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Hillel V. CSU Executives

Complaint Received: Monday, November 3, 2025

Hearing: Friday, January 16, 2026

Decision: Friday, January 23, 2026

Complainant:

Hillel Concordia

e Samantha Chankowsky,
e Representative

Respondent:

The CSU Executive Team for the 2025-2026 Term

Isabella Providenti-Academic & Advocacy Coordinator

Danna Ballantyne-External Affairs & Mobilization Coordinator
Ryan Assaker-Finance Coordinator (Absent)

Vanessa Massot-General coordinator

Leo Litke- Internal Affairs Coordinator

Aya Kidaei-Loyola Coordinator

Arevig Nahabedian- Student life coordinator

Mia Kennedy- Sustainability Coordinator

Judicial Board:

e Dara Younes
e (Ouswa Ben Rejeb
e Aya Saad



STATEMENT OF FACTS & TIMELINE

1. On November 3, 2025, the Judicial Board received a formal complaint filed by
Samantha Chankowsky, acting in her capacity as a representative of Hillel Concordia
(“the Complainant”).

2. The complaint alleges that the Concordia Student Union (“CSU”’) Handbook,
published by the Respondent CSU Executive Team for the 2025-2026 term in early
September 2025, contains material that violates CSU governing documents and
fosters a hostile campus environment.

Specifically, the Complainant alleges that:
i.  Pages 40-41 of the Handbook, labeled as a “Strike Guide,” encourage
the use of “hard picketing.”

ii. Page 63 of the Handbook advises students on concealing personal
identity in situations described as high-tension or confrontational on
campus.

ili. ~ The Handbook devotes a disproportionate amount of content to the
Palestinian-Israeli conflict, thereby creating the perception that
students are expected to adhere to a particular political viewpoint
advanced by the CSU.

iv.  The overall effect of this content is the creation of a campus
environment where Jewish and Israeli students cannot feel safe
expressing their views or identities.

3. The complainant pleads that the content of the handbook contradicts Section 5.6 of
the CSU Positions Book, which calls for respect and kindness toward all religious and
cultural minorities and for fostering a safer and more inclusive Concordia University
community.

4. The Complainant submitted five (5) pages from the CSU Handbook as supporting
evidence with the initial complaint.

5. The Complainant seeks the following remedies:

a. The immediate withdrawal of all remaining copies of the CSU Handbook from
circulation.

b. The removal from office of the CSU Executive Team members involved in the
Handbook’s publication.

c. The issuance of a public apology and correction on the CSU’s official social
media channels for publishing material deemed insensitive and discriminatory.

See Annexe A.

6. On November 5, 2025, the Judicial Board issued a formal notification to the named
Respondents pursuant to section 5.38 of the CSU Judicial Board Code of Procedure,
advising them that a complaint had been filed in which they were named as
respondents. The notice included a copy of the complaint and supporting documents.
In accordance with section 5.40 of the Code, the Respondents were advised that they



had three days from receipt of the notice to submit a written response, whether jointly
or individually, to the Judicial Board.

a. On November 7, 2025, the CSU Executive Team submitted a written response
denying all allegations, asserting that the Handbook complies with CSU
policies, reflects long-standing democratically adopted positions, and rejecting
the remedies sought by the Complainant as unfounded and disproportionate.

See Annexe B.

7. By written notice dated November 17, 2025, the Judicial Board informed both the
Complainant & respondents that the hearing in the case brought by Hillel Concordia
against the CSU Executive Team was scheduled for Friday, January 16, 2026

e The notice further specified that any party facing significant and unavoidable
conflicts with the scheduled date was required to notify the Judicial Board
within 72 hours of receipt of the notice, and that requests for rescheduling
would only be considered in exceptional circumstances.

a. By December 5, 2025, both the Complainant and Respondents confirmed their
attendance for the Hearing.

8. On January 15, 2026, at 8:39 PM, notably after business hours, the Complainant sent
an email to the Judicial Board stating that a representative would not be able to attend
the scheduled hearing. The complainant did not formally request a postponement,
propose an alternative date, or provide substantiating evidence for the inability to
attend.

a. The Judicial Board therefore proceeded on the basis that the hearing would go
forward as scheduled.

9. The Complainant did not appear at the hearing on January 16, 2026, at 10:00 AM, and
was not represented.

10. The Respondent CSU Executive Team appeared in the hearing and argued their case.

a. The Respondents defended the Handbook as a legitimate exercise of the
CSU’s educational, advocacy, and service mandate to its membership,
consistent with past practice and the Union’s democratically established
political positions.

b. They argued that the cited sections provide logistical and safety information to
students exercising their legal rights to protest and assemble, and do not
constitute an incitement to violence or intimidation.

c. Regarding the focus on the Palestinian-Israeli conflict, the Respondents stated
this reflects a significant and ongoing concern for a substantial portion of the
membership, and that providing educational resources on a major global issue
is within the CSU’s purview.

d. The Respondents contended that the complaint failed to identify any specific,
actionable violation of a CSU bylaw or standing regulation, and relied on a
subjective interpretation of the Positions Book’s guiding principles.

e. They further argued the complaint did not demonstrate any direct, concrete
harm caused by the Handbook’s publication, as opposed to generalized
feelings of discomfort with the CSU’s political stances.



ANALYSIS

Burden of Proof: The burden of proof rests solely on the Complainant. It is the
Complainant's responsibility to present evidence and arguments sufficient to convince
the Judicial Board that it is more probable than not that the Respondent violated a
CSU bylaw, standing regulation, or other governing document. The Board cannot rule
in favor of a claim that is unsupported or unsubstantiated.

Failure to Prosecute the Complaint: The Complainant’s decision not to appear at
the scheduled hearing constitutes a critical failure to prosecute their complaint. This
absence deprived the Judicial Board of its essential function: to hear live testimony,
test the evidence and its interpretation, ask clarifying questions, and evaluate the
credibility and nuance of the arguments. A written submission alone is an untested
allegation. By choosing not to participate, the Complainant forfeited the opportunity
to persuade the Board, counter the Respondent’s defense, or contextualize their claims
against direct questioning.

Assessment of the Written Complaint vs. Live Defense: The Board has reviewed
the Complainant’s written allegations. In contrast, it received a substantive, live
defense from the Respondents, who provided context for the Handbook’s creation,
explained its purpose within the CSU’s broad mandate, and challenged the
Complainant’s interpretation of the Positions Book. The Complainant offered no
counter-argument to this defense. Uncontested, the Respondent’s testimony that the
Handbook was created for legitimate student service and advocacy purposes stands
unrebutted.

Interpretation of CSU Positions Book Section 5.6: The Respondents clarified under
testimony that the disputed content is not novel to the current term, but rather consists
of material either reproduced from past CSU publications or developed in direct
accordance with longstanding, officially ratified Union positions. Their stated intent
was informational and educational, consistent with the CSU’s mandate. In light of this
context where the material is derived from institutional history and aligns with
democratically established stances - the Board finds that the Complainant’s
unexamined written allegations do not meet the threshold required to demonstrate an
objective breach of Section 5.6. Disagreement with the content of longstanding CSU
positions does not, in itself, constitute a violation of the aspirational principles that
guide the Union’s conduct, nor does it justify the extraordinary sanction of removing
sitting executives.

Lack of Nexus to Enforceable Bylaw or Regulation: The complaint hinges on an
alleged violation of the Positions Book, a document that outlines the CSU’s stances
on various issues. The Board notes that while the Positions Book guides the Union’s
actions, it is distinct from the Standing Regulations or By-Laws, which contain the
enforceable rules governing member conduct and electoral sanctions. The
Complainant did not identify a violation of a specific, actionable bylaw or regulation.
Severity of Requested Remedies: The remedies sought removal from office and
forced retraction of publications are among the most severe actions the Judicial Board
can contemplate. Granting such remedies requires clear, convincing, and substantiated



evidence of a gross violation or action in bad faith. The evidence presented, consisting
of a partial written complaint and a non-appearance, falls profoundly short of this high
threshold.

DECISION

For the reasons stated above, the Judicial Board UNANIMOUSLY DISMISSES the

complaint in its entirety.

The Complainant, Hillel Concordia, has not met its burden of proof to establish a violation of

the CSU Positions Book or any other governing document.

No remedy is granted.

DISSENTING OPINION

No member dissented. The decision is unanimous.




ANNEXE A

CSU Judicial Board — General Complaint Form

Are you submitting
this complaint as an
individual or on
behalf of a Club?

Your name
Student ID
Your email address
Club name

Names of other
individuals involved

Is your complaint
regarding an
individual or a Club?

MName(s) of
individuals whom
your complaint
refers to

Date and time of
incident(s)

Club

Samantha Chankowsky
40285847
samchankowsky@gmail.com
Hillel Concordia

Names of other individuals invaolved:

Chana Leah Natanblut - President of Chabad
Student Group at Concordia University
Anastasia Zorchinsky - President of The StartUp
Nation at Concordia

Individual

Isabella Providenti, Academic & Advocacy

Coordinator, academic@csu.qe.ca

Danna Ballantyne, External Affairs & Mobilization

Coordinator, external@csu.qc.ca

Ryan Assaker, Finance Coordinator,

finance@csu.qc.ca

Vanessa Massot, General Coordinator,
coordinator@csu.qe.ca

Leo Litke, Internal Affairs Coordinator,
internal@csu.qc.ca

Aya Kidaei, Loyola Coordinator, loyola@csu.qc.ca

Arevig Nahabedian, Student Life Coordinator,

studentlife@csu.qc.ca

Mia Kennedy, Sustainability Coordinator,

sustainability@csu.qc.ca

September 4, 2025

Subject of complaint CSU Handbook



Summary of
incident(s)

Supporting
Documents

Description of
supporting
documents

Describe what
action should be
taken in response to
this complaint.

Summary of incident(s)*:

In early September, the CSU published a
handbook which promoted behaviours not in
keeping with Concordia University's Code of
Rights and Responsibilities. The violations, listed
below, all serve to create a hostile environment in
which minority communities, especially Jewish and
Israeli students, cannot feel safe expressing their
views or identities on campus,

Strike Guide (pgs. 40-41); The strike guide
encourages hard picketing, which translates into
denying students who choose not to participate in
any given strike the right to attend the classes
they paid for.

Concealing Identity (pg. 63): When identities are
concealed, especially in the high tension situations
that have become so common on campus, it
creates a reality in which students holding
minority views have limited options to protect
themselves.

In addition to the above issues, the handbook also
spends a disproportional amount of time on the
Palestinian-Israel Conflict, creating the sense that
students must adhere to the viewpoint pushed by
the CSU. The focus an the Conflict, combined with
the calls for

hard picketing and concealed identities suggests
that students whose views differ from the CSU's
on this issue are not unlike unwelcome, but in
danger on campus. This contradicts section 5.6 of
the CSU Position Book, “The CSU calls for respect
and kindness towards all religious and cultural
minorities in our community and calls on the
Concordia University community to foster a safer
and more inclusive space for people of all cultures
and religions”,
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5 pages from the CSU handbook.

Actions that should be taken in response to this
complaint include:

1. Withdrawal of any remaining copies of the CSU
handbook from circulation

2. Removal of involved CSU executives from office
3. Issuing of a public apology and correction on
the CSU's social media for publishing insensitive
and discriminatory material

Accepted









ANNEXE B

CONCORDIA 1455 de Maisonneuve Blvd W, H-711
STUDENT Montréal, QC H3G 1M8
UNION 514 848-7474 | www.csu.qc.ca

Friday, November 7%, 2025
Response to November 5™ notice of Judicial Board complaint
Dear members of the CSU Judicial Board,

We, the 2025-2026 CSU Executive team, vigorously oppose the allegations and demands made
by Samantha Chankowsky in her Judicial Board complaint regarding the 2025-2026 CSU
Handbook.

As was clarified when a substantively similar motion was presented, and subsequently rejected
by the CSU Council in September 2025, the Handbook in question does not violate any CSU
Policies nor does the content included endanger any members of the CSU Community. Rather,
all content included is either reused material from previous handbooks dating back to the early
2000s, or informational content relating to issues directly affecting our membership; most
importantly all content is closely aligned with existing CSU Positions.

The CSU has a long-standing, democratically adopted position on Palestinian solidarity,
reaffirmed through multiple General Assemblies and Council motions over the past two
decades. Inclusion of related educational or advocacy material in the Handbook therefore falls
squarely within the CSU’s mandate to inform members about its political positions and
campaigns.

Not only does Ms. Chankowksy’s complaint fail to clearly provide evidence of harm caused by
the handbook or CSU Policies violated, her request of withdrawing remaining copies and
impeaching the entire executive team is unfeasible and frankly grossly disproportionate.
Furthermore, as we do not believe that any material published was discriminatory nor in
violation of any enforceable bylaws or policies, we wholeheartedly reject the demand of
publishing a public apology on the matter.

Thank you,

The CSU 2025-2026 Executive Team



