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From: Susan Longley
-----Sent: Sunday, October 30, 201110:56AM
To: josh.morgan@lpl./ondon.on.ca
Subject: Library Censorship and Internet Filters

-

Dear Mr. Morgan:
Please find copies of correspondence sent to both the London Public Health
Unit as well as the local Children's Aid Society and expressing serious
concerns regarding their respective presentations to the London library
board in on October 27/2011.

I believe there are serious flaws in their presentations and quite frankly,
question their motives and intentions regarding the issue which,1 believe,
was adequately dealt with several years previous.The compromise position of
the library appears to be working quite satisfactorily and without serious
difficulties.

Please accept this modest presentation as a formal response to the board. I
have informed Susanna Krimmer of the same efforts to inform other London
Library Board members have not been successful due to e-mails not
registering. Can you please ensure other board members have copies of this
correspondence.

Thank you:
Susan Longley

Attention: Ms.Shaya Dhinsa
Mgr. Sexual Health
Middlesex/London Health Unit
50 King St.
London ON N6A 5L7

cc. Dr. Graham Pollock CEO London/Middlesex

Health Unit

Dear Ms. Dhinsa:
I am writing in response to your recent written presentation to the London
Library Board and in reference to library censorship and use of internet
filters. I must admit I find your presentation as both troublesome and at
the same time confusing. It remains apparent that you have not thought
through position. I am also in serious disagreement with your most ambiguous
argument.
On one hand you appear to endorse and support the generalized use internet
filters (i.e. pro censorship) and yet on the other you seek dispensation for
the health unit's own web site on sexual health. My own personal opinion is

that as a publicly funded agency it remains questionable how appropriate it
is for you to have taken such a contradictory stance on the subject. As you
are aware, the matter of internet filters was debated several years previous
and resulted in a compromise with library internet filtering on usage by
children and youth.
This position I gather has been sustained without significant problems for
the previous few years. Why has the health unit entered into this debate
without significant reflection or research.ls this matter even within your
mandate? Your motivation is highly questionable and I believe you may wish
to revise your official position.
I am informing the library board chair Josh Morgan as well as library board
CEO Susanna Krimmer of my concerns and disagreement. For your information I
have also included a copy of a similar response to the library board
presentation on the same subject by Ms. Jane Fitzgerald executive director
of the Children's Aid Society, London/Middlesex.
Thank you for your consideration.
Susan Longley

Attention: Ms Jane Fitzgerald Executive Director
Children's Aid Society, London/Middlesex
Board Members
Children's Aid Society, London/Middlesex

Dear Ms. Fitzgerald:
I am corresponding with you regarding your recent written presentation
(October 27/2011) to the London Library Board and in reference to filters on
adult internet use and library censorship policy in general. I take serious
issue with you on several of your suggestions and points of view regarding
these matters and outline the following concerns which I hope you will share
with other appropriate staff and board members.
I find particularly disturbing that you write not merely in reference to
your your own particular point of view or ideology but suggest your opinions
actually represent the position of all members of the Children's Aid Society
of London /Middlesex.
I am aware that your opinion does not necessarily reflect the opinions of
many of your staff as well as some board members. Nor am I aware that you
reflect the position represented by the majority of Children's Aid Societies
across the province or the Ontario Association of Social Workers
I believe it was in 2007 the London Public Library last had open discussion
and debate regarding its internet policy. The matter of internet filtering
received a rigorous hearing as did the subject of library censorship in
general. The varied positions presented at that time are on record. However
I believe one of the most reasoned and thorough presentation was from Dr.
Sam Trosow of UWO faculty of Law and Media Studies.

When all was said and done a compromise position was reached by library
administration which recommended internet filtering for children and youth
while adult use internet remained unfiltered. This position seemed
infinitely reasonable as well as congruent with the official position
assumed by the Canadian Library Association, an acceptable position of
moderation.
It is of interest that previous city council members on the London library
board, Nancy Branscome and Gina Barber both received recognition and praise
from the CLA regarding their respective advocacy and support of anti
censorship policies in the public library system. Their appeal to rationale
discourse was acknowledged at that time.
Recent consultation with library staff and CEO Ms.Suzanne Krimmer suggest
that any problems regarding this arrangement have not been problematic and
there is no evidence to indicate that the present arrangement has not
functioned for the previous two to three years without Significant incident
or problems.
The question of your agency mandate and its role in the matter of library
censorship in general and internet filtering in particular is of particular
importance. Your insistence on confusing anti censorship with the promotion
of pornography and child sexual victimization I find, is extremely
disingenuous and highly misleading.
It also suggests that the opinions you express indicate that the local
Children's Aid Society is perhaps in legal ambiguity and disputes individual
charter rights. You suggest that without internet filtering all sorts of
horrible things are going to happen to our chiidren.1 believe an
intentionally exaggerated claim.
You seem to imply that present library policy invites perverts and child
predators to have open season at your local public library where you are
granted free licence to victimize women and children. What a jaded and
morbid view of library policy.
Many citizens of the city of London as well as many child welfare advocates
and CAS supporters will be saddened to find that given their views on
library censorship the sub text of your presentation infers that these same
people tacitly endorse or encourage child sexual abuse and violent
pornography.
You confuse the issues and imply references and connections where there are
none. Your narrative on "... how pornoqraphy.racisrn and hate literature"
impacts us is completely erroneous and misleading. Then there are the
platitudes and cliches regarding child hood sexual victimization. What,if
any, relevance does such references have to the question of censorship?
Your uses of hyperbole becomes even more exaggerated when
know ... imagery of child sexual abuse can playa role in creating
appreciation for child sexual abuse ...''. then go on to even more
utterly ridiculous claims that "...we know unintentional exposure
pornography ,hate literature and violence ...can be potentially
traumatizing." Do you really believe this?

you claim "...we
an
excited and
to child

Ms.· Fitzgerald, where on earth did you get such unsubstantiated nonsensical
information? Indeed, I suggest we "do not know" the connections as you seen
to glibly insist. Even a cursory look at the academic literature on such
matters provides no credible objective basis for the claims you make.
It would seem in summary that your presentation to the library board is
less about the genuine safety of children (our most vulnerable) and more
about pandering to the political ideology of a special interest group.

Please note that I will be sharing this response with London Library CEO
Susanna Krimmer as well as Dr. Sam Trosow.
Thank you for your consideration.

