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 AWARD 

 

 

1. This matter concerns the use of cameras in the Employer’s head office. It 

involves balancing the legitimate interest of the Employer to ensure a safe and 

secure workplace and the legitimate interest of the employees to privacy within 

their workplace. 

 

2. Some 13 years ago the Employer installed security cameras at its head 

office property at 100 Lesmill Road in Toronto. These were focused on the 

perimeter of the building and on the front entrance and exit. The Union accepted 

that these cameras did not impinge on any employee privacy rights. No grievance 

was filed. More recently the Employer has installed many internal cameras. This 

new installation has caused the Union to file a policy grievance claiming a 

violation of several provisions of the collective agreement, particularly those 

concerning employee privacy rights. 

 

3. With the parties and their counsel, I took a view of the cameras at the 

workplace. There are now 48 cameras, with two to follow in the Employee 

Relations corridor. The 8 external cameras serve a necessary security purpose. Of 
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the 40 (to be 42) internal cameras, during the inspection, the focus of some need 

to be adjusted to ensure that they do not take in office work space or washroom 

entrances. The Employer agreed during the inspection to make these adjustments. 

I found during the inspection, taking account of the parties’ submissions at the 

time, that 40 of the cameras, with the agreed adjustments, do not violate employee 

privacy rights and fulfil necessary safety and security concerns. 

 

4. That left 8 cameras that the parties disagreed over. They made 

submissions on the remaining 8 cameras. I have considered those submissions. In 

doing so, as I mentioned above, I have tried to balance the Employer’s legitimate 

interests in employee safety and security and in the safety and security of the 

Employer’s property, against the employees’ legitimate interest that their privacy 

interests are not impinged and that they can work in an environment where their 

individual dignity is not impugned. 

 

5. I make my ruling on the 8 disputed cameras in the following context. 

There is no surreptitious use of the security cameras. All of the cameras are 

readily observable, in a fixed position, mounted in a manner that shows the 

direction they are pointed to. They have no zooming capability. With the 

necessary adjustments following the workplace inspection, and subject to one 
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comment below as part of the ruling I make, no cameras are trained on washroom 

entrances, work stations or areas where employees carry out the duties of their 

employment. 

 

6. There is no monitoring of the cameras. The cameras are not intended as an 

employee performance management tool, and they are not used for that purpose. 

Only two individual members of management have access to the images from the 

cameras, and they access the images only if there is a reason to do so, including 

related to the health or safety of persons or the security of property. The images 

retained in the system last between 30 to 45 days and are automatically over-

written, unless there is a reason to retain a specific image or sequence. 

 

7. The computer hardware and software that manages the cameras is locked 

in a private office. It is a self-contained unit, password protected and accessible, 

as mentioned, by only two individuals. 

 

8. In this context, I make the following rulings: 

 

a. For camera #14, monitoring the kitchen counter, the right focus is 

to be narrowed so that the portion of the image showing the 
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lunchroom is removed; 

 

b. For cameras #24 and #25, which respectively show the lunchroom 

and a seating area, the computer software is to be set that no 

images are captured during the core office hours, 8:30am to 

4:30pm; 

 

c. Cameras #27 and #28 can remain as they are; 

 

d. Cameras #41 and #42, which show the passageway to the 

accounting department can remain as they are. They do not impact 

on any privacy rights and they serve the function of monitoring 

access to the area where important confidential information is kept; 

 

e. Camera #45 is to be slightly adjusted so that the focus is a little 

down from where it is at present. The effect of the adjustment will 

be to retain the desk at the end of the corridor, but not any person 

behind the desk, while still being able to see the entrances on the 

right of the image; 
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f. Cameras #9 and #10, which monitor the two elevators, serve an 

important safety function for anyone who might encounter 

difficulty in the elevators. They are to remain as they are, subject 

to the following requirements: 

 

i. The monitoring screen at the entrance to the building 

(which is useful for employees to see the images of the 

external cameras, particularly before and after core working 

hours) will have as its default the 10 equal size images of 

the 8 external camera images and the 2 elevator images 

(though these images may be individually expanded when 

necessary); 

ii. When receptionists occupy the space at the main entrance 

to the building, during working hours, the monitoring 

screen will face the receptionists during core working 

hours; 

iii. A sign will be affixed in each of the two elevators to advise 

those using the elevators of the closed circuit monitoring. 

 

9. A reason for the filing of the Union’s policy grievance was the absence of 
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consultation by the Employer prior to installing the internal cameras. It will be 

prudent for the Employer, in the future, when making a material change or 

addition to the camera system, to consult with the Union prior to doing so. 

 

10. I remain seized of the interpretation, application or implementation of this 

award. 

 

 

DATED at TORONTO on November 27, 2015. 

 

_____________________ 

Christopher J. Albertyn  

Arbitrator   


