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Executive Summary

Introduction

This report presents the findings from the WorkSafeNB 2010 Client Satisfaction Survey conducted by
Corporate Research Associates (CRA) between September 3 and November 12, 2010. The primary
objective of this 11" wave of WorkSafeNB’s client satisfaction study is to measure key elements of client
satisfaction across several target groups. The Client Satisfaction Survey is an integral measurement of
WorkSafeNB’s Service Goal of providing effective programs and services, implemented with care,
compassion, efficiency, promptness, and fairness, to benefit both workers and employers. Consistent with
past methodologies, this annual study aims at capturing feedback from five specific target groups:

e Injured workers;

e General workers, who have not sustained a workplace injury;

e Registered employers, who maintain a WorkSafeNB account with paid assessments;

e Non-registered employers, who are small employers not requiring a WorkSafeNB account; and

e Stakeholders from industry groups and associations.

More specifically, data collection and analysis efforts conducted as part of this study sought to meet the
following objectives:

e Measure overall satisfaction with key service areas;

e Examine overall satisfaction with quality of service;

e Measure awareness of WorkSafeNB programs and services;

e Evaluate access to program and services information;

e Determine satisfaction with case management services;

e Determine awareness of workers’ compensation and occupational health and safety legislation;

e Explore clients’ perceptions of WorkSafeNB’s ability to balance benefits and remain accountable to
stakeholders;

e Investigate perceptions of workplace safety, including internal responsibility for health and safety;
and

e Examine trends and patterns over the years since the initial launch of this study in 2000.

To meet the above objectives, data was collected by means of a telephone survey. Five separate surveys
were completed to capture measures across all groups, with more than 1,700 interviews completed as
follows:

e 802 surveys with injured workers;

e 382 surveys with general workers;

e 265 surveys with registered employers;

e 200 surveys with non-registered employers; and

e 63 surveys with stakeholders.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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At times, stakeholders were asked their perceptions of the opinion of injured workers and registered
employers. These perceptions are labelled as “stakeholders — workers” and “stakeholders — employers”.

Statistical reliability and survey length varies across each respondent group. The following table provides
the survey length for each respondent group and the achieved margin of error, considering a 95% level of

confidence.

Injured Workers General Workers Non-Registered Registered Stakeholders
Employers Employers

Respondent NB workers who NB workers who NB employers not NB employers Industry group/

Group: have filed a have never filed a registered with registered with association members
workplace injury workplace injury WorkSafeNB (< 3 WorkSafeNB (3+ who represent
compensation claim compensation claim employees) employees) employer or worker

groups

Sample Size: n=802 n=382 n=200 n=265 n=63

Margin of Error: +/-3.4% (95%Cl) +/-5.0% (95%Cl) +/-6.9% (95%Cl) +/-6.0% (95%Cl) n/a

Average  Survey | 14 minutes 8 minutes 8 minutes 12 minutes 17 minutes

length:

The data was weighted for both injured workers and registered employers in order to reflect the known
population distribution for both these groups. The final injured workers sample was weighted by injured
worker type, whereas registered employers were weighted by payroll size. Interviews were conducted in
either French or English, as per the preference of participants.

This report provides a detailed analysis of opinions across each respondent group and provides readers
with key conclusions. A description of the methodology used and appendices are presented at the end of
the report. Table references in the report refer to the tables attached in the appendices. It should be noted
that occasionally overall results may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding and where multiple
responses are permitted, the totals may exceed 100 percent.

Comments from open-ended questions are included throughout this report. It is important to note that
these comments are not statistically reliable, and represent individual respondent’s perspective. They are
presented only to provide qualitative supplementation to the findings.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Summary of Key Findings

The results of the WorkSafeNB Client Satisfaction Study indicate that most injured workers and registered
employers are generally satisfied, both overall and across aspects of service. While the Client Satisfaction
Index (CSI) for both respondent groups has declined slightly, it is just below the 80 percent target. It is also
important to note that the satisfaction levels among registered employers are affected somewhat by their
lack of ability to rate various aspects of service. In other words, they do not have sufficient experience with
certain aspects of service to indicate whether they are satisfied or dissatisfied. The CSl is calculated based
on all registered employers, including those who do not provide a definite indication of satisfaction or
dissatisfaction.

Service Goal

Regression analyses! reveal that the strongest drivers of overall satisfaction for injured workers are

effective handling of clients’ claims and understanding client needs, while the strongest drivers of overall
satisfaction for registered employers are understanding of client needs and keeping the client informed and
up-to-date. In reference to these top drivers, a few key points merit mention:

e While satisfaction with respect to understanding registered employers’ needs remains at a high
level year-over-year, there continues to be a decline in injured workers’ satisfaction with this area;

e Satisfaction with effective handling of problems is high among injured workers; and

e Satisfaction with being kept up-to-date is high among registered employers.

Satisfaction with overall quality of service is high among injured workers and registered employers.
Satisfaction with services received from the case manager is also high among injured workers, as well as
among registered employers who answered the question. A fairly large proportion of registered employers
lack an opinion regarding the services received from the case manager. Satisfaction among injured workers
with the amount of benefits received declined over the past three years, bringing the measure to the
lowest level in 11 years.

Awareness

Overall awareness of services and programs provided by WorkSafeNB is at a moderate level. Examining
individual aspects of service more specifically suggests there are key opportunities to increase awareness
in several areas with respect to WorkSafeNB programs and services. Specifically,

e For all respondent groups, there is opportunity to improve knowledge of the medical aid benefits,
such as the coverage of prescription drugs and physiotherapy costs;

e For injured workers, knowledge of accident prevention services presents the most opportunity for
improvement;

e General workers are less aware than injured workers regarding return to work assistance, medical
aid benefits, and rehabilitative services; and

1 Regression analysis is a statistical technique to understand and predict variability in survey responses. For additional
information, please reference Appendix A.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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e Non-registered employers are less aware than registered employers regarding return to work
assistance, accident prevention services, and occupational health and safety inspections.

Awareness of the Occupational Health and Safety Act (OHS Act) has improved across respondent groups
since last year. More than seven in ten injured workers, general workers, registered employers, and non-
registered employers are aware of the Act.

Most injured workers and registered employers are aware of the right to appeal a decision made by
WorkSafeNB. Fewer are aware of the actual appeals process.

Safety Goal

It is positive to note that most respondent groups agree that workplace accidents and injuries are a serious
problem, and that the right amount of attention is directed towards reducing workplace accidents and
injuries. The majority of respondents continue to agree that workplace accidents and injuries are
inevitable, similar to 2008.

Workers and employers hold slightly different opinions in terms of responsibility. Workers have diverse
opinions on who is responsible, citing employers, joint health and safety committees, and themselves,
whereas most employers believe employers are responsible.

The vast majority in all respondent groups affirm that public awareness and education programs make
them think about the risks of workplace accidents and injuries. The top suggestion for improving
workplace safety in New Brunswick is continued and/or increased education and awareness.

Balance Goal

There is some room for improvement in clients’ perceptions with respect to the balance goal. Specifically,
only about one in two clients across most respondent groups believes that WorkSafeNB balances the best
possible benefits to injured workers with the lowest possible assessment rates for employers. On other
balance measures, clients have more positive perceptions of WorkSafeNB’s performance compared with
perception of the balance of benefits and assessment rates.

Return to Work Goal

With regards to return to work, most are aware that employers have a duty to accommodate workers
injured on the job who have a temporary or permanent disability. Awareness is considerably lower of
employers’ re-employment obligations — that employers with ten or more workers are required to keep a
job available to workers injured on the job for up to two years.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Detailed Analysis
In this section of the report, a detailed analysis of the findings is presented.

Service Goal

Satisfaction Measures

Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB, both overall and with respect to specific aspects of service, remains high,
although declining CSI scores in the past few years present some concern.

Injured workers are generally quite satisfied with the services received from WorkSafeNB, with more than
one-quarter offering a rating of complete satisfaction. However, satisfaction with overall quality of service
varies across claim types: injured workers who receive LTD benefits are less satisfied about the services
they received when compared with others.

Registered employers are also satisfied in terms of overall quality of service. However, one in ten
registered employers did not offer a response to this question, and notably, those who are unaware of the
services and programs offered by WorkSafeNB are more likely to not provide a response regarding their
level of satisfaction with WorkSafeNB. Annually assessed registered employers are also more likely to be
unable to provide a response than MAAP employers.

Stakeholders believe injured workers’ dissatisfaction is greater than reported, and that this respondent
group is generally less satisfied than employers. Stakeholders also perceive employers to be much more
satisfied than injured workers.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Satisfaction with Overall Quality of Service
Provided by WorkSafeNB

2010
100% - ‘
2% 11% 9
73 » o 14%
0 0,
a0 | 10% 5% 2% oy
[1Don't know
60% - O Completely dissatisfied
0 Mostly dissatisfied
B Mostly satisfied
40% -
B Completelysatisfied
20% -
0% T __'_—A!__|
Injured Registered  Stakeholders- Stakeholders-
Workers Employers Workers Employers

Stakeholder employer feedback:

“Because they select who they are going
to train and go with the 5*22 program.”

“They have some inspection services and
some monitoring services but no
treatment facilities. You have an injured
worker travelling 5-6 hours to get to the
treatment facilities.”

WorkSafeNB measures its Service Goal using the CSI, an aggregate score of several satisfaction attributes
measured in this survey. For the first time in 11 years, WorkSafeNB’s CSI has dropped below the targeted
80 percent for both injured workers and registered employers. In fact, satisfaction within both these
respondent groups has decreased over the past two years.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010 %
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2010 Satisfaction Attributes
(Whether asked to respondent group)

Satisfaction Attributes Injured Registered Stakeholders Stakeholders -

Workers Employers - Workers Employers
Understanding of your needs/their needs / / / /
Fairness in handling your claim /

How effectively your problems were
handled/your company’s compensation
issues or concerns were handled/their
compensation issues or concerns were
handled

Accuracy of information
received/providing them with accurate
information

Amount of benefits received

4 4 v/

N

N
N
N

Keeping you informed and up-to-
date/keeping them informed and up-to-
date

Time it took to handle your claim

Willingness to listen

Promptness in providing you
service/providing them with prompt
service

The level of respect shown/showing you
respect/show them respect
Competence

N
N

N
N

NN S NNS NS
NNSNITSN TS

Professionalism

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010



[ worksare d
NB | 2010 Client Satisfaction Study 8

Client Satisfaction Index (CSI)

100% -

90% -
'83% 85% 85y 86%  86%

84% 84% 84%
e GO L
0 - —— & 79%
80% .‘(.gyh.-r:lo ........ '32'%}.. --ﬁ%---.ob‘{--\-‘

8% 77%
70% -

60% -
=@=Injured Workers
=#—Registered Employers
50% - gl ploy!
==-Target

40% T T T T T T T T T 1
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

While index scores are generally steady across respondent groups and segments, the CSI is weaker
among injured workers receiving a pre-1982 pension (CSI=72) and long-term disability benefits
(CSI=71), as well as those who have not (or not yet) returned to work (CSI=74). This pattern is
evident for all the individual attributes comprising the index. The gap in satisfaction is particularly
wide between LTD and pension respondents and other injured workers regarding the amount of
benefits received. LTMAO clients are similar to LTD and pension respondents in their
dissatisfaction with the time it took to handle their claim.

While most attributes behind the CSI declined in 2008 and 2009, the decrease in the index for
2010 among injured workers can be attributed largely to two attributes: amount of benefits
received and understanding my needs. Both attributes experienced a statistically significant
decrease this past year (4 points for each). While 2009 also experienced a decline in the index
score for injured workers, it was due to declines in different attributes than is seen in the current
year. Specifically, in 2009, all attributes experienced at least some minor decline, with significant
declines for the attributes keeping me informed, respect shown, willingness to listen, promptness,
and fairness. Scores for these attributes remain steady following last year’s decline.

Among registered employers, the three-point decrease this year can also be attributed to only two
key attributes. For this respondent group, these include significant decreases in satisfaction in
terms of respect shown (down 4 percentage points) and competence (down 5 points).

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Summary of 2010 Satisfaction Results

The following two graphs show all satisfaction scores for 2010 among injured workers and registered
employers. For injured workers, two areas receive slightly lower ratings compared with other areas,
namely the amount of benefits received and WorkSafeNB’s understanding of their needs. While these
differences are relatively small, they are responsible for bringing the CSI to slightly below target level.

Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB

Injured Workers

B Completelysatisfied [ Mostly satisfied

Professionalism 43% } 88%
Competence 1 50% 86%
Level of respect shown l 41% | 86%
Accuracy of information received 1 47% | 84%
Promptness in providing you with service i 45% J 83%
Fairness in handling your claim 1 43% 80%
Willingness to listen 44% 80%
How effectively your problems were handled 45% 80%
Time it took to handle your claim 42% | 79%
Keeping you informed and up-to-date [ 45% I 78%
Understanding of your needs l 43% 75%
Amount of benefits received 43% l 72%
T T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Don’t knows and refusals excluded.
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly satisfied may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.20a-|

There are some general trends about injured workers that merit mention:

e Injured workers who indicate they are aware of WorkSafeNB pre-accident are consistently more
satisfied across attributes than those who are unaware.

e Satisfaction among injured workers with the amount of benefits received declined over the past
three years, bringing the measure to the lowest level in 11 years.

With registered employers, it is largely unfamiliarity and lack of exposure to WorkSafeNB that has an effect
on this respondent group’s CSI. Specifically, examining scores among those who express a definite opinion’
on each factor (as presented below), it is evident results are quite positive and largely above the 80
percent threshold. For most attributes, at least one-quarter do not have a definite opinion. The exception
is keeping informed and up-to-date, with approximately one in ten not expressing a definite opinion on

this aspect of service.

2Those who express a definite opinion refers to those who express satisfaction or dissatisfaction and excludes those
that say don’t know or not applicable.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB

Registered Employers

B Completelysatisfied [ Mostly satisfied

Professionalism 1 58% : 95%
Accuracy of the compensation-related 1 5 ‘ o
information you received 60% 95%
Promptness in providing you with service I 62% ‘ 94%
Showing you respect | 52% ‘ 93%
Competence { 62% 92%
Keeping you informed and up-to-date 63% 91%
How effectively your company's compensation o b a1o
issues or concerns were handled v | 91%
Willingness to listen 1 60% I 90%

Understanding of your needs

65% | 89%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Don’t knows and refusals excluded.
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly satisfied may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.20a-i

There are some trends in the registered employers’ opinions that merit mention:
e Those who are aware of WorkSafeNB are more satisfied than those unaware across attributes.

MAAP employers are more satisfied than annually assessed employers across several attributes,
including accuracy of information, effective handling of compensation issues, promptness of

service, respect shown, and professionalism.

Historical Trends

The following two tables examines the satisfaction levels for injured workers and registered employers
over the past five years among those that provide a definite response (i.e., indicate a level of satisfaction

or dissatisfaction).

The following observations are made for injured workers:

Complete satisfaction among injured workers is lower across all attributes relative to five years

[ )
ago. Declines range from 5 percentage points for professionalism to 10 percentage points for
willingness to listen.

e 2007 represents the peak in the percentage completely satisfied across attributes.

e |n terms of overall satisfaction, all attributes are down slightly, although to a lesser degree than

complete satisfaction. The one exception is understanding of your needs, which is down 9

percentage points since 2006.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Injured Workers — Satisfaction Attributes

(% Satisfied, Excluding Don’t Know/No Answer/No Response)

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Completely satisfied 50% 55% 52% 50% 45%
Professionalism Mostly satisfied 40% 36% 38% 38% 43%
% Satisfied 90% 92% 90% 87% 88%
Completely satisfied 44% 51% 47% 46% 37%
Competence Mostly satisfied 44% 39% 41% 39% 50%
% Satisfied 88% 90% 88% 85% 86%
Completely satisfied 51% 54% 50% 49% 45%
Level of respect shown Mostly satisfied 38% 37% 40% 36% 41%
% Satisfied 88% 91% 90% 85% 86%
. ) Completely satisfied 44% 49% 46% 42% 37%
Accuracy of information —
. Mostly satisfied 42% 41% 42% 42% 47%
received
% Satisfied 86% 90% 88% 84% 84%
. . Completely satisfied 45% 50% 44% 41% 38%
Promptness in providing —
. . Mostly satisfied 42% 37% 42% 40% 45%
you with services
% Satisfied 88% 87% 86% 81% 83%
) ) ) Completely satisfied 46% 50% 45% 43% 37%
Fairness in handling your —
claim Mostly satisfied 40% 38% 42% 39% 43%
% Satisfied 85% 89% 87% 82% 80%
Completely satisfied 46% 51% 49% 41% 36%
Willingness to listen Mostly satisfied 40% 37% 39% 40% 44%
% Satisfied 86% 88% 88% 81% 80%
) Completely satisfied 42% 48% 42% 41% 35%
How effectively your —
Mostly satisfied 40% 40% 41% 38% 45%
problems were handled
% Satisfied 82% 87% 83% 79% 80%
) . Completely satisfied 43% 48% 41% 41% 36%
Time it took to handle P y - 2 i - i -
. Mostly satisfied 41% 39% 41% 39% 42%
your claim
% Satisfied 84% 87% 82% 80% 79%
) ) Completely satisfied 42% 45% 42% 34% 33%
Keeping you informed —
Mostly satisfied 41% 39% 40% 42% 45%
and up-to-date
% Satisfied 83% 85% 82% 76% 78%
Completely satisfied 41% 49% 42% 41% 32%
Understanding of your P y - - ) i ) i
needs Mostly satisfied 43% 37% 41% 37% 43%
% Satisfied 83% 86% 83% 79% 75%
Completely satisfied 38% 42% 35% 33% 29%
Amount of benefits P y - 2 ’ ° ’ °
. Mostly satisfied 40% 40% 43% 43% 43%
received
% Satisfied 78% 82% 77% 76% 72%

Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly satisfied may not add up to percentage for overall.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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The following observations are made for registered employers:

e Complete satisfaction is lower among registered employers across all attributes relative to 2006.
Declines since 2006 range from 7 percentage points for showing respect to 14 percentage points
for promptness.

e Only two of the nine areas have declines less than 10 percentage points (respect and competence)
since 2006 in complete satisfaction, although these two areas show the most dramatic decline in
complete satisfaction since last year.

e In terms of overall satisfaction, all attributes have experienced declines since 2006, although these
are notably less dramatic declines than those observed for complete satisfaction. Much of the
decline in completely satisfied corresponded with an increase in mostly satisfied.

ec o][e)V/< s 3 oNn A o

ed 0 g DO 0 0 A e 0 Respo

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Completely satisfied 50% 45% 48% 43% 37%
Professionalism Mostly satisfied 47% 54% 50% 54% 58%
% Satisfied 97% 99% 98% 97% 95%
Accuracy of the Completely satisfied 46% 43% 49% 37% 36%
compensation-related Mostly satisfied 52% 55% 46% 59% 60%
information you received | y satisfied 98% 97% 95% 96% 95%
. h. Completely satisfied 45% 42% 41% 36% 31%
Promptness in providing —
. . Mostly satisfied 52% 55% 54% 58% 62%
you with service
% Satisfied 97% 97% 95% 95% 94%
Completely satisfied 50% 48% 48% 50% 41%
Showing you respect Mostly satisfied 47% 49% 49% 47% 52%
% Satisfied 97% 97% 97% 97% 93%
Completely satisfied 37% 42% 46% 38% 30%
Competence Mostly satisfied 60% 57% 50% 59% 62%
% Satisfied 97% 98% 97% 97% 92%
) ) Completely satisfied 39% 38% 37% 32% 28%
Keeping you informed —
Mostly satisfied 56% 58% 57% 58% 63%
and up-to-date
% Satisfied 95% 96% 94% 91% 91%
. Completely satisfied 38% 40% 39% 29% 26%
How effectively your —
Mostly satisfied 59% 55% 57% 65% 65%
problems were handled
% Satisfied 97% 95% 96% 94% 91%
Completely satisfied 43% 41% 45% 31% 30%
Willingness to listen Mostly satisfied 52% 57% 505 57% 60%
% Satisfied 95% 97% 95% 89% 90%
Completely satisfied 37% 41% 36% 24% 25%
Understanding of your Py S - - : - :
needs Mostly satisfied 55% 55% 55% 66% 65%
% Satisfied 92% 96% 91% 90% 89%

Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly satisfied may not add up to percentage for overall.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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The graph below shows stakeholders’ impressions of workers’ and employers’ perceptions of each
attribute. Stakeholders are far less likely to believe that injured workers or registered employers are
‘completely’ satisfied with any of the mentioned attributes than these two groups actually are.

Overall, stakeholders perceive injured workers and registered workers to be less satisfied than they
actually are in the areas of promptness of service, effective handling of problems, and keeping injured
workers informed.

Perceived Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB

AmongStakeholders — Workers / Employers

B Completelysatisfied [1 Mostly satisfied

Professionalism -I]_o% 76% | 86%
| 76% 9%
Show them respect ]10% 71% 1 82%
] 69% T 92%
Provide them with accurate information E%‘ 76% | 82%
] 79% 188%
Understand their needs t% 65% | 71%
_ . o | a% 81% 85%
Effectively handle tl:z:ciorrr::pensatlon issues or : 55 €55 ' 69%
| 4% 76% 80%
Keep them informed and up-to-date 6% 57% 63%
] 68% 77%
Provide them with prompt service B%\ 52% i 60%
104 73% | 83%
*Caution: Small somple sizes. O:%; Z(I)% 4(;% 6(;% 8(;% 10I0%
Don’t knows and refusals excluded.
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly satisfied may not add up to percentage for overall. Q20a,¢,d,f, g1

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Drivers of Satisfaction

To determine which attributes most influence registered employers’ and injured workers’ overall
satisfaction with the service they receive from WorkSafeNB, regression analyses were conducted.
Regression analysis is a statistical technique for determining which attributes predict a specific outcome —
in this case, client satisfaction. Only those attributes that significantly predict client satisfaction are
considered drivers, and each driver is weighted according to its predictive ability. The value of this
information is that it allows WorkSafeNB to understand which attributes have the greatest influence on
client satisfaction. This may help to identify areas on which to focus, that in turn may help to improve
satisfaction ratings. Appendix A contains a further explanation of regression analysis.

Injured Workers

Effective handling of the client’s claim and understanding of the client’s needs are the strongest drivers
of injured workers’ overall satisfaction with WorkSafeNB.

After excluding “don’t know” and “non-applicable” responses, this regression was based on a total of 589
injured workers’ responses.3

As illustrated in the graph, the Drivers of Injured Worker Client Satisfaction
regression analysis identified five key
drivers. The graph also shows the  [ElEEUEitin-Ly (20.1%)

. . . . . client’s claim
unique contribution of each driver in

explaining clients’ ratings of overall
satisfaction. Together, these five Understanding of client’sneeds (17.1%)
drivers explain 66 percent of the

variability in ratings of overall pEEE—————— (.:llent-
satisfaction with WorkSafeNB, which is [0l (12.1%) Satisfaction
considered a strong regression model. (R?>=66%)

Client’s perceived fairness

of handling of their claim (10.6%)

Promptness of providing service (6.4%)

3 Technical notes: All R values reported are adjusted R’values. Unique variability explained for each predictor is
calculated as a proportion based on standardized beta weights and part r values.

= Al
© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010 ¥
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Registered Employers

Understanding of client needs and keeping the client informed and up-to-date are the strongest drivers
of registered employers’ overall satisfaction with WorkSafeNB.

After excluding “don’t know” and “non-applicable” responses, the regression was based on a total of 146
registered employers’ responses.’

As illustrated, the regression Drivers of Registered Employer Client Satisfaction
analysis identifies three key drivers
and shows the unique contribution

of each driver in explaining clients’
. . . Understanding of client’s needs  (21.1%)
ratings of overall satisfaction.

Together, these three drivers

explain 49 percent of the variability

in ratings of overall satisfaction with Client
WorkSafeNB, which is consideret.j a Esilzi_';iige"ti“f°’meda“d (19.9%) Satisfaction
moderately  strong  regression (R2 = 49%)

model.

Effective handling of client’s (8.5%)
Company’s compensationissue

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010
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Client Awareness
There is an opportunity to strengthen and increase awareness of WorkSafeNB programs and services.

This section examines awareness of WorkSafeNB programs and services across all client respondent
groups. While all employers and general workers were asked about their current level of awareness of the
services and programs WorkSafeNB provides, injured workers were asked to think back to the time before
they filed their most recent claim.

Overall Awareness

Across respondent groups, at least a majority express awareness of WorkSafeNB’s role and services.
Awareness is lower among the general workers and non-registered employers. Interestingly, in 2010,
injured workers’ pre-injury awareness is consistent with the general workers’ current awareness level.
Currently, about two in five workers — both injured workers and general workers - are largely unaware of
WorkSafeNB across the province. Registered employers have the highest level of awareness of
WorkSafeNB’s programs and services. Across all respondent groups, very few rate themselves as being
‘completely’ aware of these programs and services (8% to 13%).

Awareness of Services & Programs Provided by
WorkSafeNB

% Completely/Mostly Aware

12009 W 2010

100%
k) 64%

. 60% 5gy 60% .
60% - 54% 51%
40% -
20%

0%

Injured General Registered Non- Stakeholders - Stakeholders -
Workers Workers Employers Registered Workers Employers

Employers

Q.6/6e
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Awareness Index

A calculation of WorkSafeNB’s Awareness Index, a composite score from six various awareness statements,
shows very little change in client awareness for 2010. That being said, the slow but steady increase in
injured workers’ awareness index since 2000 has resulted in a significantly narrower gap between
registered employers’ and injured workers’ awareness over the years. General workers lag behind injured
workers in terms of awareness, while non-registered employers lag behind registered employers.

Awareness Index Statements

Thinking of the programs and services offered by WorkSafeNB, are you completely aware,
mostly aware, mostly unaware, or completely unaware of the following:

e ThatWorkSafeNB provides injured workers with money for lost employment wages.

e That WorkSafeNB pays for approved prescription drugs and physiotherapy costs for
injured workers.

* That WorkSafeNB provides injured workers with return to work assistance (such as job
search techniques and skills development).

e That WorkSafeNB provides injured workers with rehabilitation services (such as
physiotherapy and occupational therapy services).

e ThatWorkSafeNB provides accident prevention services.

e ThatWorkSafeNB provides occupational health and safety inspections.

Awareness Index

100% -

Awareness Index 2010
87% Injured Workers 77%
80% 81%/ 8‘:"\82% Si% Si% g0 81% General Workers 71%
— 0
80% 78% 78%/ = A 7;% \‘.——fo/ Registered Employers 81%
4 A 74% 74% 9 .
72% \ 72% ch 73% Non-Registered Employers 73%
68% / 74 ﬁg ——= ./%A Stakeholder - Work 70%
0 o 73.y akeholder - Workers b
I\EM A/ 20% 72% s 1% N
62% Y = 69% 69% ggy  69% gy Stakeholders - Employers 76%
60% - \‘65/ 65%
61% 61%
<B=Injured Workers General Workers
=#=Registered Employers =-Non-Registered Employers
40% T T T T T T T T T 1
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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The following graph summarizes the results for the individual attributes comprising the awareness index.

2010 Awareness Measures

(% Completely/Mostly Aware)

Non-
Awareness Attributes Injured General Registered Registered Stakeholders | Stakeholders
Workers Workers Employers Employers - Workers - Employers

WorkSafeNB provides injured
workers with money for lost 82% 68% 92% 71% 84% 90%
employment wages.
WorkSafeNB pays for approved
prescription drugsand 71% 55% 74% 61% 63% 68%
physiotherapy costs for injured
workers.
WorkSafeNB provides injured
workers with return to work
assistance (such as job search 72% 70% 90% 67% 49% 70%
techniques and skills
development).
WorkSafeNB provides injured
workers with rehabilitation
services (such as physiotherapy 87% 77% 94% 82% 75% 79%
and occupational therapy
services).
WorkSafeNB id ident

orialeli provides accden 66% 66% 82% 72% 57% 70%
preventlon services.
WorkSafeNB provides
occupational health and safety 71% 73% 84% 75% 68% 78%
inspections.
The following are key points observed for the individual awareness measures:

e Injured workers’ awareness pertaining to return to work assistance, medical benefits,
rehabilitation services, accident prevention services, and inspections has steadily increased over
the past decade. Currently, the lowest level of awareness is with accident prevention services,
while the highest is rehabilitation services and monetary benefits.

e General workers are less aware of medical benefits than other areas.

e Registered employers’ awareness remains relatively high, and awareness regarding return to work
assistance and accident prevention services modestly increased. Currently, registered employers’
awareness is lowest regarding medical benefits.

e Generally, registered employers are more aware than other respondent groups, although the gap
between registered employers and injured workers is declining

e Non-registered employers exhibit significant increased awareness across areas over the past
decade.

e Of the six attributes, return to work and accident prevention services awareness increased the

most across respondent groups, although there is still opportunity for improvement.
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Accessing Information

Injured workers are more likely than general workers, and registered employers are more likely than non-
registered employers, to report having accessed information about WorkSafeNB programs or services.
More specifically:

e Among injured workers, case-managed, LTD injured workers, and those with at least some post-
secondary education are most likely to report that they have accessed information;

e Among general workers, males and those with household incomes of more than $60K are more
likely to have looked up information on programs and services; and

e Among registered employers, MAAP clients and those in the southeast part of the province are
most likely to have looked up information.

e Among non-registered employers, those in the southeast are most likely and those in the
southwest least likely to have looked up information.

Looked Up Information to Read about Any

WorkSafeNB Programs or Services
100% - % Yes

80% -

60% -

51%

40%

0, -
40% 33%

27%

20% -

0% -

Injured General Registered Non-Registered
Workers Workers Employers Employers

The Internet is the most significant source for information regarding WorkSafeNB programs and services
across all respondent groups. However, injured workers are less likely to rely on the Internet than other
respondent groups. Employers also play an important role in providing information about WorkSafeNB to
New Brunswick workers, particularly among non-case managed injured workers and those who return to
work quickly. As well, WorkSafeNB staff is also identified as a significant source of information, especially
for registered employers and injured workers.
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Top Sources Accessed Regarding
WorkSafeNB Programs or Services

AmongThose Who Accessed Information

Through WorkSafeNB 15% oo
Provided by employer 30%
Informationin the mail 11%

Printed literature/info | 2%  Injured Workers (n=334)

T 8% [1General Workers (n=105)
2% B Registered Employers (n=133)
Government/Otherorg. | 59,5% [ Non-Registered Employers (n=65)
6%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q.5b

Seven in ten injured workers agree they are fully informed of all benefits and services required to treat
their injury. However, this also means that approximately one-quarter of injured workers disagree that this
is the case, suggesting there is an opportunity to improve perceptions in this regard. Those who returned
to work are more likely than those who have not, to completely agree they are fully informed of all
benefits (29% vs. 20%), although those who did not return to work are more likely to indicate they do not
know (14% vs. 3%). Across claims types, RLOE injured workers (31%) are most likely to completely agree,
while LTD (21%) and LTMAO (21%) are least likely to completely agree that they are fully informed of all
benefits.

Fully Informed of All Benefits and Services Required
to Treat Your Injury

Among Injured Workers
100% -
M Injured Workers

80% -

60% -

43%

40%

20%

0%
Completely Mostly Mostly Completely Don't
agree agree disagree disagree know

= Al
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Injured workers and registered employers were asked to indicate whether or not they had received certain
specific services from WorkSafeNB. The graph below depicts the results of those specific areas across the
two respondent groups.

Service Received from WorkSafeNB Staff

Injured Workers Registered Employers
MYes TINo [IDon'tknow MYes T No [IDon'tknow
Had one person assigned to you who was Had one person assigned to you who was
available to provide information and 15% | 3% availableto provide information and 34% 27%
answer questions* answer questions L
Received assistance for an early and safe Recgl\‘/edasswtanceasan employerto |
return to work** assistinjured workers for an early and safe 26% 42%
return to work
Callsreturned within 24 hours 25% 18% Callsreturned within 24 hours f7% 40%
o |

Staff clearly explained changes to your
assessment

Received a regularly scheduled payment
once claim was accepted*

8% | 23%

T
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

*(IW) Among RLOE & LTD injured workers.
*¥(IW) Among RLOE injured workers and if case managed. Q.23a-d Q.23a-d

o Most injured workers confirm they have received these services from WorkSafeNB, however, only
slightly more than one-half report their calls are returned within 24 hours. Across claims types,
similar proportions (about one-quarter) report they did not have their call returned within 24
hours. LTMAO and no lost time respondent groups are more likely to indicate don’t know to this
question.

e For registered employers, the don’t know/no answer responses to these questions are high.
Slightly more than one-half of registered employers indicate their calls are returned within 24
hours. MAAP employers are more likely to affirm they received a service than annually assessed
employers.

e For all service measures, there is a relationship with the CSI. Specifically, those who affirm these
service standards are met are more likely than those who indicate they are not met to have higher
CSl scores.

Injured workers and registered employers were asked to provide suggestions as to the single most
important thing that WorkSafeNB could do to improve its service delivery. Each suggestion is mentioned
by a small percentage of respondents. For injured workers, several items are suggested, including
provision of more information and education, improved communication (listening to injured workers and
increase communication/follow-up), more respect, and faster service. For registered employers, provision
of more information and education is most commonly identified. Other suggestions put forth by small
percentages of registered employers include lower or reasonable rates and increased communication or
follow-ups.
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Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do to
Deliver Services to You with Excellence

Unaided Mentions

Provide more information/education 15%
Listen to injured workers/Attention
Faster process/Prompt service

Increased communication/More follow-ups

More respect from staff/Better attitude

& Injured Workers
Lower/reasonable rates

Return phone calls/Answer phone B Registered Employers
Staff needs to be more competent/More staff
More benefit money/Don't cut off benefits
Improve treatment process/Listen to doctors
Deal with only 1 case manager/Less hoops
More contact with employer

Use email/online communications

Don't know

0% 20% 40% 60%
*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q.26

Similar suggestions are heard from stakeholders. They suggest that greater communication, information,
and education is needed for employers, whereas they believe injured workers would benefit from
improvements specific to service delivery. More specifically, stakeholders suggest that prompt service and
increased communications, followed by more information are most important for injured workers.

Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do to Deliver its

Services to Injured Workers/Employers with Excellence
Unaided Mentions

Provide more information/education 32%

Increased communication/More follow-ups

Faster process/Prompt service

Staff needs to be more competent/More staff
T Stakeholders- Workers

= Stakeholders- Employers

More respect from staff/Better attitude
Listen to injured workers/Attention 6%
Improve treatment process/Listen to doctors
Lower/reasonable rates

More contact with employers

Use email/online communications

Don't know

0% 20% 40% 60%

*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q.26/26E
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Stakeholder employer feedback:

“Keep us informed of things as they come
and get quick responses. Keep us
informed where the claims are in the
system.”

“Continue to do sessions and site visits,
make sure everyone has minimum
requirement for safety.”

“More consultation with employers on all
aspects — claims, worksite inspections, to
yearly updates on all information and
should be prompted by WorkSafeNB.”

“Communication with employers more
and be more available to the employer,
more friendly environment, feels like you
are putting them out of their way.”

WorkSafeNB Publications

Stakeholders were questioned on whether they have read four specific WorkSafeNB publications in past
years. There is moderate use of these publications.

WorkSafeNB Publications Read in Past Years

% Yes
2009 Annual Report 54%
2009 Report to Stakeholders 40%
Strategic Plan and Risk Assessment
37%
2009-2014
2009 Results of the Client
0,
Satisfaction Survey 30%
T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q.50a-d
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Appeals Process

It is widely understood that injured workers and registered employers have the right to an appeal,
although there is limited familiarity with the actual process.

Most injured workers and registered employers are aware that a decision made by WorkSafeNB can be
appealed, and a small majority of injured workers report they understand the appeals process. Of those
who appealed a decision, injured workers with a long-term disability and MAAP employers are more likely
to understand the appeals process.

Appeals Process

= Injured Workers

Aware of right to appeal any decision that
WorkSafeNB makes

Understand the appeals process

Everappealed a decision that WorkSafeNB
made

*Among those who appealed.

0%

Stakeholder
management):

feedback (on
% Yes

“While I’'m often reading the tribunal

M Registered Employers

decisions, | notice a lot of these decisions

are overturned in favour of the injured

83% worker.”

79%

54%

B

T T T T T 1
20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Q.8,8b, 9, 10

19%

Injured workers (82%) and registered employers (87%) who appealed a decision generally understand the
appeals process. There is moderate satisfaction with the time it took to receive a decision on the appeal

among injured workers (44%) and

registered employers (53%).
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Safety Goal

There is a noteworthy increase in clients’ perceived awareness of the Occupational Health and Safety Act
(OHS Act) this past year.

There is an obvious and significant increase in awareness of the OHS Act over the past year. Across
workers, females and those aged 18 to 34 are significantly less likely to be familiar with the Act.

Awareness of the Occupational Health and Safety Act

and its Regulations
% Yes

02009 m2010
100% - 94%

80% -
60% -
40% -

20% -

0%

Injured General Registered Non-Registered
Workers Workers Employers Employers

Responsibility for Health and Safety in the Workplace

On the topic of health and safety responsibility at the workplace, workers and employers hold different
perceptions. Workers (both injured and general) have mixed opinions regarding who is responsible for
health and safety in the workplace, with many suggesting it is the workers, the Joint Health and Safety
Committees or a combination of groups that are responsible for their safety. In contrast, most employers
(both registered and non-registered) believe the onus of providing a safe workplace rests solely on
themselves. Injured workers are more likely than general workers to indicate that their employers are
responsible when it comes to ensuring health and safety at work.
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Responsible for Health and Safety in Workplace
Unaided Mentions

Workers Employers
Employers 28% Employers 9%
32% 7%
Jointhealth andsafety |  15% Joint health and safety | 2%
committee | _121% committee 0%
Lam 13% lam e 63%
_118% |80%
0, 0
Both workers and employers | 634 Both workers and employers ] :;’
0 0
6% 5%
Allworkers  |—— Allworkers |-
W 9% v | 6%
o o
Specific designated person i 23": Specific designated person | 1%7AJ
) 1 2% M Injured Workers . 1 0% M Registered Employers
Union o 1 General Workers Union | o/ [l Non-Registered Employers
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q4 Q4

A large proportion of stakeholders believe it is the responsibility of the employer to ensure health and
safety at the workplace. Joint responsibility, whether between workers and employers or a joint health
and safety committee, are also fairly common perceptions.

Responsible for Health and Safety in Workplace

Unaided Mentions

Employers 44%
Both workers and employers 21%
Jointhealth and safety committee 16%

WorkSafeNB

Allworkers

Specific designated person

Union

T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

*Multiple response question - results may exceed 100%. Q4

Workplace Accidents

Most workers and employers continue to perceive workplace accidents and injuries as a serious problem in
New Brunswick today. Year-over-year, the proportion of general workers who view workplace accidents
and injuries as a serious problem increased since 2008. The proportion of registered and non-registered
employers who hold the same view also increased over the past year. Injured workers who are case
managed and receive LTD benefits are slightly more likely than other injured workers to agree with the
statement that workplace accidents are a serious problem. MAAP registered employers are also more
concerned about it than annually assessed employers.

© Corporate Research Associates Inc., 2010



[ worksare d
NB | 2010 Client Satisfaction Study 27

For each of the four Safety Goal statements, stakeholders who disagreed with any of the statements were
asked to comment on their reasons. A sample of their comments is provided.

Workplace Accidents and Injuries are a Serious Problem  stakeholder feedback:

in New Brunswick Today “Because we have had ongoing

improvement and safety performance.”
100% - “ . . .
| think, generally speaking, companies

are putting in place processes to protect
their workers & workers understand their
rights better and the environment they
have to work under.”

809 79%79%
0 7 =

60% -

= Mostly
agree
40%
B Completely
' agree
20% g
0%
o D o o) D o o] [=2] o o] [e2) o 0 (o2} o
S o o S o o S o o S o o S o o
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~
Injured General Registered Non-Registered
) g € Stakeholders
Workers Workers Employers Employers
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly agree may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.2a

Public Awareness and Education

Very few changes are observed for the past three years on the personal impact of public awareness
programs. Agreement on this topic is consistent across all respondent groups. Nonetheless, considering
most respondents tend to only ‘mostly’ agree with this topic, there is still an opportunity for improvement.

Public Awareness and Education Programs Make LR ER LR
Me Think More About the Risks of Accidents and IR (e Grelinler) Gl Geisien (5
.. internal, including certification and most
Injuries at the Workplace

o is internally organized. Public education
100% 1 92% \ o, 94% 0, 93% 92% ) :
89%89%89% % ggy 1% 90%91% 88991%: 247 is lower profile now than they used to do,
————1 ] | | ”
= based upon the employer.
80% - L]
. | 33%
9 43% i
A . -
60% I I' ' el | | || s b Mostly
agree
40%
B Completely
20% agree
0%
0 [=2) o 0 [=2) o 0 [=2) o o] [=2) o o] [=2) o
o o — o o - o o - o o - o o —
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
N o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~
Injured General Registered Non-Registered
[ Workers J [ Workers J [ Employers Stakeholders
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly agree may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.2b
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Attention to Reduction of Workplace Accidents

Employers, both registered and non-registered, are somewhat more likely than other respondent groups
to agree New Brunswick is paying about the right amount of attention to reduce accidents and injuries at
work. The proportion of non-registered employers agreeing with this statement increased since last year,
while the proportion of registered employers dipped slightly. Among registered employers, MAAP
employers are more likely than annually assessed employers to believe New Brunswick is paying the right

amount of attention to this issue.

We are Paying About the Right Amount of Attention to
Reducing Workplace Accidents and Injuries

Stakeholder feedback:

“Because | don’t think there is enough
attention to accidents especially the

100% - in New Brunswick TOday inspection and  monitoring and
89% : o ”
goo T 183% 85% investigations.
80% | 76%77%  78%.c4 76% 76%77% “I think that there’s always more that
o, p—
72% can be done, education something that is
63% going continual and something we need
60% 610 oo = Mostly to pay more attention too. And it’s not
479 51% 57% 49% 499 agree j
hao ) | g just / for tﬁe employers but for the
40% - 2o employees.
4 H
N E Completely Becjafjse.' we. have a.n appalling number
— — = of injuries in nursing employees,
20% - — L Ha agree .
health care workers have a high
074 18931070 incidents of accidents.”
N/A N/A 82
0%
0 D o 0 D o 0 D o o) D o o) D o
o o - o o — o o - o o - o o —
o o o o o o o o o o o o o o o
o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~ o~
Injured General Registered Non-Registered
[ Workers ] [ Workers ] [ Employers Stakeholders
Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly agree may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.2c

Workplace Accidents and Injuries

The majority of workers and employers believe workplace accidents and injuries are an inevitable part of
life. Injured workers continue to be more likely than other respondent groups to believe workplace
accidents and injuries are an inevitable part of life. Injured workers, general workers, and registered
employers have similar levels of agreement to those observed in 2008, after some fluctuation last year.
Non-registered employers sustain the increase noted last year in agreement with this statement. Among
registered employers, MAAP employers are more likely than annually assessed employers to think
workplace accidents are inevitable. Among both general and injured workers, those without any post-
secondary education and those with less than $60K household incomes are more inclined to view
workplace accidents as inevitable.
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Workplace Accidents and Injuries are an
Inevitable Part of Life

100% -
80% -
71%
65%166%
60% 1 | s5%  55%  57%m—57%
| P I I 51% M Mostly
139% EmlE | 48%
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Injured General Registered Non-Registered
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Due to rounding, percentages for completely and mostly agree may not add up to percentage for overall. Q.2d

Improvements to Workplace Safety

Stakeholder  feedback: (on
workplace accidents are inevitable)

why

“Because don't

procedures.”

people follow
“Well, no matter how careful you are,
accidents still happen, sometimes you
have to worry about others...”

“Because you are dealing with people
and people make mistakes regardless.”

“There are still things happening, despite
everything. Right now, no, it should be a
part of life, in the workplace or at home.
It’s a prevention thing.”

Workers, employers, and stakeholders believe that education and awareness initiatives are key to
improving workplace safety. Secondary suggestions revolve around inspection and enforcement of rules
and policies. Registered employers in the Southeast Region are more likely than employers in other regions
to suggest that more inspections and monitoring are needed. Non-registered employers are least likely to

have an opinion on this topic.

Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do

to Improve Workplace Safety in New Brunswick
Top Unaided Mentions

Education/Awareness/Training

Inspections/Monitoring 9%

& Injured Workers
i General Workers

-—2%] 8% B Registered Employers

b % Non-Registered Employers
Satisfied with current 2% 1 Stakeholders

Enforce safety rules/policies/ 5%
Ensure safe workplaces

efforts/Nothing - 346;?
Don'tknow 26% 2%
6%
T T T T 1
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q3

Stakeholder feedback:

“Continue to send information to
employers with regards to accidents in
the province.”

“Education, to have resources available
to come to the offices around the
region.”

“I think part of it has to do with more
regular inspections of work places,
training, and there has to be additional
training.”

“They are on the right track. They have
to meet with employers regularly. Offer
information sessions. They are getting
better at it, but they have to continue at
it. All the different TV ads help make
people more aware.”

“More prevention. It can be reinforced in
the health and safety committee
mandates at work.”
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Balance Goal

Of all the components comprising the balance goal, perceptions are least positive regarding WorkSafeNB
balancing the best possible benefits to injured workers with the lowest possible assessment rate for
employers.

Amount of Income Replacement Benefits

Perception that the amount of income replacement benefits provided to injured workers is reasonable
remains stable over the past year among injured workers and registered employers, after a notable decline
the previous year. The downward trend, however, continues among general workers and non-registered
employers.

Amount of Income Replacement Benefits Provided to

Injured Workers is Reasonable
% Completely/Mostly Agree

=-Injured Workers
100% General Workers
=#-Registered Employers

90% -o-Non-Registered Employers

80% 74% 75%
I
70% % A
06 " 71% 73% 63% 64%
—
60%69% 57% 55% 5%
|
”\SQNE:/'/ )
56% 56% 6
50%°>97 0 539% Ng%
&
41%
38%

30% T T T T 1
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

40%

Q.11/11b

Disagreement that the amount of income replacement benefits is reasonable is stronger among workers
(both injured and general), with approximately three in ten of each of these groups disagreeing with this
statement. For injured workers, the opinion that income replacement benefits are not reasonable is
strongest among those claiming LTD or Pension benefits. For many employers (both registered and non-
registered) and general workers, there are a larger number of don’t know responses, resulting in lower
agreement ratings.

Stakeholders mostly agree that income replacement benefits are reasonable. A few comments from
stakeholders who disagree with this notion are provided.
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Amount of Income Replacement Benefits Provided to
Injured Workers is Reasonable

100% A g s
15%| (10%

13% 32%

80% 1 13%

T Don't know
60% % Completely disagree
T Mostly disagree
= Mostly agree
40% H Completely agree
20%

0%
2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010 2009 2010

- Reg|s|tered Stakeholders
Workers Employers Q.11/11b

Assessment Rates

Employers were asked their opinion regarding assessment rates they pay to WorkSafeNB. Two-thirds agree
that assessment rates paid to WorkSafeNB are reasonable. However, the percentage agreeing with this
statement declined for the past three years. The relative proportions completely agreeing (11%, down 4
percentage points since 2009) and mostly agreeing (50%, up 2 percentage points), only changed slightly
since last year. MAAP and annually assessed employers are similar in their responses.

Assessment Rates Paid to WorkSafeNB are Reasonable

% Completely/Mostly Agree
100% - 100% - m2009 @2010
90%
80% -
80% -
71% 60% -
68% 69% 52%
70% A0 5% 64% 67 e 5% 5% 50% og
~—. -5 /A A i _52%
60% - B Vs‘% a 40%
% -
50% 20%
40%
0%
30% T T T T T T T T T 1 Completely Mostly Mostly Completely Don't
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 agree agree disagree disagree know

Due to rounding, for iy agree may not add up to percentage for overall. Qlla

A similar question was asked of stakeholders (yes/no rather than an agreement scale) regarding their
impressions of what employers think of the assessment rates they pay. Although agreement with this
notion declined since 2009 (53% in 2009), it is still not the opinion of the majority, and notably lower than
registered employers’ actual opinions.
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It is important to note that approximately one-quarter of stakeholders could not offer a definitive opinion
on this matter. Approximately one-third affirm they do not believe that assessment rates are reasonable.

Employers Believe that the Assessment Rates They Pay Stakeholder feedback: “No”

to WorkSafeNB are Reasonable “Because other provinces are lower they
Stakeholders believe it is a tax and it not insurance.”

“l just hear them think that they’re
paying too much. | work with companies
and one of their main concerns is the
fees.”

No answer
27%

Q.12c

Balance of Benefits and Rates

At least one-half of injured workers, registered employers, and stakeholders believe that WorkSafeNB
balances the best possible benefits to injured workers with the lowest possible assessment rates for
employers. Agreement is somewhat lower among general workers and non-registered employers, but both
of these respondent groups have less experience with WorkSafeNB and have a high percentage of people
who said don’t know to this question. For all respondent groups, there is at least one-quarter who
responded don’t know to this question. Among those injured workers and registered employers that could
provide an answer, seven in ten believe that WorkSafeNB balances benefits with assessment rates.
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WorkSafeNB Balances the Best Possible Benefits to
Injured Workers with the Lowest Possible Assessment
Rates for Employers

100% -

24%

1 25%
80% - 38% | e 43%

24% O !
0 21% ZiDon'tknow
60% - T No

]
40% -

20% -

0% -

Injured General Registered Non-Registered ~ Stakeholders
Workers Workers Employers Employers

Q.12a

Accountability to Stakeholders

Approximately two-thirds of workers, registered employers and stakeholders agree that WorkSafeNB
demonstrates accountability to stakeholders, while only one-half of the non-registered employers agree
with this statement. However, a large percent of respondents (17% to 38%) could not answer this question.
By factoring out the don’t knows, at least three out of four of each respondent group would agree with this
statement.

WorkSafeNB Demonstrates Accountability to the
Stakeholders of New Brunswick

100% -
17% 20% 21% 17%
80% - 38%
0,
20% 1% 20% e “IDon'tknow
60% - = No
B Yes

40% -

20% -

0% -

Injured General Registered Non-Registered  Stakeholders
Workers Workers Employers Employers

Q.12b
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Most Important Issue

Stakeholders were asked to provide their perception of the single most important issue for WorkSafeNB in
the coming five years. Increased costs of services and the impact of these costs on employers’ rates are

some of the top of mind issues among this respondent group. Many also believe that WorkSafeNB should

focus on safety and accident prevention, as well as greater assistance with return to work services.

Single Most Important Issue Faced by WorkSafeNB
Over Next Five Years

Unaided Mentions

Aging workforce

Preventing/reducing workplaceinjuries
Rates

Costs/Increasing cost of services
Awareness/Education

Funding

Gettinginjured workers back to work
Overworked/stressed employees

Don't know

*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%.

21%

0% 20%

40% 60% 80%

Stakeholder employer feedback:

“Accident prevention. Making employee
and employers aware. Keeping
assessment rates as low as possible. This
means that employers will hire more.”

“Improving prevention and reducing
workplace accidents and eliminating
MSlIs from this province. People hurt
people; get a better handle on these.”

“Stop being so preoccupied with having
to do reports and the rates of
compensation. Put all their efforts
instead towards the issue of prevention
and the well-being of those employed.”
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Return to Work Goal

With respect to the return to work goal, most injured workers are satisfied with the services provided by
the case manager, as well as with the quality of return to work services.

WorkSafeNB’s Return to Work Goal revolves around several facets of the return to work process for both
injured workers and registered employers. These include services such as rehabilitation services, job
search, claims management, and legislative obligations or requirements.

Most injured workers surveyed returned to work since their most recent injury. The prospect of returning

to work or finding alternate employment varies significantly across demographic groups. Older injured
workers (55+) are less likely to find employment after their injury.

Returned to Work After Most Recent Injury

No answer

6%

Q.15a

Satisfaction with Claims Management

Most case-managed injured workers are generally pleased with the services received from their case
manager. Dissatisfaction with case manager services is stronger among injured workers less than 55 years
of age and those with less than $30K household income, as well as those not currently employed.

Stakeholders believe fewer injured workers are satisfied with claims management, with only one-half
indicating that injured workers are satisfied.

Few registered employers have any issues with WorkSafeNB claims management (stakeholders’
perceptions of the service provided to registered employers was not assessed). Satisfaction is quite high
among employers with greater exposure and experience in dealing with compensation claims (82%). It is
important to note that four in ten registered employers did not have a definite opinion in this area.

= Al
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Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB’s Claims Management

B Completelysatisfied M Mostlysatisfied [ Mostlydissatisfied =% Completely dissatisfied

Injured Workers 2008 I 8% E%
(Case Managed Only)
Quality of service provided to you 2009

by your WorkSafeNB case manager 2010

2008 |n/a

Registered Employers

2009

Quality of claims-related service
WorkSafeNB provided to employer 2010

Stakeholders 2008

Quality of service provided to 2009
injured workers by their
WorkSafeNB case manager

75% 10%| 2%
2010 | B2 51% 17%
T T T T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Q.13a/13

Satisfaction with Return to Work Services

Stakeholder feedback:

“Again because of the lack of respect by
the case manager - by not returning of
their calls — and case managers stating
to a client that they were very lucky to
have WorkSafeNB to take advantage of.”

“Likely the case managers have huge
case loads and are stretched thin and
response times are not good, making it
hard to take a hands on approach.”

There is high satisfaction with return to work services among injured workers. Many registered employers
did not provide an opinion, but among those that did there is general satisfaction.

Satisfaction with WorkSafeNB’s Quality of Service
Regarding Return to Work Programs and Services

2010

W Completely satisfied M Mostly satisfied Il Mostly dissatisfied _] Completely dissatisfied [ Don't know

Injured Workers

9% {7% | 9%

|

|
Registered Employers 40% 3%

|

|

0% 20% 40% 60%

80% 100%

Q.13b
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Awareness of Components of Human Rights Act

Awareness that employers have a duty to accommodate injured workers with a disability is high across
respondent groups. There is a notable increase in awareness compared with last year among general
workers and registered and non-registered employers. In addition, among injured and general workers,
awareness increases with higher income profiles. Stakeholders were asked their impressions of employers’
awareness in this regard. They estimate awareness among employers to be less than it actually is.

Aware that Under the Human Rights Act Employers Have a Duty to
Accommodate Workers Injured on the Job Who Have a Temporary or
Permanent Disability
% Yes

100% - 712009 = 2010

80% | 77% 80% 78%

4% 19 70% = 66% 68%
60% - 52%
40% -
20% -
0% ' '

Injured General Registered Non-Registered Stakeholders-
Workers Workers Employers Employers Employers

Q.15b/15a

Overall awareness is lower with respect to re-employment obligations under the Workers’ Compensation
Act that employers with 10 or more workers are required to ensure job availability for up to two years for
those who sustain injuries. Although there is a notable increase in the non-registered employers’ level of
awareness that there is a re-employment obligation, still less than one-half are aware. Stakeholders only
slightly underestimate employers’ awareness.
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Aware that Under the Workers’ Compensation Act Employers with 10
or More Workers are Required to Keep a Job Available to Workers
Injured on the Job for Up to 2 Years

% Yes
100% -
? [12009 W2010
80% -
60% -
48% 49%
48%  43% 499 S s 45% ey
40% - 37% . 35%
28%
20% - ‘
|
0% | T T T T
Injured General Registered Non-Registered  Stakeholders -
Workers Workers Employers Employers Employers

Q.15¢/15b

Suggestions

When asked how WorkSafeNB could assist injured workers with their return to work process, the top
suggestion offered by workers is to assist them in accessing rehabilitation treatments. Other suggestions
included ensuring workers are ready to return to work, more information and education for all parties
involved, listening/guidance, and greater help and assistance to injured workers in locating a new job.

Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do
to Assist Injured Workers with Returning to Work

Unaided Mentions - Workers

0,
Help access treatment (physio/rehab) %16%

Make sure they are ready to go back/not rushed __E 5% 9%
Provide education/training/info to workers and/or employers e Y10%
Listen to the workers/employers/Provide counselling/guidance ::: 3%
e S = njured Workers
Gradual/slow return to work :“::E 6% O Genera| Workers
More follow-up -—-—-E 5%
Ensure worker is capable of doing the work —; 3%
More programs/incentives in place/funding for IW ——3-%| 7%
Faster service/Faster return to work 1 1%?’%
Work closer with employers/ employees/doctors T 2%

Ensure their job is stilll there 0 1%

! 31%
Don't know I’359%

0% 20% 40% 60%

*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q.16
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Similar to workers, the top suggestion among employers is assistance in accessing treatment. Education
and training, assistance with new jobs, and more programs/funding are also suggestions.

Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do
to Assist Employers Return Injured Workers to Work

Unaided Mentions - Employers

Help access treatment (physio/rehab) %113/%
0

Provide education/training/info to workers and/or employers 12%

% 7%
Assistance with new job/job search/modifying 7%
workplace/accommodating worker _:i:j 6%

More programs/incentives in place/funding for IW :m—ml 5(05/%
0
Work closer with employers/ employees/doctors n/a 5% L RegIStered Emp|0verS

Gradual/slow return to work o 2;% o Non_RengterEd Employers
0

Make sure they are ready to go back/not rushed 3 2;%
0

Ensure worker is capable of doing the work —‘%[ﬁ%

Listen to the workers/employers/Provide counselling /guidance -3 %:2
Ensure their job is stilll there j %ZZ

More follow-up jl"/_%%

Don't know 32%.

| 56%
0% 20% 40% 60%

*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%. Q.16

Stakeholders’ suggestions are also similar with help accessing treatment and education and training the
key suggestions.
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Single Most Important Thing WorkSafeNB Could Do

to Assist Injured Workers with Returning to Work
Unaided Mentions - Stakeholders

Help access treatment (physio/rehab)

Provide education/training/info to workers and/or employers
Work closer with employers/ employees/doctors

Ensure worker is capable of doing the work

Listen to the workers/employers/Provide counselling/guidance
More follow-up

Prompt/efficient handling of claims

Gradual/slow return to work

Faster service/Faster return to work

Assistance with new job/job search/modifying
workplace/accommodating worker

More programs/incentives in place/funding for IW
Make sure they are ready to go back/not rushed

Don't know

*Multiple response question — results may exceed 100%.

Stakeholder employer feedback:

“Provide quality rehab services;
with the employer to ensure
continued communication  with
injured worker.”

21%

16%
0%
_sw
 le%

6%

%

5%

3%

e

2%
2%
22%

work
their

T T 1

0% 20% 40% 60%

Q.16

the

“Work with the employer. WorkSafeNB
does not supply the employers with
details. Co-operation between the
employer and WorkSafeNB.”

“Education and career counseling and
health counseling and follow-up in a
meaningful way.”
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Workers Rehabilitation Centre

Among injured workers who have used the programs or services of the WRC in the past year, more than
eight in ten report that they have been satisfied. Compared with 2009, there has been an increase in the
proportion of workers completely satisfied with the programs or services of the WRC.

100%

80%

60%

40%

20%

0%

Satisfaction with Quality of Service Provided
by the Workers Rehabilitation Centre

AmongInjured Workers Who Used Programs/Services of WRC in Past Year

42%
34%

12009 (n=105)

42%  41%

0,
11% 8%

==

@ 2010 (n=106)

12%

Completely
satisfied

Mostly
satisfied

Mostly
dissatisfied

Completely Don't
dissatisfied know
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Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse Respondents

For the purposes of this analysis, pensions and surviving spouses were grouped with LTD claimants to
represent longer-term claims. The following analysis details any statistically significant differences
between Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents (n=229), and all other injured worker
respondents (that is, respondents with no lost time, LTMAOQO, First and Finalled, and RLOE) (n=573). A
statistical significance test was performed on all closed-ended questions of the survey, comparing these
two groups of respondents to determine if there are any statistically significant differences in opinion.
Statistical significance testing often results in a large number of statistically significant differences, as
each response category within a question is tested. For example, there may be statistically significant
differences for responses of ‘completely satisfied’, or for ‘don’t know/no answer’ responses. For the
purposes of this analysis, discussion is based on statistically significant differences for top-box responses
(i.e., completely/mostly agree, completely/mostly aware, or completely/mostly satisfied), or on ‘yes’
responses.

Satisfaction Index

Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents are less likely than other injured workers to be
satisfied with a number of aspects of service. Indeed, LTD/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents have a
lower overall CSI when compared with other injured workers. Specifically, the Client Satisfaction Index for
Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents is 72.8, compared with 79.3 for other injured
workers, which represents a statistically significant difference.

Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents are also less likely to be satisfied than other
injured workers for a number of CSI attributes including WorkSafeNB understanding their needs, the
fairness in handling claims, effective handling of problems, accuracy of information, the amount of
benefits received, being kept informed and up-to-date, willingness to listen, level of respect shown,
competence, and professionalism.

Conversely, there are no significant differences between Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse
respondents and other injured workers in the areas of time taken to handle claim and promptness in
providing service.

Long Term Other Injured
Disability/Pension/ Workers
Surviving Spouse
Respondents
csl 72.8 79.3
20a. Understanding your needs. (% saying completely/mostl
- | gy (% saying completely/ y 65% 29%
satisfied)
20b. Fai in handli laim. (% sayi letel tl
: .alrness in handling claim. (% saying completely/mostly 22% 84%
satisfied)
20c. Effective handling of problems. (% sayin
' ing orp (% saying 72% 82%
completely/mostly satisfied)
20d. Accuracy of information received. (% sayin
¥ (% saying 78% 86%

completely/mostly satisfied)
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Long Term Other Injured
Disability/Pension/ Workers
Surviving Spouse
Respondents
20e. Amount of benefits received. (% saying completely/mostl
>/ (% saying completely/ y 61% 8%
satisfied)
20f. Keeping you informed and up-to-date. (% sayin
ping y me p (% saying 72% 80%
completely/mostly satisfied)
20h. Willingness to listen. (% saying completely/mostly satisfied) 75% 83%
20j. Level of Respect Shown. (% saying completely/mostl
j- Lev p (% saying completely/ y 80% 88%
satisfied)
20k. Competence. (% saying completely/mostly satisfied) 79% 89%
20i. Professionalism. (% saying completely/mostly satisfied) 83% 90%

Awareness Index

There are some statistically significant differences in terms of questions relating to the awareness index,
however, it is important to note that there is not a statistically significant difference for the overall
awareness index for these two groups of injured workers. LTD/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents are
more likely to be aware that WorkSafeNB provides money for lost employment wages and provides injured
workers with return to work assistance.

Conversely, there are no significant differences between LTD/Pension/Surviving Spouse and other injured
workers pertaining to awareness of health benefits, rehabilitation services, accident prevention services,
and provision of occupational health and safety inspections.

Long Term Other
Disability/Pension/ Injured Workers
Surviving Spouse
Respondents
Awareness Index 78.8 76.5
7a. WorkSafeNB provides money for lost wages (% sayin
p y ges (% saying 87% 80%

completely/mostly aware)
7c¢. WorkSafeNB provides injured workers with return-to-work

P ) 80% 69%

assistance. (% saying completely/mostly aware)
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Appeals

In the area of appeals, LTD/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents are more likely than other injured
workers to be aware of the right to appeal a decision that WorkSafeNB makes, are more likely to have
appealed a decision, and are more likely to indicate they understand the appeal process.

Long Term Other
Disability/Pension/ Injured
Surviving Spouse Workers
Respondents
8. Aware of right to appeal any decision that WorkSafeNB makes with
. . . 91% 80%
respect to your claim or file. (% saying yes)
8b. Ever appealed a decision that WorkSafeNB made with respect to a
. . . 40% 11%
claim or file. (% saying yes)
9. Do you understand the process to appeal a decision? (% saying yes) 66% 49%

Other Measures

Finally, there are several significant differences on other measures. Long Term Disability/Pension/
Surviving Spouse respondents are less likely to be satisfied with the overall quality of services provided by
WorkSafeNB when compared with other injured workers. They are also less likely to be aware of the
services and programs WorkSafeNB provides. Long Term Disability/Pension/Surviving Spouse respondents
are less likely than other injured workers to have returned to work after their most recent injury and are
less likely to believe the amount of income replacement benefits is reasonable.

LTD workers are more likely than RLOE workers to report receiving a regularly scheduled payment once
their claim was accepted and to have their calls returned within 24 hours.

Long Term Other
Disability/Pension/ Injured
Surviving Spouse Workers
Respondents
19. Overall quality of services provided by WorkSafeNB. (%
. uatity P y (% 74% 82%
saying completely/mostly satisfied)
6. Aware of services and programs WorkSafeNB provides.
, prog P 49% 64%
(% saying completely/mostly aware)
15a. Did you return to work after your most recent injury? (%
- ey y jury? (% 53% 82%
saying yes)
11. Amount of income replacement benefits are reasonable
50% 61%
(% completely/mostly agree)
23a. Had call returned within 24 hours (% saying yes) 64% 54%
23b. Receive a regularly scheduled payment once claim was
95% 87%

accepted (RLOE and LTD claimants only). (% saying yes)
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There are no statistically significant differences with respect to perceptions of workplace accidents, feeling
fully informed of all benefits, balance of benefits and rates, and accountability to stakeholders. There are
also no statistically significant differences in having one person assigned or looking up information on
programs and services. Perceptions of the overall quality of service provided regarding return to work
programs and services also do not statistically differ, nor does the awareness pertaining to the
Occupational Health and Safety Act, duty to accommodate workers, or the duty to keep a job available for
up to two years.
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Methodology

The objectives of this study were met through the use of telephone interviews employing computer-
assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) software. A summary of the specific methodology used across each

of the five surveys is detailed below.

Injured Workers General Workers Registered Non-Registered Stakeholders
Employers Employers

Study Type: Telephone CATI Telephone CATI Telephone CATI Telephone CATI Telephone CATI

Respondent NB workers who NB workers who NB employers NB employers not Industry

Group: have filed a have never filed a registered with registered with group/association
workplace injury workplace injury WorkSafeNB (3+ WorkSafeNB (< 3 members who
compensation claim compensation claim employees) employees) represent employer

or worker groups

Sampling: - WorkSafeNB -CRA Provided -WorkSafeNB -CRA Provided -WorkSafeNB
-Stratified random | -Random Digit -Stratified random | -Random Digit -Random sampling
sampling Dialling sampling Dialling

Sample Size: n=802 n=382 n=265 n=200 n=63

Margin of Error: +/-3.4% (95%Cl) +/-5.0% (95%Cl) +/-6.0% (95%Cl) +/-6.9% (95%Cl) n/a

Language: Choice: English or Choice: English or Choice: English or Choice: English or Choice: English or
French French French French French

Average Survey | 14 mins 8 mins 12 mins 8 mins 17 mins

length:

Weighting: Weights applied No weight applied | Weights applied No weight applied | No weight applied

based on actual
distribution of
injured worker
type

based on actual
distribution of
company sizes,
based on payroll
size
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Dates shaded in blue in the following table represent the data collection period for each survey.*

November 1 to

September 2 to September 30 October 1 to October 31
November 12

Injured
Workers
General
Workers
Registered
Employers
INon-Reg.
Employers
IStakeholders

Survey Administration

The data for this study was collected by Blue Ocean Contact Centre, a gold seal member of the Marketing
Research and Intelligence Association (MRIA). All industry guidelines for the proper collection of data were
adhered to, including appropriate callbacks and monitoring of interviews. The overall response rate for this
study using the MRIA standard for calculating this rate was between 15 percent to 25 percent for
employers and workers, and 50% for stakeholders. The actual disposition of calls for this study is as
follows:

* All data collection was put on hold during the New Brunswick election period between September 15 and September
29 with the exception of stakeholder Interviews, which did not start field until October 6. The data compared for the
two time periods does not differ.
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Injured

Workers

General
Workers

Registered
Employers

Non-
Registered
Employers

Stakeholders

A. Total Numbers Attempted 4518 4477 2013 2442 140
Disc #/ NIS 437 622 81 155 3

Fax/Modem 20 48 9 9

Cell Phone/Pager 31 5 6 2 1

Non Business # 18 7 1

Non Residential # 35 32

Wrong Number 196 9 31 17 5

Blocked Number 10 14 5 5

Duplicate 4 4 6 6 1

Business Closed Out/ Out of Business 9

Corporate Level Decision 13 47

Stuck in IVR 4

Business Closed Out/ Out of Business 25

B. Eligible Numbers 3785 3743 1831 2169 129
Busy 79 56 26 33

Answering Machine 1045 701 449 423 26
No Answer 520 553 202 149 2

Scheduled Call Back 403 121 307 450 1

Mid Call Back 1 6

French Callback 8 25 122 86

lliness, Incapable 39 17 2 1

Language Problem 3 16 4 9

Qualified Not Available 60 41 79 111 14
Deceased 20

C. Total Asked 1607 2213 634 907 86
Soft Gatekeeper Refusal 67 203 50 34

Hard Gatekeeper Refusal 1 1 14 9

Mid Terminate 57 11 12 9

Soft Respondent Refusal 503 797 188 229 19
Hard Respondent Refusal 13 4 22 39 2

Never Call List - Company 2 8 1

Never Call List - Study 10 7 5 5

Hang Up 119 472 76 48 1

D. Co-operative Contacts 835 710 266 534 64
Complete 802 382 265 200 63
DNQ- Not a Client 1 1

DNQ - Number of Employees 309

DNQ - Registered 25

DNQ - Sensitive Occupation 26 17

DNQ - Age (under 18) 2 2

DNQ - Age Refusal 1 4

DNQ - Not a Client 4

DNQ- No One Eligible to Complete 290

DNQ- Not Employed 15

Response Rate

22%

19%

15%

25%

50%
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Appendix A: Regression Analysis

Regression is a statistical technique used to understand and predict variability in survey responses. For
example, on an overall satisfaction question using a scale that ranges from 1 (low satisfaction) to 5 (high
satisfaction), it would be informative to know what drives some respondents to offer a low ratings (e.g., a
“1”) and other respondents to offer a high ratings (e.g., a “5”). To do this, variables that could potentially
be related to overall satisfaction (the dependent variable) are identified, and input into the regression
model. These “predictor” variables are often more specific, actionable items that could provide insight into
how to influence or improve the dependent variable. Again, using the example where overall satisfaction
with the quality of services provided by WorkSafeNB is the dependent variable, potential predictor
variables could include accuracy of the information received, time it took to handle the claim, and level of
respect shown, just to name a few. If there is a strong relationship between the predictor variables and the
dependent variable, the pattern and strength of the relationship will be captured by the regression model.
For instance, if respondents who offer low ratings in terms of the time it took to handle their claim also
give low ratings in terms of overall satisfaction with WorkSafeNB, while respondents who offer high ratings
in terms of claim handling time offer high ratings on the overall satisfaction question, this pattern suggests
a relationship between claiming handling time and overall satisfaction.

Relationships in regression models are accounted for by two particular statistics, the R*> (“R-squared”)
value and the beta weights. The R? value represents the overall ability of the regression model to explain
the variability in ratings on the dependent variable across respondents (i.e., how well it predicts why some
respondents give low ratings and some give high ratings). This R? value ranges from 0% to 100%, with 0%
meaning none of the variability in ratings on the dependent variable is accounted for by the predictor
variables, and 100% meaning the rating given by every respondent can be correctly estimated from the
predictor variables. In terms of how the R? value is interpreted, it depends on several factors (e.g., sample
size, number of predictor variables included). Generally speaking, a regression model with an R? value of
20% or lower is considered a weak model. Models that explain between 20% and 50% of the variability in
ratings are moderate, and those that explain 50% to 80% are strong. It is a rare occurrence when a model
explains more than 80% of the variability in opinion ratings, simply because there are many other factors
at play which can influence opinions expressed on surveys (e.g., survey design, social conventions,
respondent engagement, respondent fatigue).

Beta weights (often expressed as percentages) reflect the unique contribution made by any single
predictor variable to the overall regression model. Thus, if a regression model contained three predictor
variables, the beta weights would indicate the relative strength of the relationship between each predictor
variable and the dependent variable (e.g., one predictor variable might be twice as strong a predictor as
another predictor variable). The beta weights are useful in that they provide a basis for prioritizing
resources necessary to produce change in the dependent variable. For example, if the end goal is to
increase overall satisfaction (the dependent variable) and the strongest predictor is the time it took to
handle the claim, then this result would suggest the best route to increasing overall satisfaction is to take
initiatives to reduce the amount of time taken to handle claims.
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