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Albertos Polizogopoulos 

Direct Linee: (613) 241-2701 Ext : 243 

Email: albertos@vdg.ca 

 
August 18, 2010 
 
Carleton University – Office of the University Secretariat 
Attention: Cheryl Foy – University Secretary and General Counsel 
607A Robertson Hall 
Ottawa, Ontario K1S 5B6 
 
 
Dear Ms. Foy, 
 
RE: The Genocide Awareness Project 
 Our Client: Carleton Lifeline  
 Our File: 3410033 

 
We act for Carleton Lifeline with respect to its desire to host the Genocide 
Awareness Project (GAP) and the resistance it has met from Carleton 
University’s Administration. 
 
I have been provided with a copy of David Sterritt’s August 8, 2010 email in 
which Carleton University denies Carleton Lifeline’s request to host the GAP in 
the Tory Quad on the basis that “The Genocide Awareness Project uses 
promotional materials which are disturbing and offensive to some”. As a 
proposal, the University offers the use of a closed-off room and the possibility of 
Carleton Lifeline having a table set up in a public so that they could invite 
Carleton students to visit the room to view the GAP. My clients do not accept the 
University’s proposal on the basis that it is a clear attempt to censor them and 
limit their freedom of expression. The GAP does not incite violence or hate 
against anyone and cannot therefore be deemed to be hate speech. An opinion 
which is unpopular or offensive to some is still protected and one would think that 
a University, whose purpose is to encourage higher learning would take great 
measure to ensure that free speech is protected and that students are not 
discriminated against because of their beliefs and/or opinions. 
I have been provided with a copy of the following documents: 

 

 Carleton University – Human Rights Policies and Procedures (Last 
updated March 8, 2010) 

 Carleton University – Students Rights and Responsibilities Policy  (Last 
updated June 2009) 

 Carleton University – Posting Policy (Last updated October 2005) 
 
In reviewing these documents, I see no basis or authority by which the University 
administration can deny a student or a group of students the use of facilities 
because the manner in which they voice their opinion is “disturbing and offensive 
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to some”. In fact, Carleton’s policies specifically prohibit such censorship. Of 
particular interest was paragraph 4 of the “Carleton University Statement on 
Conduct and Human Rights” contained in the “Human Rights Policies and 
Procedures” which reads: 
 

4. The University’s fundamental commitment to scholarship 
encourages its members to perform to the highest standards of 
academic excellence. The University upholds its members’ 
academic freedom so they can carry out their scholarly work 
without threat of interference. 
 

4.1 Academic freedom is the freedom to examine, question, 
teach and learn. It involves the right to investigate, speculate 
and comment without reference to prescribed doctrine, as 
well as the right to criticize the University and society at 
large. Academic freedom carries with it the duty to use that 
freedom in a manner consistent with ethical guidelines and 
human rights law, and the scholarly obligation to base 
research and teaching on an honest search for knowledge. It 
may also be circumscribed by civil and criminal law. 

 
4.2 The frank discussion of controversial idea, the 
examination of various or competing perspectives, the 
pursuit and publication of controversial research, and 
the study and teaching of material with controversial 
and even offensive content in the context of 
conscientious, professional instruction in the University 
are protected within academic freedom. (emphasis 
added). 

 
In addition to the section reproduced from the “Human Rights Policies and 
Procedures”, sections 2 and 3 of the “Students Rights and Responsibilities 
Policy” are of interest. They read as follow: 
 

 
2. Freedom of Discussion 
 
The traditional privileges of freedom of inquiry and freedom of 
expression which are enjoyed by members of a university 
community are reflected in the concept of academic freedom. 
These can be assured only if all members of the community share 
the responsibility of granting these freedoms to others and accept 
the obligation of a standard of behaviour which respects the rights 
of others. Students may think, speak, write, create, study, learn, 
pursue social, cultural and other interests and associate together 
for these purposes subject to the principles of mutual respect for 
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the dignity, worth and rights of others as outlined by the Ontario 
Human Rights Code and the “Carleton University Statement on 
Conduct and Human Rights”, which appears in Carleton’s omnibus 
Human Rights Policy. 
 
3. Assembly 
 
Peaceful assemblies, demonstrations and lawful picketing are 
allowed within established laws. 

 
 
In reviewing the above-noted documents one would think that Carleton University 
is committed to providing an environment which encourages free speech, 
academic freedom and the exchange and study of different ideas and opinions. 
The University administration’s decision regarding my client’s application 
however, is incompatible the University’s commitment to academic freedom. 
Carleton has taken the position that because my client’s belief is unpopular and 
because it chooses to express its opinion using imagery which may be offensive 
to some, they ought to be censored. This of course, is inconsistent with academic 
freedom as described in the “Human Rights Policies and Procedures”. 
 
Members of Carleton Lifeline chose to attend Carleton University and pay their 
tuition fees to the University on the basis of Carleton’s promise to honour and 
uphold free speech on campus, without discrimination passed on the content of 
one’s opinions. My clients seek to enjoy the same free speech rights as other 
Carleton students. 
 
While Carleton Lifeline agrees that the University is entitled to regulate academic, 
social, cultural, and other affairs on campus, it hereby demands that in regulating 
these events, Carleton University adhere to relevant statutes and regulations, 
and to its own policies, procedures and by-laws, without discrimination on the 
basis of viewpoint or opinion. 
 
Clearly, in denying Carleton Lifeline the use of Tory Quad, the University is not 
adhering to its own policies by attempting to censor a view it deems to be 
unpopular or offensive. 
 
At this point, my clients request that the University adhere to its own policies or 
provide the basis and authority upon which it is relying to violate Carleton 
Lifeline’s freedom of speech and academic freedom. 
 
I look forward to hearing from you. 
 
VINCENT DAGENAIS GIBSON LLP/s.r.l. 
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Albertos Polizogopoulos 
AP/th 
 
 
C.c.  Client 


