,
c. in one the combined effect of the injury and previous disability must result in permanent disability of
at least 70%,
d. in others the worker had to be certified as permanently and totally disabled.
e. Often funds weren’t payable till after employer/insurer had completed payments for the 2nd injury.
f. Some funds provided for compensation and medical expenses, some don’t cover medical costs.
g. In some the previous condition had to be a barrier to the person’s employment.
h. The amount of cost relief mostly wasn’t specified but in one fund the requirements for 50% or 100%
claim cost relief were outlined.
i. For some funds employers have to have demonstrated awareness of the pre-existing condition prior
to the second injury to be eligible for cost relief.
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Characteristic
1. Eligible items

2. Availability

3. Reimbursement

Table F3
General characteristics of workplace accommodation incentives
Description
a. Can include funds for workplace modifications, specialised equipment (e.g., large screen monitors),
technical items (hardware, software), on-site job analysis, ergonomic assessments and worksite
redesign.
b. In a few schemes funds were also available for tools mandatory for the position.
a. In one scheme it was indicated that worksite modifications benefits can be used twice by new
employers i.e., once each with two different new employers or twice with the same new employer but
for two different jobs.
b. In one scheme time limits for accessing the benefits were stated; for a new employer 3 years from the
date of hire.
c. On-the-job training programs and work trials may also include the provision of subsidised workplace
accommodations.
a. Schemes vary in their coverage of these costs ranging from the cost of minor workplace modifications
and equipment only, to a maximum benefit in one scheme of up to $25,000 US.
b. Amounts payable may be able to be negotiated.
c. In one on-the-job training program, if other employees were also likely to benefit from the
modifications cost-sharing arrangements with the employer could be negotiated.
d. Amounts payable typically needed prior approval.
e. Employers or employees can be reimbursed for the item or the authority can pay vendors directly.
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Characteristic
1. General

2. Host employer
rights and
responsibilities

3. Financial
implications/
incentives

Table F4
General characteristics of work trials, work experience, host placements or host employment
Description
a. An injured worker is placed with a host employer if their at-injury employer is unable to provide them with
suitable duties to facilitate their return to work. A workplace assessment may be done to assess the safety and
suitability of a proposed trial.
b. Trials vary in duration e.g., 3 weeks to 3 months but can be extended.
c. Trainees may be able to participate in more than one trial.
d. Objectives include establishing a working relationship with a potential new employer, facilitating the worker’s
return to work, improving their fitness and capacity for work, and training and learning new skills.
a. An employer can be a host if they have no workers compensation liability to the worker, and no employeremployee relationship.
b. Host employers are not obliged to employ the worker on completion of the trial.
c. Host employers agree to provide appropriate supervision for the worker and a safe workplace. They may also
agree to provide training and/or have other reporting responsibilities.
d. Host employers may be restricted from having more than 1 trainee at a time (especially if a small employer) so
that the worker’s/trainee’s training and employment opportunities are enhanced.
a. During a trial the trainee receives; weekly income benefits from the authority or their time-of-injury employer, or
they are paid for the hours they work by the time-of-injury employer with incapacity benefits paid if they work <
than their pre-injury hours, or they may receive a living maintenance payment during a trial.
b. The host employer does not pay the worker/trainee a wage during the trial.
c. Host employers are not required to pay workers compensation insurance for a worker/trainee during a trial.
d. If the worker sustains a new injury or aggravates their existing injury during the trial, the costs are (generally)
covered by the workers compensation authority funding the trial.
e. The authority may also cover additional costs the employer may incur, if caused by the worker.
f. Trials provide the host employer with the opportunity to observe, test and evaluate the worker prior to hiring.
g. In some programs if a host hires the worker/trainee on completion of the trial they become eligible for incentive
payments. In other programs if a host hires the worker/trainee they may be exempted from the costs of a workrelated exacerbation of the worker’s existing compensable injury (for a period of time).
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Characteristic
1. General

2. Length of
subsidised
training period
3. Financial
implications/
incentives

a.
b.
c.
d.
e.
f.
g.
a.
b.
a.

b.
c.
d.
e.

Table F5
General characteristics of on-the-job training programs
Description
Can be used for injured workers unable to return to their original position/time-of-injury employer.
Workers compensation authority may pre-screen trainees and assist with determining training required and
developing a training plan.
An ergonomic assessment may be conducted prior to the training commencing.
Employers need to be ‘in good standing’ with the authority to be eligible for a subsidised training program.
Training occurs at an employer’s workplace and the worker learns job-specific skills.
Programs can be tailored to the needs of individual workplaces.
Generally it appears there is no obligation for the employer to hire the worker on completion of the program.
The training period may be negotiated on the basis of the employer’s needs, the worker’s transferable skills
and experience, the skills required for the position, and the amount of training required.
Some programs run for 6-8 weeks, some for 3 to 6 months, others provide training fees to compensate the
employer for their time for up to 2 years.
Funding arrangements vary: they may be cost-shared with the employer, the subsidy paid may be a constant
proportion of the worker’s wage (e.g., 50%, 100%) or the employer may be reimbursed on a sliding scale as
the worker becomes more productive or fully trained e.g., the workers compensation authority pays full weekly
benefits or 100% of the worker’s wage for a fully-funded 1 month work assessment (to allow confirmation of
the worker’s suitability for the position). After the work assessment a cost-sharing program commences e.g.,
i.
The authority pays 75% of the worker’s wages during the 2nd month and the employer 25%.
ii.
The authority and employer both pay 50% of the worker’s wages during the 3rd month.
iii.
The authority pays 25% of the worker’s wages during the 4th month and the employer 75%.
iv.
By the 5th month the employer is paying 100% of the worker’s wages.
Alternatively, funding can be negotiated and depend on the worker’s skills and the skills the worker is expected
to learn. Reimbursement may be based on payments that exclude overtime hours, holiday pay etc.
The financial benefit may be conditional on the employer hiring the worker on completion of the training.
The employer is (generally) protected from the cost of claims for new injuries and/or aggravations of the
original injury during the training period, and from the impact of these on the estimation of their premium.
The cost of workplace modifications may also be fully or partially subsidised.
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