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I. BACKGROUND 

1. On April 8, 2026, Councillor Nadine Nakagawa (the “Complainant”) filed a complaint (the 
“Complaint”) alleging that Councillor Paul Minhas (the “Respondent”) breached sections 16, 
17, 19, 21(b) (f) (h), and (i), 22, and 23 of Bylaw No. 8408, 2023: The Code of Conduct for 
Council Members (the “Code”). 

2. The Complainant alleged the Respondent engaged in inappropriate conduct at a Council 
meeting on March 30, 2026 (the “March 30 Meeting”) as follows: 

a. Spoke to the Complainant and Mayor Johnstone (the “Mayor”) in a bullying and 
derogatory manner, including by accusing the Mayor of “bullying the public” when the 
Mayor sought to maintain order over an angry group in the audience; 

b. Pandered to the angry group and directed/incited this group towards the Complainant; 

c. Repeatedly interrupted the Mayor, behaved in an aggressive manner, and intentionally 
catered to the angry group to encourage them to yell and harass Council despite the 
Mayor attempting to maintain order; 

d. Wrongly accused the Complainant of disclosing information from a closed meeting, 
and in making that accusation, wrongfully disclosed information from a closed meeting; 

e.  for inaccurately accusing the Complainant of violating the 
closed-meeting rule; and 

f.   City staff 
confirm, in open chambers, that the Complainant had not violated the closed-meeting 
rule during the March 30 Meeting, thus putting City staff in a vulnerable position 
because of the angry demeanour of some of the audience. 

3. The Complainant also alleged that the Respondent breached the closed-meeting rule at a 
Council meeting on May 11, 2026 (the “May 11 Meeting”).  

II. PRELIMINARY ASSESSMENT 

4. We determined that a formal investigation was required after conducting a preliminary 
assessment (section 49).  

III. ISSUE FOR DECISION 

5. The issues to be decided in this Complaint are whether the Respondent: 

a. Engaged in behaviour with the Complainant and/or Mayor that was “abusive, bullying, 
intimidating or derogatory” at the March 30 Meeting in breach of section 16 of the 
Code; 

b. Failed to conduct himself with decorum at the March 30 Meeting, including by 
repeatedly interrupting the Mayor, encouraging angry audience members to continue 
to yell and harass Council, and undermining the Mayor’s attempts to maintain order, 
in breach of sections 17 and 21 (b) (f) (h), and (i) of the Code; 

c. Shared information from closed Council meetings in breach of sections 22 and 23 of 
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j. At the May 11 Meeting, the Respondent asked about information related to actions 
from a closed meeting. He admitted this in his submissions. 

V. ANALYSIS 

7. We find the Complaint substantiated in part. The Respondent: 

a. Did not contravene section 16 of the Code at the March 30 Meeting; 

b. Did not contravene sections 17 and 21(f), (h), and (i) of the Code at the March 30 
Meeting; 

c. Contravened section 21(b) of the Code at the March 30 Meeting; 

d. Did not contravene section 19 of the Code with the Respondent’s Accusation; and 

e. Contravened sections 22 and 23 of the Code by disclosing information from a closed-
meeting that had not yet been discussed at an open meeting or publicly released. 

A. Sections 16, 17, and 21(b), (f), (h), and (i) 

8. We find the Respondent did not contravene sections 16, 17, or 21(f), (h), or (i) of the Code, 
but did contravene section 21(b). 

9. Section 16 of the Code prohibits Council members from engaging with other Council members 
in a manner that is “abusive, bullying, intimidating or derogatory.” Section 17 requires Council 
members perform their duties in accordance with policies, procedures, and rules of order. 

10. Section 21 says Council members must conduct themselves with decorum at meetings, which 
includes: “(b) using respectful language and tone; …; (f) not interrupting other speakers, 
except to raise a point of order; …; (h) complying with all conduct provisions in the City’s 
Council Procedure Bylaw; and (i) not otherwise interfering with the orderly conduct of a 
meeting.” 

11. With respect to sections 21(h) and (i), and the audience harassing the Complainant and the 
Mayor, we find the Respondent did not direct the audience to be negative towards them. The 
audience was negative towards these individuals from the outset of, and throughout, the 
March 30 Meeting. Although this group seemed aligned with the Respondent, we find the 
Respondent did not encourage the audience’s disrespectful behaviour. He was energized by 
the vocal audience and not the converse. 

12. Also, the Respondent did not fail to comply with conduct provisions in the City’s Council 
Procedure Bylaw or otherwise interfere with the orderly conduct of the March 30 Meeting, as 
required by sections 17 and 21(h) and (i). 

13. Turning to section 21(f), we do not find the Respondent was disrespectful merely by 
sometimes interrupting the Mayor. There were ongoing disagreements and conflict between 
the Mayor and the Respondent, and both spoke over and interrupted the other. 

14. However, the Respondent was disrespectful towards the Mayor when he accused the Mayor 
of not listening to and bullying the public. This was contrary to section 21(b) and interfered 
with the Mayor’s attempts to maintain order and showed a lack of decorum and respect.  
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15. The Video and Council procedures make it apparent that during the March 30 Meeting, the 
Mayor was appropriately asking the Respondent to follow proper procedures in trying to add 
the Railway Safety Motion to the agenda and in requesting the Respondent ask the Delegate 
questions rather than make political statements.  

16. Although the Respondent’s conduct and accusations were disrespectful, they were not 
sufficiently egregious to be considered “abusive, bullying, intimidating or derogatory” 
behaviour prohibited by section 16 of the Code. 

17. In our view, abusive, bullying, intimidating, or derogatory behaviour requires more than 
disrespect. In the Code, abusive, bullying, intimidating, and derogatory behaviours are in a 
separate provision (section 16) from the provision covering disrespectful language or tone 
(section 21(b)). Further, definitions of ‘bullying’ under occupational health and safety 
legislation and respectful workplace policies require inappropriate conduct or comments that 
could objectively cause humiliation or intimidation (see, for example, WorkSafeBC Policy P2-
21-2). Case law interpreting these terms establish that in most instances, a pattern of 
behaviour is required, unless a single incident is egregious. We do not find the Respondent’s 
conduct meets this threshold. 

18. Similarly, while we find the Respondent’s Accusation did not rise to the level of being abusive, 
bullying, intimidating, or derogatory, we find the Respondent’s repeated comments about the 
Respondent’s Accusation, and his tone in making them were disrespectful. We accept the 
Respondent honestly thought the Complainant had breached the closed-meeting rule; 
however, as outlined in the Video, the Respondent’s excited manner is concerning, as is his 
reaction to the crowd that was excited by the prospect that the Complainant may have been 
caught out. 

19. Accordingly, while the Respondent did not contravene sections 16, 17, or 21 (f), (h), or (i) of 
the Code, he did contravene section 21(b) of the Code when he was disrespectful in language 
and tone when addressing the Mayor at the March 30 Meeting, and when making the 
Respondent’s Accusation. 

B. Section 19 

20. We find the Respondent did not contravene section 19(b) of the Code when he made 
comments about the Complainant breaching the closed-meeting rule, which were not true. 

21. Section 19 requires Council members not misrepresent the decisions of Council (section 
19(a)) or make any disparaging comments about other Council members, City staff, or other 
City representatives (section 19(b)). 

22. In Summary Report to City of New Westminster Council and Respondent, May 29, 2026, we 
considered and applied section 19(b). The threshold for interference in a Council member’s 
political communications is high (Summary Report to City of New Westminster Council and 
Respondent, May 29, 2026, at paragraphs 12-15). It is important to understand that the Code 
has latitude for elected officials to express their views and opinions, even on controversial 
subjects. The role of a council member includes communicating with members of the public 
about local issues, which includes not just responding to residents but initiating 
communication with the public, including about controversial, high-profile issues. Furthermore, 
political expression, including expression captured by the Code, must be interpreted in a 
manner consistent with freedom of expression guaranteed by the Canadian Charter of Rights 
and Freedoms.  
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23. Thus, the threshold for interference in a Council member’s political communications is high 
and the prohibition on disparaging comments is limited to language that could be considered 
unethical or illegal, such as language that is discriminatory, harassing, or defamatory. It does 
not include language that is merely hyperbole, controversial, or disrespectful. 

24. The Complaint did not allege, and the Video does not show, the Respondent’s comments 
about the Respondent’s Accusation, while untrue, were unethical or illegal in any sense, let 
alone discriminatory, harassing, or defamatory. The Respondent was mistaken but honestly 
believed he was in the right. We thus dismiss this aspect of the Complaint. 

C. Sections 22 and 23 

25. We find that via the Respondent’s Accusation at the March 30 Meeting, the Respondent 
referred to matters from a closed meeting that had not yet been discussed at an open meeting 
or publicly released, and this contravened sections 22 and 23(c) of the Code. 

26. We also find the Respondent’s comments at the May 11 Meeting also breached Sections 22 
and 23 (c) of the Code. 

27. Sections 22 and 23 relate to the handling of confidential information. Under section 22, Council 
members must keep information and records prohibited from release under section 117 of the 
Community Charter in strict confidence. Section 117(1)(b) of the Community Charter requires 
Council members keep information considered in a lawfully closed meeting confidential until 
the Council discusses the information at an open meeting or publicly releases the information. 

28. Section 23(b) requires Council members not disclose resolutions or City staff report contents 
from a closed meeting unless and until a Council decision has been made for the information 
to become public. Section 23 (c) requires Council members not disclose details of closed 
meeting deliberations or how individuals Council members voted on a question in a closed 
meeting. 

29. Asking questions about what consultation occurred or what factors led to certain actions from 
a closed meeting revealed those actions. Improper discussion about matters from the March 
30 Meeting did not mean those matters were no longer confidential information or that it was 
shared in an open meeting as contemplated by section 117 of the Community Charter. 

VI. CONCLUSION 

30. We conclude the Complaint is partly substantiated.  

31. The Respondent breached sections 21(b), 22, and 23(c) of the Code.  

VII. RECOMMENDATIONS 

32. We recommend the following sanctions in accordance with section 75 of the Code: 

a. The Respondent provide a letter of apology to the Complainant for the Respondent’s 
Accusation and this letter be published; 

b. The Respondent be provided with additional training on understanding: 

i. Procedural rules, including the closed-meeting rule; and 

ii. The importance of ensuring respect and decorum in open chambers, including 
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a shared responsibility to ensure audience members are respectful to all City 
staff and Council members. 
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