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1	–	Elisburg	D	(1994),	Workplace	Stress:	Legal	Developments,	Economic	Pressures,	and	Violence.		John	
Burton’s	Workers’	Compensation	Monitor,	6:12‐19	
2	–	California	Workers’	Compensation	Institute	(1990):	Mental	Stress	Claims	in	California	Workers’	
Compensation	–	Incidence,	Costs	and	Trends.		CWCI	Research	Notes	
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TABLE 3.1 – ESTIMATED LOST TIME STRESS CLAIM INCIDENCES 

Category  Calculated 
Incidence 

Increase 
compared to NS

Nova	Scotia	 0.72%	 n/a

Acute	Traumatic	and	Cumulative	Traumatic	 0.91%	 27%

Acute	Traumatic,	Cumulative	Traumatic,	and	Gradual	
Onset	

2.12%	 196%

	 		

While	the	proposed	“Psychological	Injuries”	policy	only	compensates	for	workplace	stress	that	is	
a	reaction	to	one	or	more	traumatic	events	(i.e.	acute	traumatic	and	cumulative	traumatic)	we	
have	also	calculated	the	potential	increase	assuming	experience	follows	those	jurisdictions	that	
also	accept	gradual	onset	stress	claims.		The	line	between	stress	resulting	from	cumulative	
exposure	to	traumatic	events	and	that	arising	from	chronic	exposure	to	significant	stressors	may	
be	blurred	and	we	felt	it	was	prudent	to	examine	both	scenarios.		For	the	purpose	of	this	costing	
we	have	assumed	increases	of	30%	and	200%	in	lost	time	stress	claims	based	on	this	analysis.	

In	addition,	the	recent	changes	made	to	the	psychological	injury	policy	at	WorkSafe	BC	(effective	
July	1,	2012)	provide	an	indication	of	the	potential	response	to	the	Board’s	proposed	policy.		As	
noted	earlier,	preliminary	data	following	the	policy	change	at	WorkSafe	BC	suggest	an	increase	of	
around	220%	in	the	number	of	psychological	injury	claims	registered,	and	an	increase	of	about	
30%	in	claims	accepted.	While	the	new	policy	at	WorkSafe	BC	provides	coverage	for	more	
triggering	conditions	than	the	policy	proposed	by	the	Board	(i.e.	the	policy	at	WorkSafe	BC	
compensates	for	certain	types	of	gradual	onset	stress,	as	well	as	acute	and	cumulative	reactions	
to	traumatic	events)	and	the	volume	experience	is	limited,	we	still	feel	it	is	useful	for	illustrating	
the	range	of	possibilities	for	the	Board.		

Finally,	numerous	studies	of	the	experience	of	other	workers’	compensation	organizations,	as	
well	as	the	economy	as	a	whole,	provide	examples	of	potential	high	cost	scenarios.		These	tests	
can	be	used	to	provide	the	Board	with	a	sense	of	the	potential	risks	of	the	new	psychological	
injury	policy	should	the	entitlement	and	adjudication	criteria	change	from	their	original	
intention.		The	most	relevant	studies	are	discussed	below:	

 California	–	Psychological	injuries	accounted	for	9%	of	all	new	workers	compensation	claims	
in	California	in	19901.		This	increase	in	psychological	claims	was	largely	attributed	to	the	
adoption	of	a	very	broad	definition	of	compensable	stress.		The	California	State	Supreme	
Court	ruled	in	1986	that	workplace	causation	need	only	be	“more	than	infinitesimal	or	
inconsequential”	for	a	mental	stress	claim	to	be	compensable2.		However,	by	1994	
experience	had	moderated	and	psychological	stress	claims	accounted	for	fewer	than	4%	of	
all	claims	accepted.		
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4. We	also	used	claim	count	data	from	completed	categories	to	estimate	the	distribution	of	
claims	by	severity	category.			

5. The	average	costs	calculated	in	step	3	for	the	2010	accident	year	were	then	inflated	to	2012	
and	adjusted	so	that	they	are	consistent	with	the	2012	new	accident	cost	from	the	Board’s	
valuation	report	(i.e.	the	assumed	average	costs	by	severity	category	multiplied	by	the	
assumed	distribution	of	claims	by	severity	category	matches	the	2012	new	accident	costs).	

The	assumed	severity	distribution	(including	future	administrative	expense)	can	be	found	in	
Table	3.2	below.	

TABLE 3.2 – ASSUMED SEVERITY DISTRIBUTION 

  Distributions (% of claims)   

Category  All
Claims

Accepted 
Claims

Lost time 
Claims 

Average 
Cost ($) 

Not	approved	/	Disallowed	 17.2% 	 70	

Approved,	no	lost	time	 54.9% 66.3% 	 600	

Time	loss,	up	to	2	weeks	 11.5% 13.8% 41.1%	 1,200	

Time	loss,	2	to	5	weeks	 4.9% 6.0% 17.7%	 3,400	

Time	loss,	5	to	26	weeks	 8.1% 9.8% 29.2%	 11,700	

Time	loss,	26	to	52	weeks	 1.3% 1.5% 4.5%	 52,900	

Time	loss,	more	than	52	weeks	 2.1% 2.6% 7.6%	 235,800	

	

Using	the	results	in	Table	3.2	directly	to	estimate	the	cost	of	psychological	injury	claims	assumes	
that	these	claims	are	similar	in	cost	to	the	average	claim	accepted	by	the	Board.		However,	there	
is	evidence	that	these	claims	can	be	more	costly	in	general:	

 A	study	performed	by	the	National	Council	of	Compensation	Insurance	in	the	United	States	
found	that	charges	for	compensated	medical	injury	claims	were	on	average	52%	higher	than	
physical	injury.		It	also	found	that	these	claims	tend	to	last	longer	–	an	average	of	39	weeks	
compared	to	24	weeks	for	the	average	physical	injury5.		

 Another	study	found	that	psychological	injury	can	have	a	high	rate	of	recurrence.		In	
particular,	employees	with	a	previous	disability	claim	that	is	related	to	mental	illness	were	
found	to	be	almost	seven	times	more	likely	to	have	another	disability	claim	related	to	that	
illness	than	those	with	no	previous	disability	related	to	mental	illness6.		
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APPENDIX 

 

TABLE A.1 – COUNT OF ASSESSED CLAIMS BY SEVERITY CATEGORTY 

Severity  2003 2004  2005 2006 2007  2008  2009 2010  2011  2012 

Not	Approved	/	Disallowed	 	3,563	 	5,056	 	5,288	 	4,660	 	5,047		 	5,216	 	4,776	 	5,015	 	3,918	 	3,267	

Approved,	No	Lost	Time	 	17,655	 	16,424	 	16,192	 	15,829	 	15,543		 	15,275	 	12,943	 	13,745	 	13,672	 	14,210	

Time	Loss	–	up	to	2	weeks	 	3,471	 	3,426	 	3,524	 	3,273	 	3,335		 	3,237	 	2,778	 	2,743	 	2,501	 	2,430	

Time	Loss	–	2	to	5	weeks	 	1,417	 	1,436	 	1,380	 	1,448	 	1,487		 	1,474	 	1,271	 	1,193	 	1,148	 	1,107	

Time	Loss	–	5	to	26	weeks	 	2,477	 	2,691	 	2,585	 	2,316	 	2,251		 	2,136	 	2,025	 	1,844	 	1,854	 	1,670	

Time	Loss	–	26	to	52	weeks	 	417	 	446	 	414	 	341	 	343		 	299	 	286	 	292	 	311	 	198	

Time	Loss	–	Over	52	weeks	 	689	 	820	 	715	 	619	 	532		 	510	 	440	 	437	 	310	 	‐ 		

Total	 	29,689	 	30,299	 	30,098	 	28,486	 	28,538		 	28,147	 	24,519	 	25,269	 	23,714	 	22,882	
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TABLE A.2 – PAYMENTS ON ASSESSED CLAIMS BY SEVERITY CATEGORTY ($ 1,000’S) 

Severity  2003 2004  2005 2006 2007  2008  2009 2010  2011  2012 

Not	Approved	/	Disallowed	 	73	 	93	 	96	 	379	 	165		 	283	 	249	 	247	 	222	 	106	

Approved,	No	Lost	Time	 	6,177	 	7,132	 	6,226	 	7,101	 	7,080		 	6,795	 	6,138	 	5,739	 	5,412	 	3,922	

Time	Loss	–	up	to	2	weeks	 	1,560	 	1,578	 	1,866	 	2,193	 	2,682		 	2,609	 	2,362	 	2,441	 	2,376	 	1,834	

Time	Loss	–	2	to	5	weeks	 	2,245	 	2,619	 	2,486	 	2,997	 	3,474		 	3,457	 	3,173	 	2,911	 	2,763	 	2,392	

Time	Loss	–	5	to	26	weeks	 	16,094	 	16,876	 	17,421	 	17,156	 	18,910		 	18,111	 	17,389	 	15,646	 	15,619	 	12,507	

Time	Loss	–	26	to	52	weeks	 	11,240	 	11,307	 	12,432	 	12,354	 	13,638		 	10,322	 	9,319	 	8,993	 	8,565	 	4,852	

Time	Loss	–	Over	52	weeks	 	92,540	 	94,769	 	80,833	 	69,544	 	54,880		 	47,659	 	34,724	 	28,317	 	14,708	 	‐ 		

Total	 	129,928	 	134,375	 	121,361	 	111,722	 	100,830		 	89,236	 	73,355	 	64,293	 	49,665	 	25,615	
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TABLE A.3 – LOST TIME CLAIMS CODED TO COMMON PSYCHOLOGICAL INJURY NOI’S (2007‐2011) 

Nature of Injury (NOI)   AB  BC  MB  NB  NL  NS   NT/NU  ON  PE QC SK  YT 

	52000	‐
	Mental	disorder	or	syndrome,	uns.	

41 0 0 0 0 0	 0 12 0 11 7	 0	

	52100	‐
	Anxiety,	stress,	neurotic	disorders,	uns.	

387 138 194 11 8 49	 8 399 3 833 188	 5	

	52110	‐	Post‐traumatic	stress	 53 1,071 94 41 13 41	 6 1,541 5 3,188 93	 3	

	52130	‐	Panic	disorder	 2 4 0 0 0 0	 0 18 0 0 2	 0	

	52190	‐
	Anxiety,	stress,	neurotic	disorders,	n.e.c.	

40 203 1 53 3 21	 7 321 1 0 61	 1	

	52191	‐	Depressive	state	 5 7 0 1 2 1	 0 64 0 214 10	 0	

	52192	‐	Burn	out	 0 0 0 0 0 0	 0 0 0 7 0	 0	

	52193	‐	Adjustment	disorder	 2 66 0 4 0 0	 0 51 0 1,003 2	 0	

	52194	‐	Psychological	decompensation	 0 0 0 0 0 0	 1 23 0 0 0	 0	

	52210	‐	Substance‐
induced	mental	disorder	

1 0 0 0 0 0	 0 29 0 0 0	 0	

	52900	‐
	Mental	disorders	or	syndromes,	n.e.c.	

1 0 0 0 0 0	 0 2 0 1 0	 0	

Total	 532 1,489 289 110 26 112	 22 2,460 9 5,257 363	 9	

 


