
 

 

 

 

DETERMINING AUTHORITY CLAIM FORM 
APPROVALS 

STREAMLINING OPTIONS – DISCUSSION PAPER 

Requirement for claim forms 

The Safety, Rehabilitation and Compensation Act 1988 (SRC Act) requires that, before workers’ 

compensation entitlements can be provided to an injured worker, the worker must make a claim 

under the Act. 

Section 54(2)(a) of the SRC Act states that a valid claim for workers’ compensation is to be 

made by giving ‘the relevant authority’ a ‘written claim in accordance with the form approved by 

Comcare…’. 

In the context of a claim for workers’ compensation, the term ‘relevant authority’ means a 

‘determining authority’ (DA). In the Comcare scheme, this means the self-insuring licensees as 

well as Comcare itself.1 

Requirement for approval of claim forms 

Comcare has, to date, interpreted the words ‘…written claim in accordance with the form 

approved by Comcare’ in section 54 to mean that all DA claim forms must be approved ‘by 

Comcare’. Section 74(1A) of the SRC Act states that Comcare is constituted by its CEO. Comcare 

takes this to mean that workers’ compensation claim forms are to be approved by the CEO (or 

delegate of the CEO) before DAs begin to use them for claims management. 

All licensees, as well as Comcare, have their own individual claim forms. A number of licensees 

are part of corporate groups (for example, Commonwealth Bank and John Holland entities), in 

which case a single claim form is usually shared across the related licensees. 

Licensees’ claim forms are initially approved by the Comcare CEO at the time they are first 

granted a self-insurance licence. Comcare’s own claim form has also been approved by the CEO 

as amended from time to time.  

Current approach for amending claim forms 

There is no agreed process currently for amendments to licensee and Comcare claim forms. 

However the process described below is generally followed. 

When a licensee wishes to change its claim form, it submits an amended draft to Comcare for 

review. Comcare’s SRC Act legislative policy area reviews the claim form and provides feedback 

to the licensee which is almost always accepted. If requested by the licensee, and depending on 

the extent of the changes, Comcare then arranges for its CEO to approve the new form. Comcare 

                                           

1 This discussion paper does not cover military claims made under the SRC Act. 
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also submits its own claim form through the same process before seeking CEO approval for any 

changes.  

Comcare has operated on the understanding that relatively minor changes which do not change 

the substance of the forms do not require CEO approval. In this regard, Comcare is aware of 

circumstances where licensees have made changes to their claim forms without seeking Comcare 

approval. 

The role of the Comcare policy team, while not legislatively based, is to ensure equity of 

outcomes for injured workers. It does this by ensuring: 

 questions asked of claimants are reasonable and lawful; 

 there is no substantial variation from the questions asked of claimants by other DAs; and 

 there are no misleading or incorrect statements in the forms about the claimant’s rights 

or entitlements under the SRC Act. 

Note that, historically, not all DAs have submitted their claim forms for new approvals when 

changes were made from time to time. This has most likely been based on a lack of clarity 

among DAs as to when CEO approval is required for claim form amendments. To date, there has 

also not been specific advice or guidance provided by Comcare to the scheme on this issue.  

Problems with the current approach 

In summary, the current approach is administratively burdensome and unclear, with inconsistent 

approaches developing over time across scheme DAs. It causes unnecessary complexity and  

red-tape as it requires a new CEO approval every time there is a substantial change to any 

licensee’s claim form. 

In addition, there is no clarity as to what level of change is actually sufficiently ‘substantial’ to 

warrant a new CEO approval. It has been understood by Comcare that changes to branding, 

contact details, etc, are peripheral to the form itself and do not require approval, nor would 

minor corrections to questions. Nothing in the SRC Act itself, however, actually prescribes what 

changes to a form are sufficiently ‘substantial’ to require approval, and the SRC Act does not 

currently make provision for guidelines on this subject. 

Given the problems with this approach, variation has developed across DAs with some 

potentially, at times, having significant unapproved variations to claim forms. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Questions for discussion: 

 What problems do DAs see with the current approach? 

SRCLA Response:  

The process for approval is too long and onerous, and   

Because it is too onerous this restricts progression of smaller changes 

 

 How do DAs determine whether or not Comcare approval is required for 

amendments they make to their claim forms? 

Most licencees discuss this with their Account Manager  
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Principles guiding the revised approach 

Comcare’s view is that a new approach is needed to claim forms across the scheme. In future, 

the development, approval and use of claim forms should be: 

 subject to as little ‘red tape’ as possible; 

 easily understood and accessible to all involved; 

 as consistent as possible, while still allowing for the individual needs of determining 

authorities;  

 done in such a way that it is clear a form is ‘approved’ for the purposes of the SRC Act; 

 aimed at reducing the length and complexity of all claim forms, wherever feasible; and 

 based on an information-focussed approach rather than strict adherence to specific forms 

(meaning that the emphasis is on ensuring claims managers have the information they 

need to make a decision, rather than focussing on the specific form used to provide that 

information). 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Comcare has identified a number of ways this could be achieved, as set out below. 

Comcare considers that all the options discussed in this paper are legally possible 

under the current provisions of the SRC Act. 

 

1. Mutual recognition 

The Queensland, New South Wales and Victorian workers’ compensation authorities have agreed 

to a form of ‘mutual recognition’ of their claim forms. Comcare understands this was achieved as 

part of the temporary advisory group processes for the Heads of Workers’ Compensation 

Authorities (HWCA). 

In practice, this means that all three jurisdictions rely on certain key questions which are asked 

in all their forms. A claimant can then, for example, submit the Queensland claim form in 

Victoria. The Victorian claims manager would rely on the relevant information supplied on the 

Queensland form to commence the claims determination process, and would then contact the 

claimant to obtain any further information required.  

Questions for discussion 

 Are there any other principles which should be applied in claim form development and 

approval? 

SRCLA feedback:   Two additional principles for consideration: 

 Aim should be to gather sufficient information to progress the claim rather than 

gathering as much information as possible to cover all situations that might arise; 

 Facilitate transition for the use of electronic claim forms.  This could include questions 

that are only applicable to employees in certain parts of a DA’s business 
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Attachment 1 is an extract of the first page of the Workcover NSW claim form as an example of 

this approach. The question highlighted in yellow enables claimants to specify where they wish to 

lodge their form. 

This approach is superficially attractive as it means the injured worker need not be too 

concerned with the exact form they are submitting. This may be useful in the Comcare context 

where many doctors and others are more used to working with state scheme forms, and may 

simply use such forms out of habit when dealing with Comcare matters. Nevertheless, 

implementation may also prove to be difficult and time-consuming, as Comcare would have to 

work with the States and Territories to gain agreement. 

However, even if this option can be adopted, it does not avoid the fundamental problem that 

each determining authority will, in many cases, have to go back to the worker to obtain further 

information anyway. In addition, each jurisdiction’s claim form contains detailed information on 

deadlines, contact details etc (as can be seen in the extracted first page of the NSW claim form), 

which are specific to that jurisdiction. This will likely confuse workers and others (such as 

doctors) who are making claims in the Comcare scheme. 

Comcare’s view is that this option is not preferred. However, consideration could be 

given to establishing a rule of practice that, where a claim is made on any Australian 

workers’ compensation claim form (either of a state/territory or any Comcare DA), 

Comcare scheme DAs accept the form as a claim having been made, and use all 

relevant information on the form to commence processing the claim, with the claimant 

approached to provide any further information as required. 

The SRCLA does not agree with this consideration.  The accessibility of claim forms from DA’s is 

relatively easy.   A claim form a can be obtained just as quickly from a DA as it can from a state 

scheme regulator.  Allowing different claim forms with differing information and differing layouts 

also reduces productivity with data input where high volumes of claims are received eg Telstra 

and Aust Post.   One of the benefits of the SRC act for national employers is consistency across 

all jurisdictions for their employees.   Enabling employees to use other jurisdiction claims forms 

removes consistency for employers and creates confusion for workers.        

There have been attempts to harmonise claim forms (HOWCA) over the years but every state 

eventually reverted to their own preferences.      

  

2. Single Comcare claim form 

There is no apparent legal barrier in the SRC Act to the Comcare CEO (or delegate) mandating 

the use of a single claim form for use by all determining authorities. In effect, this approved 

claim form could be used by all claimants across the scheme when submitting initial claims for 

workers’ compensation. This would provide a simple and straightforward solution as it would be 

clear that a single claim form is used for any workers’ compensation claim made in the Comcare 

scheme.  

A single scheme-wide claim form, however, would have the following challenges: 

 less flexibility for licensees who currently are able to use their own claim forms; 

 need for one claim form to meet the information needs of all scheme DAs; and 

 need to list all DA contact details so there is no confusion as to where claim forms are 

lodged.  
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An example of a claim form which covers numerous determining authorities is the Workcover SA 

form. On the South Australian claim form (extracted at Attachment 2), workers are directed to 

the website to search for their relevant claims agent, if unsure. This is not necessarily desirable 

as it could easily lead to confusion, and may also prevent those without internet access from 

easily identifying where they should lodge their claim.  

The new single Comcare claim form could have a guide attached advising where claims should be 

lodged, but this would need to be regularly updated and republished every time a DA in the 

scheme changed contact details, and as new licensees enter the scheme. 

In practice, most licensee claim forms are based on the Comcare claim form, so to a large extent 

there is already a basis for developing a single scheme-wide claim form.  

The Comcare claim form, itself, however, is not ideal compared to other scheme forms. It has 

many more pages than the equivalent forms in state workers’ compensation schemes, as 

demonstrated below. There is clearly scope for simplification of Comcare’s current claim form. 

 

Jurisdiction Claim form length – 

employee (pages) 

Claim form length – 

employer (pages) 

Total length 

(pages) 

(including notes) 

Comcare 14 5 20 

NSW Workcover 2¾ pages Approx ¼ page 3½ 

Victoria Worksafe 4 (2 pages of form, 2 

pages of notes) 

(separate form – 2 

pages of forms, 2 

pages of notes) 

4 

QLD Workcover Approx 1 page Approx ½ page 2 

WA Workcover Approx 1½ pages Approx ½ page 6 

SA Workcover Approx 2 pages 

(separate form) 

Approx 2 pages 

(separate form) 

8 

Comcare’s view is that the option of a single claim form for the scheme should be 

explored further. However, such a claim form should be significantly shorter than the 

current Comcare form. 

In 2013, Comcare undertook work on streamlining its claim form (which reached the stage set 

out at Attachment 4). This document was distributed to DAs during 2013 as part of a 

preliminary consultation process and is attached for reference only. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Questions for discussion 

 Would a single Comcare claim form be appropriate for the scheme as a whole? 

SRCLA response: The SRCLA believes a one size fits all is not the best approach nor do 

they support a jurisdictional form as it will not necessarily address the needs of individual 

licensees.  The current system is working for members with the exception of the protracted 

process for changes.  Despite the fact the process for change is not often, if this was 

removed and option 5 adopted the issue is resolved.   

 Are there any significant DA-specific issues that would require the use of individual DA 

claim forms? 

SRCLA response:   Yes there would be situations where a DA may have specific issues 

that need to be addressed.  These could relate to internal systems specific to the DA or to 

address trends/experience occurring within the DA. 
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3. Template form 

A more flexible variation of a single Comcare claim form would be for the Comcare CEO to 

approve a scheme-wide claim form template document which could contain: 

 an unbranded claim form with approved questions; 

 space within the template for a DA to add limited extra questions or information within 

certain limits (to be verified during routine Comcare audits); and 

 an ability for each DA to brand the form with its own logos and contact details etc. 

 

Comcare would also need to issue guidance to DAs on what types of ‘extra’ questions could be 

asked in line with the requirements of the SRC Act. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Guidance 

 

 

The ‘lightest touch’ approach would be for Comcare to simply issue guidance to the scheme on 

what should (and should not) be in a claim form. Comcare understands it would be legally 

possible to move to an approach where the Comcare CEO issues an approved list of information 

that must be included in a DA claim form for it to be an ‘approved’ form for the purposes of 

section 54 of the ARC Act. 

At a bare minimum, for example, the National Data Set for Compensation Statistics 

(Attachment 3) could be used as the basis for what should be in a form, in addition to other 

Comcare scheme-specific requirements.  

 

 

 

 

 

Other issues 

 

Questions for discussion: 

 To what extent would a form of guidance provide certainty for DAs when designing 

claim forms? 

 What are some of the practical difficulties that could be encountered by DAs using this 

approach? 

SRCLA response:   The guidance would needs to be clear so that it is not misinterpreted by 

DAs or by auditors.  To test the clarity this could be discussed at the next DA forum or 

licensee reps could participate in a workshop 

 

Questions for discussion: 

 Would a claim form template achieve most of the benefits of a single claim form but 

still allow for some DA variation? 

SRCLA response: 

The SRCLA unanimously agree that a template with basic requirements would be a good 

starting point for some DAs who would then add their company specific requirements and 

that this would be valuable for new licensees 

 What types of questions or other information would DAs need to put in their own claim 

forms? 

SRCLA response: 

This can vary between DA’s given the different industries and nature of work for example 

construction, transport, finance and telecommunications    
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Claims determination time limits 

The 2011 amendments to the SRC Act introduced the possibility of statutory time limits for 

claims determination. Any significant changes to claim form procedures may have consequences 

for the speed with which DAs can make determinations on claims, potentially causing difficulties 

if new claim forms do not allow for the collection of the same level of information as the current 

DA forms. Therefore, any new process will need to take into account the need for all necessary 

information to be supplied to the claims manager in as timely a way as possible. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Other legislation 

 

Legislation other than the SRC Act can affect how DAs conduct their claims management work. 

An example is the recent change to the Australian Privacy Principles under the Privacy Act 1988. 

In that case, DAs needed to amend their claim forms to reflect the new Principles. However, 

Comcare is unable to approve or certify statements or information in claim forms relating to 

legislation other than the SRC Act (for example – new privacy statements).  

Questions for discussion: 

 Would shorter claim forms potentially have the unintended consequence of increasing 

the time needed to determine claims? 

SRCLA response 

In some cases it may and others not, however there needs to be a balance between 

receiving the claim early and sufficient detail to make a decision.   Whilst a shorter claim 

form will likely increase the time needed to determine claims, the opposing argument is that 

a lengthy claim form could result in a delay in submitting a claim.  However early 

intervention at time of incident would ensure minimal delays in any medical interventions 

and rehabilitation/RTW and recovery.  Most Licensees have effective early intervention 

programs and therefore the length of the claim form is somewhat irrelevant.     

 Are there any other concerns or issues with claim form approvals? 

 

Questions for discussion: 

 Which of the proposed options in this paper would best suit DA obligations and 

Comcare’s role in relation to legislation other than the SRC Act? 

SRCLA response:   Option 5.   

 Are there any other concerns or issues with the impact of other legislation on claim 

forms? 

SRCLA response:   None  
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Attachment 1 – First page of NSW claim form 
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Attachment 2 – Extract of SA claim form 
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A. RECORD IDENTIFIER  

A1 Unique record identifier  

B. CLAIM PROCESS DETAILS  

B1 Claim status  

B2 Date determined  

B3 Date of report to employer  

B4 Date of notification/lodgement of claim  

B5 Work status  

C. CLAIMANT DETAILS  

C1 Industry of employer  

C2 Size of employer  

C3 Date of birth  

C4 Sex  

C5 Postcode of residence  

C6 Occupation  

C7 Duty status  

C8 Number of hours usually worked each week  

C9 Normal weekly earnings  

C10 Labour hire indicator  

C11 Apprentice/trainee indicator  

D. OCCURRENCE DETAILS  

D1 Date of occurrence/report  

D2 Industry of workplace  

D3 Postcode of workplace  

D4 Nature of injury/disease  

D5 Bodily location of injury/disease  

D6 Mechanism of injury/disease  

D7 Agency of injury/disease  

D8 Breakdown agency of injury/disease  

E. OUTCOME OF OCCURRENCE  

E1 Time lost  

          E2 Compensated fatality indicator 

 

Attachment 3 – National Data Set  


