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The Canadian Association of Counsel to Employers (“CACE”) appreciates the opportunity to 

make submissions to the Canadian Standards Association and Bureau de normalization du 

Quebec (hereinafter referred to as the “CSA”) in response to the Draft Standard on 

Psychological Health and Safety in the Workplace (the “Draft Standard”). These submissions 

identify concerns regarding the Draft Standard and recommend action by the CSA to address 

those concerns.   

 

I. THE CANADIAN ASSOCIATION OF COUNSEL TO EMPLOYERS 

 

CACE is a not-for-profit association comprised of Lawyers, including senior partners, from every 

major Canadian law firm acting for management in labour and employment matters, in all 

jurisdictions. Membership also includes lawyers from a cross section of Canadian businesses 

who practice employment and labour law. CACE is designed to provide a forum for counsel to 

share information and express their views on matters of importance. CACE’s current 

membership is well in excess of 200 lawyers. It is estimated that collectively, CACE members 

represent the majority of employers in Canada. CACE has been in existence for over ten years.  

 

The CACE membership represents employers in legal matters, but CACE is not a lobby group 

on behalf of any industry or group. CACE members’ expertise and collective experience provide 

a unique perspective for commenting on the Draft Standard proposed by the CSA.  As lawyers, 

we have the benefit of expertise which we believe is relevant to the issues addressed in the 

Draft Standard.   Therefore our submissions focus on the intersection of the Draft Standard with 

Canadian law and an employer’s perspective on some of the standard’s provisions. 

 

II. Approach 

 

The approach of CACE to the Draft Standard has been to examine the standard’s stated goals 

and to assess how performance under the standard is measured or achieved.  CACE also 

examines how the Draft Standard itself was created, in particular the legal assumptions 
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underpinning the standard and the manner in which stakeholders and expertise have been 

engaged (or not engaged). Conclusions have been reached about the reliability of the 

information used to produce the standard and the effect of the standard on the stated goal, if 

adopted. This leads to recommendations on how CSA should treat the Draft Standard.   In 

preparing this advice to the CSA, we have consulted among our own members and drawn from 

their specific knowledge of the law in this realm.   We have attached one paper, “The 

“Psychologically Safe” Workplace” as an Appendix for the CSA’s reference. 

III. A Worthy Goal Defeated 

 

Mental health is a social and workplace issue of huge importance.  It appears that reported 

instances of mental illness and disability are on the rise, bringing a rising burden of human 

suffering, social strain, and cost, both to the private economy and the public treasury.   It is 

therefore a worthy endeavor to examine how actors in our society – including organizations 

which employ people – may be able to contribute to better mental health.  It is equally worthy to 

help equip those organizations with wisdom and tools to make a positive social contribution.  

The idea of a “standard” for mental health in a workplace is therefore attractive to many, 

because it appears to define constructive steps towards a more healthy working population, and 

through that, a better and more just society.   

A law or standard may enunciate that a workplace should be “safe” but that alone will not make 

it safe.  Only the people involved can make it safe, and they can only do so if a realistic goal is 

married to both concrete measures and to a process which enables the parties to detect risk, 

measure it, determine corrective steps and then actually take action.  

However, if a standard simply enunciates a goal but offers little practical guidance on how to 

achieve it, that standard fails.  In fact, it risks displacing the best practices which people 

desperately need.   People are left without guidance and worse, they are misled about their real 

duties and how to serve them. 

That, unfortunately, is what the proposed Draft Standard does with respect to fostering better 

mental health at work.  And that is why CACE has resolved to recommend that the CSA  

abandon the draft now, and defer to a more appropriate venue and process for developing the 

tools needed to deal with this important social issue. 

 



 

 
3 

IV. General Comments on the Draft Standard 

 

CACE believes in the importance of creating a psychologically safe and healthy workplace.  

CACE also believes that the diversity of Canadian workers and work places does not lend itself 

to a single, standardized, employer-centric approach to fostering psychological health and 

safety.  Promoting psychological health and safety is best achieved by employers, employees 

and other stakeholders working in cooperation, and by providing those groups with best practice 

models and resources to draw upon.   

 

We feel that the Draft Standard is a step in the wrong direction in the pursuit of a psychologically 

safe and healthy workplace.  CACE has the following concerns relating to the Draft Standard: 

 

• We believe that the Draft Standard was developed without adequate input from 

Canadian employers, employees, and the legal community; 

• We believe that the Draft Standard is premised on and promotes an incorrect 

understanding of the current state of law in Canada relating to the obligation of 

employers to provide a safe workplace; 

• We believe that several elements of the Draft Standard would be ineffective, difficult to 

implement, or in conflict with employee rights;   

• As a result, we believe that the creation of a psychologically safe and healthy workplace 

requires flexibility rather than a rigid standard. 

 

V. Inadequate Consultation on an Important Matter 

 

CACE is concerned that the Draft Standard was developed without adequate input from relevant 

stakeholders and experts. The Draft Standard is held out as applicable to any organization1, yet 

its development was overseen by a narrow range of interests. The Standards Development 

Committee on Psychological Health and Safety in the Workplace consisted of 36 members, yet 

only 9 were associated with the interests of employers and employees, the very groups who are 

to be tasked with implementing the Draft Standard. Of these, the 5 employer members 

appeared on behalf of very large employers and primarily from the health and wellness side of 

the business, and did not represent a diversity of Canadian employer interests.  Also, to our 

                                                 
1
 Canadian Standards Association and Bureau de Normalisation du Québec, National Standard of Canada Draft 

Standard D CSA Z1003/BNQ 9700-803-5, (2011) at line 412 



 

 
4 

knowledge, only one of the Committee members was a lawyer.2 This lack of diverse input is 

reflected in the flaws of the Draft Standard described below. 

 

The need for consultation is especially important because such a standard could be imported 

into the legal obligations of employers and unions through indirect means such as the general 

duty provisions of health and safety law and the reasonable accommodation duties under 

human rights law or through commitment to the Standard in a collective agreement or employer 

policy. 

 

Every occupational health and safety statute in Canada contains what is colloquially known as a 

“general duty clause” requiring employers to take all reasonable precautions in the 

circumstances to protect the health and safety of workers.  For example, in Ontario, section 

25(2)(h) of the Occupational Health and Safety Act (“OHSA”) requires the employer to “take 

every precaution reasonable in the circumstances for the protection of a worker”.  Generally 

“health” is not defined.  Courts and tribunals typically indicate that they ought to have regard to 

standards for health and safety promulgated by respected external sources such as advisory 

bodies. They will specifically have regard to standards such as CSA Standards and other 

national, multinational or international standards in determining whether a particular step taken 

by an employer constitutes “every reasonable precaution in the circumstances” to protect the 

health and safety of workers.   

 

These general duty clauses in OHS legislation can be the subject of government compliance 

orders, directing the employer to undertake remedial action in the workplace. They can be the 

subject of a regulatory prosecution and conviction and significant penalties, if a Crown 

Prosecutor can prove beyond a reasonable doubt that a particular matter constitutes a 

reasonable precaution, and that precaution was not taken by the employer in the workplace. 

Thus the drafting of a CSA standard that far exceeds the provisions of any current OHS 

legislation in its definitions, and its duties and responsibilities in relation to mental or 

psychological safety, could have very significant long term consequences for employers who 

are striving to meet or even exceed the requirements of OHS legislation, but have not met the 

extraordinarily far reaching and stringent provisions of this proposed CSA Standard. 

                                                 
2
 The membership of the Standards Development Committee is described in the Foreword to the Draft Standard.  

The five employers listed under “Organization Interest” are CIBC, Bell Canada, Air Canada, Northern Health and 

the RCMP.  The only lawyer on the Committee that CACE is aware of was Teri Monti, who represented the 

Canadian Bankers Association. 
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To give an example of how a CSA Standard could unintentionally become law consider the 

following.  In Ontario, prior to the addition of  definitions of “violence” or “harassment” into the 

OHS statute, the Ontario Ministry of Labour publicly announced that it would be using the 

general duty clause to require that employers create workplace violence prevention policies, 

engage in workplace violence risk assessments, and conduct training in matters that could 

protect workers from workplace violence. This was largely based on the growing body of 

workplace violence-related legislation in other jurisdictions (Ontario was one of the last to 

promulgate violence provisions in the OHSA).  It is entirely possible that this kind of incursion 

could occur, with the Ontario government or other governments seeking to enforce the detailed 

elements of the Draft Standard. 

 

Moreover, if an employer and union agree to adopt or adhere to the Draft Standard in a 

collective agreement or an employer commits to apply the Draft Standard in an employment 

policy, it will become a term of the contract of employment, enforceable through grievance 

arbitration or through court action. 

 

Because this Draft Standard can (and likely will at some point) become a legal requirement 

through one or more of these avenues, considerable care must be taken to ensure that the 

standard accomplishes what it intends. This standard is not a benign guidance tool; the lack of 

adequate consultation has resulted in a Draft Standard that will be inappropriate for adoption in 

law. 

 

We note that some of the best health and safety regulation in Canada arose through well 

established consultation processes between workers and employers, facilitated by 

governments, with specialist experts in the field providing advice and support. This is not the 

way that the Draft Standard was developed. 

 

CACE submits that any future work on employment related standards should reflect more 

substantial representation from the employer, employee and legal communities. 
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VI. Errors of Law in the Draft standard 

 

It is apparent after reviewing Annex E that the Draft Standard relies, in part, on Dr. Martin 

Shain’s report, “Tracking the Perfect Legal Storm” for its understanding of Canadian law.  We 

have attached to our submission a paper prepared by Patricia Janzen and Magdalena Wojda, 

entitled “The ‘Psychologically Safe’ Workplace”, that provides a detailed critique of Dr. Shain’s 

analysis and conclusions.  It is our view that Dr. Shain’s report misstates current law and is a 

dangerously flawed foundation for the development of a national standard. 

 

a. Errors in the Draft Standard 

 

The Draft Standard purports to be responsive to an “existing and still emerging legal duty” of 

employers to provide a psychologically safe and healthy workplace.  The Introduction states that 

an employer has a legal duty to “demonstrate that all reasonable steps have been taken to 

provide and sustain a psychologically safe workplace”.3  As Janzen and Wojda explain in their 

paper, this is untrue.  Under no legal convention in Canada is there a general obligation for 

employers to provide a psychologically safe and healthy workplace.  In fact, the current state of 

the law as set out by the Ontario Court of Appeal in Piresferreira v. Ayotte expressly rejects the 

proposition that such a duty exists or ought to be recognized.  In that case the Court of Appeal 

specifically rejected the proposition that there is a general legal duty in Canada to take care to 

shield an employee during the entire course of his or her employment from acts in the 

workplace, including the acts of other employees that might cause mental suffering.4  The Court 

suggested that if such a duty is to exist in an employment context, it is best developed by the 

legislature.  The Court also concluded that to find that such a duty exists in common law would 

be overly intrusive in the employment relationship and inconsistent with established principles of 

employment law.  Leave to appeal this decision to the Supreme Court of Canada was denied.5 

 

What this means is that the Draft Standard has been developed to complement a legal duty that 

does not exist.  This should be of concern to the CSA, and should be sufficient on its own, we 

submit, to persuade the CSA to withdraw the Draft Standard from further consideration.  

Unfortunately, however, there are more reasons.  There are further erroneous statements of law 

in Annex E of the Draft Standard.   For example, it is stated that “at least two provinces 

                                                 
3
 Supra note 1 at lines 166-167 

4
 Piresferreira v. Ayotte, 2010 ONCA 384 at paras 50-63 
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recognize that mental health and psychological safety are part of the responsibility to provide a 

safe workplace under OHS legislation”.6  This is incorrect.  While some Occupational Health and 

Safety legislation speaks to prevention of “violence” and “harassment”, the accepted scope of 

these terms does not give rise to a general obligation for employers to provide for worker mental 

health and psychological safety. The Janzen and Wojda paper accurately explains the current 

state of law in Canada with respect to all seven of the legal conventions discussed in Annex E. 

 

b. Confusion of Existing Legal Regimes 

 

The legal errors in the Draft Standard place obligations upon employers which exceed existing 

legal duties and have the potential to confuse stakeholders about the source of legal 

responsibility for psychological health and safety in the workplace.  In the attached paper, 

Janzen and Wojda describe clearly the extent to which current legal conventions apply to 

psychological health and safety in the workplace.  For example: workers’ compensation regimes 

provide in some instances for the compensation of workplace psychological injury; the 

employment contract allows the employer and employee to agree on working conditions; some 

occupational health and safety regulations require that violence and harassment be prevented 

in the workplace.  These conventions are the context in which the Canadian employment 

relationship exists, the boundaries within which employers and employees can predict their 

rights and obligations. None of the legal conventions provide for a general legal duty to create a 

psychologically safe and healthy workplace as described by the Draft Standard.  To assert 

otherwise in a public standard could blur the understanding of employers, employees and 

adjudicators regarding the source of obligations and recourse in cases of psychological harm. 

 

In Piresferreira7 the Ontario Court of Appeal addressed some of the consequences of adopting 

a general duty to prevent psychological harm in the workplace.  The Court pointed out that in a 

situation where an employee is caused distress by an employer’s abusive conduct, the 

employee can claim constructive dismissal and have recourse to damages for mental distress 

under the framework set out in Honda Canada Inc. v. Keays.8  To recognize a general duty 

during the employment relationship to prevent negligent infliction of mental suffering would 

“overtake and supplant that framework and all of the employment law jurisprudence from which 

                                                                                                                                                             
5
 Marta Piresferreira et al. v. Richard Ayotte et al., 2011 CanLII 2095 (SCC) 

6
 Supra note 1 at lines 1518-1520 

7
 Piresferreira v. Ayotte, 2010 ONCA 384 

8
 Honda Canada Inc. v. Keays, [2008] 2 SCR 362 
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it evolved.”9  Adjudicating such a general duty would require the court to make findings of 

whether work performance was “poor”, whether criticism was “constructive” and whether the 

tone of such criticism was “appropriate”.  The Court of Appeal stated: 

 

“It is unnecessary and undesirable to expand the court’s involvement in such questions.  

It is unnecessary because if the employees are sufficiently aggrieved, they can claim 

constructive dismissal.  It is undesirable because it would be a considerable intrusion by 

the courts into the workplace, it has a real potential to constrain efforts to achieve 

increased efficiencies, and the postulated duty of care is so general and broad it could 

apply indeterminately.”10 

 

To recognize a general duty of care on the part of the employer would override a significant 

portion of common and statutory law relating to negligence, employment contracts and health 

and safety, and substitute for it the supervision of the courts over ongoing employment 

relationships.   

 

The courts are justifiably hesitant to substitute their judgment for that of employers and 

employees in determining when the needs of both are being met.  As it is, the law of 

employment contracts allows for an employee to consider the employment relationship at an 

end where he is sufficiently aggrieved; occupational health and safety law protects the 

employee from overt violence and harassment; and worker’s compensation regimes provide for 

compensation where a psychological injury has been suffered on the job.  These regimes are a 

negotiated and legislated framework within which employers and employees have the flexibility 

to cooperate in creating a psychologically safe and healthy workplace that reflects the needs 

and experience of the parties most intimately involved.  A single standard that imposes duties 

greater than those in law, and also prescribes a particular regime for realizing those duties, 

would frustrate the intent of legislators and prevent stakeholders from developing unique and 

effective approaches to promoting a psychologically safe and healthy workplace. 

 

CACE submits that the CSA has misunderstood the legal context of the employment 

relationship in Canada, and has drafted a standard that is out of step with the duties and limits 

faced by Canadian employers under the law.  In some ways the Draft Standard is trying to 

                                                 
9
 Piresferreira v. Ayotte, 2010 ONCA 384 at para 61 

10
 Ibid at para 62 
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anticipate developments in the law, to push employers’ obligations in directions that may prove 

to be inconsistent with interests of privacy, efficiency or psychological well-being itself. 

 

VII. Difficulties in Implementation 

 

Beyond the legal inaccuracies found in the Draft Standard and its annexes, CACE believes that 

the obligations and procedures imposed on employers are likely to prove unworkable if adopted.  

The breadth of psychological health and safety envisioned by the Draft Standard extends far 

beyond the scope of current legal duties, and indeed beyond the workplace itself.  The 

procedures called for are poorly defined and are likely to leave stakeholders confused as to their 

rights and obligations.  Moreover, the Draft Standard as a whole is likely to prove too unwieldy 

to be implemented in smaller workplaces, allowing only for failure on the part of those 

employers who adopt it.  

 

a. Broadened Scope of Employer Duties 

 

The Draft Standard requires that employers ensure levels of psychological health and safety 

that are either impossible to achieve or are beyond the reasonable scope of the workplace.  It 

envisions a “psychologically healthy and safe workplace” as one which allows “no harm to 

worker mental health in negligent, reckless or intentional ways.”11  We believe that it is 

disingenuous to set a standard that requires an employer to prevent harm that arises from 

negligence when the potential causes of that harm are extremely difficult to identify.  The 

causes of psychological harm are varied, and are not always visible to an employer.  Genetic 

predispositions, socio-economic status, personal experience and many other factors play an 

important role in psychological health.  Obliging an employer to seek out these factors and 

account for them is onerous and far exceeds current legal duties.  The language of “no harm” 

arising from negligence is simply unhelpful in framing goals for employers and employees to 

achieve. 

 

Further, the Draft Standard expands the responsibility of employers for psychological health far 

beyond the employment relationship.  An employee’s “mental health” is defined as “a state of 

well-being in which the individual realizes his or her own abilities, can cope with the normal 

stresses of life, can work productively and fruitfully, and is able to make a contribution to his or 

                                                 
11

 Supra note 1 at lines 173-175 and 468-469 
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her community”.12  Along with this broad definition the Draft Standard obliges the employer to 

ensure “psychological job fit” and work-life “balance”.13  This approach frames mental health as 

a purely occupational issue.  This places an impossible burden on employers and fails to take 

account of all the other stakeholders who play a role in ensuring mental health, including the 

employee him- or herself.  The purpose of providing a psychologically safe and healthy 

workplace should be to provide a safe work environment, not to ensure an employee’s well-

being in all areas of life.  These definitions are precisely the “general and broad duty of care” 

that the Ontario Court of Appeal in Piresferreira warned could apply “indeterminately” and 

sought to avoid. 

 

b. Vague Procedures 

 

The obligations and procedures that the Draft Standard imposes on employers are unclear.  As 

a result, the document does not provide stakeholders with an understanding of what can be 

expected from the implementation of the Draft Standard, and how liability for its violation can be 

avoided.  The central element of the Draft Standard is the adoption in every organization of a 

systematic approach to Psychological Health and Safety in the Workplace (a “PHS system”).14  

The PHS system is a regime of information collection, planning, goal setting, implementation 

and review.  At each stage of the PHS system process the guidance given is so vague as to 

allow for nearly any interpretation. 

 

For example, under “Participation”, the organization is obliged to engage workers and their 

representatives (where applicable) in the data generation and planning process.15  Under 

“Planning”, the Draft Standard states that data collection methods can be qualitative, 

quantitative or mixed, and that the degree of detail required will depend on the complexity of the 

workplace, the goals of the PHS system, the availability of reliable data, and the decision-

making needs of the organization.16  There is no mention of employee obligations to participate 

in these processes, yet under the “no harm” threshold, employee participation and disclosure of 

information is critical; more so given that there is no line between work and non work streessors 

or other causes of harm. Without a greater onus on employees to participate and provide 

                                                 
12

 Ibid at lines 449-451 
13

 Ibid at lines 279-287, 361-373 and 669-683 
14

 Ibid at lines 515-519 
15

 Ibid at lines 564-566 
16

 Ibid at lines 613-615 
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information, it appears that there is no way to determine whether an employer has met its 

obligations, or if it even can meet them. 

 

This is troubling because the Draft Standard purports to be developed in the context of 

“emerging law”, essentially presenting itself as a reflection of legal obligations, or anticipating 

that it itself will soon form the basis of legal obligations.  Existing legal obligations imposed on 

employers are premised on the notion that an employer can avoid legal liability for harm that 

comes to workers when it has taken all reasonable steps to avoid that harm.  Under the Draft 

Standard, the harm to be avoided is unreasonably broad, and the steps that would comprise 

due diligence are so broad as to be unidentifiable.  Essentially, the Draft Standard exposes 

employers to liability for a potentially limitless range of psychological states in its workers 

without defining where the limits of that liability can be found. 

 

c. Privacy Concerns 

 

The Draft Standard raises many concerns from a privacy perspective which will cause 

employers significant difficulty when attempting to comply with both the proposed standard and 

their obligations under privacy legislation, human rights norms and collective agreements. 

 

CACE is concerned with the types and amounts of medical information which employers might 

be required to collect in order to comply with the Draft Standard. In determining whether a 

psychological injury or condition was caused or contributed to by the workplace, or to effectively 

create and implement remedial efforts in the workplace, employers may have to require 

employees to provide sensitive information about the nature of their mental health to their 

employer (meaning those that need to understand the health issues in order to meet the 

obligations in the Draft Standard, including in some cases members of the Health and Safety 

Committee or subgroup). 

 

A privacy commissioner may be reluctant to find that such information is “reasonably required” 

by the employer, particularly given the sensitivity of the information. If it is not “reasonably 

required”, an employee cannot be forced to provide the information, yet the employer would 

need the information to meet the requirements of the Draft Standard. It is not clear whether 

considerations of psychological health and safety in the workplace would outweigh privacy 

concerns  
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Examples of provisions in the Draft Standard which raise privacy issues include: 

 

• S. 4.3.1 states that the planning process should provide for management of 

psychological health and safety in the workplace including the assessment of worker 

health impact.17 This suggests the need for very personal health information from 

employees. 

• S. 4.4.10 states that the organization shall establish and maintain procedures for 

reporting and investigating work-related injuries, illnesses, acute traumatic events, 

chronic stressors, fatalities (including suicides), and PHS system incidents;18 this will 

require disclosure of personal health information to anyone involved in the investigation. 

• Section 4.5 states that the organization shall monitor, measure and record 

“psychological health and safety” as well as the effectiveness of the PHS system,19 

assuming throughout that the employer has access to detailed personal diagnosis 

information.   

 

The broad access to personal health information will discourage many employees from being 

forthright about their problems, which in turn will make the job of the employer more difficult, if 

not impossible. This is likely to prove a significant impediment to the implementation of the Draft 

Standard. 

 

d. Resource Demands 

 

The Draft Standard places a heavy burden on employers.  Many of the obligations imposed 

would be impractical, if not impossible, for most businesses of a small or medium size to meet. 

 

For example, section 4.3.6 requires that employers set objectives and targets for achieving 

psychological health and safety at various levels within the organization.  These objectives and 

targets are to be: measurable; based on past performance; determined after consultation with 

workers and business requirements; and reviewed and modified according to changing 

information and conditions.20  Implementing such a time and resource intensive system goes far 

                                                 
17

 Ibid at lines 600-602 
18

 Ibid at lines 822-827 
19

 Ibid at lines 853-855 
20

 Ibid at lines 693-708 
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beyond the current obligations that employers have under the law and presumes an 

organizational capacity that simply may not exist within many employers. 

 

It is not enough to say that “documentation can be scaled to the size, nature and complexity of 

the organization” or that an organization should consider “technological options” to achieve their 

targets.21  Such allowances do not render a massively resource-intensive undertaking feasible 

for a smaller organization.  To scale the procedures and documentation of the Draft Standard 

appropriately for small workplaces would likely mean reducing it to irrelevance.  As the size of 

an organization decreases, its resources and flexibility decrease as well. “Job fit” becomes a 

luxury when there are few or specialized jobs. Time, money and expertise for gathering and 

analyzing psychological information may be non-existent CACE believes that intensive, 

structured planning for psychological health and safety may not be within the grasp of smaller 

organizations. 

 

CACE believes that all workplaces should strive to be psychologically safe and healthy, but it 

does a disservice to employers and employees in smaller organizations to oblige them to 

institute a PHS system and to look for systemic causes of psychological harm where none may 

exist.  The realities of small workplaces are different from those of large ones.  Psychological 

health and safety require a range of approaches that take into account the size of the 

organization and the nature of its enterprise 

 

VIII. Conclusion 

 
  

CACE believes that a psychologically safe and healthy workplace is a worthy objective and one 

to be pursued.  Every employer in the country can benefit from greater knowledge and skills to 

assist employees within the fair scope of an employer’s capacity. CACE has voiced its strong 

concerns about the assumptions and methodology behind the Draft Standard, the legal, 

functional and privacy issues that arise from publishing the Draft Standard, and the stringent, 

burdensome and vague requirements contained therein. CACE believes that the Draft Standard 

should not be published.   

 

                                                 
21

 Ibid at lines 663 and 703 
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We would like to note, however, the excellent “best practices” that can be found in the Draft 

Standard. The excellent work on the Draft Standard, and the research and input behind it forms 

an excellent basis for continuing work in this area. 

 

CACE recommends that the Draft Standard be rejected, and that a more appropriate process be 

adopted to address the matter of psychological health and safety in the workplace. 

 

************************************************************************************************ 

 


