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Equity Watch Webinar 9 March 2021 

 
Kelsey Crawford 
 
Welcome everybody to the webinar today, “Gag Orders Kill Human Rights: How We Can Stop Or Limit Non-
Disclosure Agreements (NDAs)”.  

My name is Kelsey Crawford and I am on the steering committee for Equity Watch, which is the sponsor of this 
webinar. I'm just going to give some introductions. And then I will turn it over to our special guests, Julie and 
Zelda. And they'll speak for about 30 to 40 minutes or so. And after that, we'll give everyone in the audience a 
chance to answer some questions. At that time, I'll hand it over to Larry Haiven, and he'll explain how to ask 
your questions. And we'll go from there.  

So just some background Equity Watch is an organization in Nova Scotia that launched in early 2018 and is 
devoted to workplace equity and combating harassment, bullying, and discrimination in the workplace. About 
two months ago, Equity Watch did launch a critique of the Nova Scotia human rights regime. And to get more 
information on that critique, you can go to our Equity Watch website, which is www.equitywatch.ca. There is a 
tab devoted to the critique, as well as the full document summary, and media coverage on the website as well.  

Too many of the complaints going to the Nova Scotia Human Rights Commission are rejected. But of those few 
that are accepted, quite a few are settled. But because they're settled out of court, one of the criticisms we're 
making of the human rights regime is that too many of these settlements involve gag orders or non-disclosure 
agreements, which prevent important issues from being talked about to the public. When they put those orders 
in place, by shutting down the discussion on those issues where we're doing a great disservice to a primary 
purpose of the human rights regime, which is public education and general deterrence. In addition, there's an 
element of public safety. If an institution is harming its employees or clients, or if an individual engages in sexual 
harassment, or assault. In both of those cases, the public has a right to know the names of the perpetrators, the 
circumstances and the outcomes.  

So together with our two special guests Equity Watch is a part of a worldwide campaign to change this situation. 
If you are interested in helping out with this campaign, please reach out to us at equitywatchns@gmail.com and 
you can send us your emails and questions there as well.  

Julie Macfarlane is a University Distinguished Professor at University of Windsor Law School. She's an academic 
specialist in settlements and non-disclosure agreements. She campaigns for the ending of NDAs in universities 
and schools. Julie also holds the Order of Canada for her work with and on behalf of self-represented litigants. 
She's also the author of the recently published Going Public: A Survivors Journey from Grief To Action (Between 
the Lines, 2020.) 

Zelda Perkins is a theatrical producer and former assistant to film producer Harvey Weinstein. She publicly broke 
the 20 year silence on the non-disclosure agreement that she signed with his lawyers, facing the risk of legal 
action to do so that she could be able to talk about the case. She testified before the UK Parliament to push for 
legal change around NDAs. And she worked with the Women and Equality committee, and legal regulatory 
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bodies to change how NDAs are structured within the law. So now I'm going to hand this over to Julie. So 
welcome, Julie and Zelda. 

Julie Macfarlane 

Thank you. Thanks very much, Kelsey. And thanks for being here, everybody. We're talking about something 
today that Zelda and I feel very passionately about. And we're both very appreciative of the opportunity to talk 
about this with more people, and hopefully, leave you feeling passionate about this, as well. And we're going to 
do a couple of things in the next 30 or 40 minutes.  

First of all, I'm going to kind of set a little background here in terms of the “terms of art”, because there is so 
much mystery and legal obfuscation around this whole area, which of course, is part of the plot to silence 
people by making some of these things very difficult to understand.  

So I'm going to try and do a little demystifying. Zelda has spoken about this issue for some time now. She 
precedes me on this, I will tell you about her story, and what happened to her and how she got involved in this 
issue. And then I'm going to tell you a little bit about my story on what happened to me, which was a different 
aspect of the very same issue. And we're hoping that between the two of us by sharing those experiences, we 
will be able to kind of open your minds up to a lot of the different ways in which non-disclosure agreements are 
being used in an extremely immoral way and in a way that I think really threatens our ability to make progress 
against sexual harassment and racism and other bullying in the workplace. So do you want to say something 
right away Zelda just to say hi. 

Zelda Perkins [speaking from the UK] 

Thank you very much for having me. And I was saying to Larry and Kelsey, I feel very glamorous being in Nova 
Scotia tonight, there and back in one evening, as I'm in the UK. But yeah, this is this is exciting for me on on a 
couple of levels. One to be with you guys, but also to be speaking with Julie, because we've just made a new 
alliance, which I think and I know is going to be a very powerful alliance, and hopefully, everybody will be 
hearing a lot more of what we're going to be saying tonight in the coming months. 

Julie Macfarlane 

Like Zelda, yeah, we're going to talk a little bit at the end of our presentation about what we're hoping to do 
next because we have plans as they say. So let me just start as I had suggested by trying to sort of remove some 
of the, the mystique around this. You know, if I had $1, for everybody who's told me that they have signed 
something that their lawyer told them they must sign and it was called a non-disclosure agreement, but they 
didn't really know what it was, well, let's just say I would be a wealthy person.  

So, first of all, you know, what exactly is it that we're talking about here that tends to be made so mysterious 
and difficult to probe.  

So here's a pretty basic definition of a non-disclosure agreement. It’s a contractual agreement, which means 
that if it's broken, at least in theory, there's going to be a legal remedy. This is a contract that's being made. It's 
of course made, as I think everybody realizes these days, most often in the context of settlement. That wasn't 
how it was originally intended, as I'm going to explain in a moment, which is a point that it's very important to 
Zelda and me and how we were going to invite you to think about this.  

https://otter.ai/


 

3 
Transcribed by https://otter.ai 

But it's a contractual agreement usually made in settlement, where the parties agree not to disclose particular 
information to any third parties. And in return for that agreement, they get some kind of a benefit, and the 
benefit is usually money.  

So what was this really about in the first place? I wrote something last year called “How A Good Idea Became A 
Bad Idea” about NDAs. Originally, this came from the tech bubble of the 1980s, and the 1990s, when there was 
all this entrepreneurship around technology. And a lot of times when somebody moved from one company to 
the other, they would be asked when they came in to sign something that would agree that they would keep the 
intellectual property of that company confidential. Should they move on in the future. So it was a way of trying 
to protect capital, if you like, around the idea of intellectual property. And Zelda. And I don't have a problem 
with that. That seems like a reasonable thing, then in some circumstances, you would want to make sure that 
your employees weren't sharing what you'd worked on for years with other people and giving it away. But that, 
of course, is not the way that we generally see NDA is being used now and what we are so concerned about. 

How is the NDA now being used? Well, they are being used in two primary ways to what I often describe, and 
others have described as “pass the trash.” They are being used to enable people who have on their records 
allegations, sometimes completed investigations of harassment, bullying, intimidation, abuse of power, racism, 
etc. And those people are being passed on to other employers, to other organizations, without any of that 
backstory. So, in the end, the way the NDA is primarily being used now is to protect people who have this in 
their past.  

And there are kind of two classic ways that they get set up. And this is where my experiences and Zelda’s 
experience are a little bit different. One is to settle the victim’s claims. Somebody who has suffered harassment, 
somebody who's suffered discrimination, has been unfairly treated, who is directly bringing a claim against 
either their employer or some responsible person or indeed who is the perpetrator directly, in some 
circumstances, however, it's going to be set up. And, as Larry and Kelsey have referred to the work of Equity 
Watch, and other people who work in Human Rights Commissions tell us that this is something that is, by 
default, being asked for when somebody goes to a Human Rights Commission to meet with the perpetrator or 
the employer, the other side who has inflicted the harm on them. Routinely, they are now being asked to sign a 
non-disclosure agreement in exchange for some kind of monetary settlement. And this is sometimes described 
as the victim selling her silence. 

There is a lot of benefit for a perpetrator who can then move on to another institution without anybody 
knowing, without that path following them. And the counter argument tends to be well the victim has also got 
something; they've gotten some money in exchange.  

We're going to take that analysis apart a little today. Because there's obviously a huge power imbalance here. 
And especially when you have a circumstance under which lawyers will simply expect to be able to get NDAs. 
There is an enormous amount of pressure on victims and survivors on people who suffered harm to agree. So 
this is the first kind of classic framing these days. Now, we've gone way beyond the intellectual property scope, 
to see an NDA being used.  

And this is where I want to bring Zelda in. Because Zelda was, as you know, involved in signing up to an NDA 
many years ago, and she's going to explain to you something about how that came about. And in particular, how 
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this was explained to her at the time by her lawyers. And we're not just talking about the lawyers on the other 
side here, we're talking about her own lawyers. So Zelda, over to you. 

Zelda Perkins 

Well, to pick up from exactly what Julie was saying. I think everybody believes, when they look at the Weinstein 
story in terms of NDAs that were signed was that this is the aggressive lawyers of Weinstein insisting on these 
agreements. And I'm talking about this now with hindsight to when I was 24. Harvey Weinstein sexually 
assaulted my assistant when we were at the Venice Film Festival, and I removed us from that situation 
immediately, because, as far as I was concerned, that was that was a criminal act, and we didn't need to be in 
his presence anymore. We considered ourselves constructively dismissed, from Miramax. We tried to report it 
to our seniors but were advised to get lawyers. At 24. I didn't know the difference between civil and criminal 
law. I thought all those basically with the same thing.  

I found a lawyer that was in very close walking distance to our office. I was very paranoid of speaking on the 
telephone or doing anything on the computer. This is back in 1998. So things were a little different. But Harvey 
Weinstein's power at that time was at its absolute zenith, if so, it felt a little bit like trying to take the Godfather 
to task, which it was.  

I presumed that when we went to the lawyers that we would set in motion, the marvelous pillars of the UK 
justice system, and that we would go to court and that Harvey Weinstein would be put in prison for committing 
a sexual assault, attempted rape. I was not expecting the lawyers that I went to be the first slammed door in my 
face. And it was a very shocking revelation for me as a very naive, very naive, principled 24 year old, I presumed 
we were all equal in the eyes of the law. But I was told immediately in my first meeting with the lawyers, even 
though they also were the first people to alert me to the fact that the behavior that I've been suffering from 
with Weinstein for the last four years was criminal. The forms of sexual harassment I've been being exposed to 
expose to literally were illegal. I wasn't really aware of that.  

But they also told me that I really had no dice. And that we were in a he said, she said situation, which was one 
that I would never win, that we would never win. My colleague and I would never win because of the disparity 
of power and that because we haven't gone to the police. In Italy, we have no physical evidence. It wasn't in the 
UK legal jurisdiction. Actually, that was not incorrect legal advice.  

They were telling me the facts, which I understood the complexities of our particular case being having 
happened in a foreign country and we having not gone to the police. I didn't realize though, that my own 
lawyers would not have an appetite for following justice in this case. And I kept trying to come up with 
alternative ways of taking this case to court and seeking justice in the only way that I knew. And again, in that 
first meeting, I was told in no uncertain terms, that if I wish to pursue this case, I would ruin not only my own 
life, but my family’s, my friends’; I probably never work again. Because Weinstein and Miramax and by default, 
the Disney Company would fight ferociously and make sure that every bit of money that my family or I might 
have will be used on legal fees, and that any skeletons in our closet would be exposed and dragged through the 
press. And we'd been made to look like hysterical, unreliable, you know, witnesses. 

And that actually, there was only one way of dealing with this. And that was asking for a damages agreement. 
They didn't use the word NDA, the word NDA were never used at that time. And I mean, I think it's a term that 
has developed more recently, we were sold this as a damages agreement, to settle our issue, make sure that we 
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could move on unblemished to another nice new job with a bit of money in our pocket to make up for the nasty 
thing that had happened. 

Julie Macfarlane 

So can I just ask you when did you become aware that not only were you being offered money, which I know 
wasn't as we talked about what you were looking for, but you were also being asked to shut up about it all? 

 
Zelda Perkins 
Not until we started negotiating the terms of the agreement, right? I have no idea that there would be a 
silencing effect. I mean, I understood that we probably were not going to be able to tell the other people at 
Miramax what had happened. But what we were not prepared for and I'm I doubt that many of you will be 
familiar with the agreement as much as it's been publicized. But this agreement was so onerous in terms of… I 
shouldn't even be using the word agreement…the clauses that that were demanded of us in terms of silence, 
covered things. We were not allowed to speak to anybody, anybody at all: friends, family doctor, and in the UK 
the HMRC, who are the tax revenue. So I couldn't explain where the money had come from if the tax people 
contacted me to ask. We were also asked to use our best endeavours not to aid the police or any other legal 
representatives, if a criminal or civil case was brought against Weinstein, that we had to use our best 
endeavours to also persuade anybody who we may already have told anything about this to be quiet. And if that 
did not succeed, we would be liable. So we had guns pointing at us from every level. 
 
Julie Macfarlane 
I mean, this is so draconian, although you know, we'll talk about this in a few minutes, not unlike a lot of other 
agreements that we know are still being made out there. Did you not feel really scared about this? I mean, 
effectively, you were being told, unless you make sure that not a whisper of this goes anywhere, we will come 
down on you like a ton of bricks, and they must have known that the money part of this wasn't so important to 
us. So they were trying to scare you into being silent. 
 
Zelda Perkins 
I mean, it's interesting, again, because of my own naivete, and this is what always for me, the reason I spoke 
out, the reason I broke this NDA is because for me, the assault on me was my loss of faith in the law. And the 
British justice system, was the fact that I sat in a room with my colleague who had been sexually assaulted. And 
the lawyers who were meant to be looking after us, advised us to sign an agreement that was contravening our 
human rights. And they weren't doing anything wrong. I'm not blaming them individually. I'm blaming the way 
that the law, a perfectly reasonable tool of law has been corrupted and is being used unethically and immorally. 
That is the real route to my anger with this, you know. I expected Harvey Weinstein's lawyers to be aggressive. I 
don't care that they were aggressive. We were made to feel criminal, we were made to feel helpless. We left 
that negotiation process thinking we would go to jail if we broke the agreement. We were the ones that were 
made to feel criminals. And that was backed up by our own lawyers’ behavior. I reiterate, they were not doing 
anything outside of the regulatory bodies’ advice, 
 
Julie Macfarlane 
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Right. And this is actually a really important point that we want to get across today. Because in Canada, just as in 
England and Wales, lawyers are regulated. And it's up to the regulator to tell them what they can and can't do. 
And England and Wales has actually taken some baby steps towards cautioning solicitors for making these types 
of agreement. In Canada, we haven't seen anything on this yet. So it's important what you're saying, Zelda, that 
they weren't doing anything wrong. And in fact, what we've seen over the last 10 or 15 years is that this has 
become the complete default. I think it's fair to say that many lawyers do this all the time, maybe not quite as 
draconian as your experience. But in substance, it's the same thing. And they don't bat an eyelid. 
 
Zelda Perkins 
It's become standard. And again, I'm not blaming the individual lawyers, it has become a standard process. And 
they don't even realize it themselves. They think they're offering a panacea to both sides, they think they're 
protecting the victims and giving the victims something good. You know, it's easier than going to tribunal, they'll 
get more money than they'll get from going to tribunal. They don't have to go through the trauma of a tribunal.  

However, what the lawyers don't realize, and this is something I've discovered, since I've been in this arena and 
talking about it publicly, is the lawyers. For them, the journey ends the moment that the NDA is signed. That is 
when the real issue begins. For people who sign these agreements, they sign these agreements in a moment of 
trauma and vulnerability when they're, you know, likely to lose their livelihood. They have dependents; they 
have a life that has to be paid for; they're being offered something by somebody that they believe is more 
knowledgeable them i.e. their attorney. So in good faith, they take what they think is something that's going to 
be helpful. They do not realize the psychological, emotional and career professional effect this is going to have 
once they have signed it. 

Julie Macfarlane 

If so, for example, you're not able to tell anyone before you stood up to this, you weren't able to tell anyone 
why you didn't work for Miramax anymore. 

Zelda Perkins 

I wasn't allowed to say anything, So it was impossible. I only went to two job interviews after I left and it was so 
humiliating and awful. The process in those job interviews that I couldn't go back again. I mean, because I it was 
particularly unpleasant for me because I think my public, you know, association with Weinstein, meant that I 
was asked to my face in interviews had there been an affair, was it going to be a problem for the company if 
they employed me. Had I had a failed love affair with Harvey. Now I could not speak, I had just spent a month of 
my life fighting tooth and nail to have his behavior stopped through that agreement, you know, to have a a 
sexual predator stopped, and I had to sit and look in the face of somebody and try and make up a story about 
why I was no longer there. And actually, it was impossible. It was an impossible act. And I wasn't the one who'd 
been assaulted. Imagine what it was like for my colleague. 

She ended up trying to take her life twice. This is the impact these agreements have because you cannot own 
your own story, not even to your family and friends in our case. 

Julie Macfarlane 
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And Zelda, you've also told me and I think it's worth you explaining this to people - because to me this 
epitomizes the whole imbalance - you weren't even allowed to have a copy of your agreement. And to this day, 
you don't have a copy of your agreement. 

Zelda Perkins 

They have told me that I have to take them to the high court if I would like a copy of my agreement. I got it by a 
sneaky way involving the police and the SRA (the regulatory body in the UK). But no, we were not allowed to 
hold a copy of our agreement, which actually does contravene guidance.  

 

Julie Macfarlane 

You decided to stand up and break this later on. And a lot of people, you know, who might be listening to this, 
might say, “Well, you know, you sold your silence, you got a benefit here. So, you know, how can you suddenly 
turn around now and say, I'm not going to do it any longer.” So what would you say? 

Zelda Perkins 

Well, in my specific case, I gave my silence in exchange for stopping Harvey Weinstein's predation. Okay, we 
chose to use the agreement, because it was the only tool that we had, we actually had more clauses, there were 
more asks of him in that agreement, than there were of us. About him going into therapy and then trying to 
manage an HR system put into the company to make sure employees understood their rights, he had to go to 
therapy. If he tried to make another settlement over sexual harassment, then he would, he would either be fired 
from Miramax or they would have to tell Disney who their parent company. However we were defrauded 
because none of that happened. Yeah, because it was a secret agreement. So Miramax knew and you would 
think very much done their best to uphold that agreement. But again, this shows the disparity of power. They 
disregarded that agreement. My colleague and I spent 20 years of our life in fear of that agreement.  

Julie Macfarlane 

That's a really good way of describing the difference, because I think the fact that the agreement is secret, and 
it's happened in my case as well, means that the stronger party can simply ignore it, which is obviously what 
they did in this case.  

Zelda Perkins 

It does not protect the victim. “The victim doesn't need protection” is the other sort of extraordinary myth that 
is sold to people. The only person you need needs protection is the perpetrator. But it is sold to us for 
protection. 

Julie Macfarlane 

So when you say the victim doesn't need protection, you don't mean the victim doesn't necessarily want 
confidentiality or anonymity. But of course, all of those things can be acquired without a gag order. 

Zelda Perkins 

The victim can have anonymity, if they if they choose to, they don't need to sign an NDA for that. But certainly in 
my case, you know, that wasn't something we were arguing about, but in in, you know, cases coming forward. If 
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that's what some victim wants, they can have that. But the lawyer doesn't say, “Oh, well, we can just put in an 
anonymity or confidentiality clause for you.” They are used to selling the NDA and a lot of money because they 
get it, they get a huge they also get a cost of, of, particularly in the States, they get, they get, you know, a large 
financial kickback from the contingency. 

Julie Macfarlane 

Just to summarize this. I've heard from so many others now and you Zelda, that there is a way of framing this, 
that it is somehow to take care of the victim and the victim  - you know, getting money. But really what these 
agreements are doing, where they could simply provide anonymity or confidentiality for the individual victim, is 
they are protecting the person that you are trying to expose. In fact that they're doing the very opposite of what 
people who stand up and bravely report, as you did. They're doing the exact opposite of what people generally 
want, which is just as you said, is for the is for the perpetrator to stop. 

Zelda Perkins 

Yeah. And then they carry on and behave with impunity, you know, wherever they are. They've been given carte 
blanche. 

Julie Macfarlane 

So I'm just going to move on to the second kind of way of thinking about these because, you know, when we've 
been trying to think about how we frame this, Zelda and I. We want to include as many different experiences as 
possible, because there's different ways in which NDAs get used, and the other way in which they get used is to 
settle directly with the perpetrator.  

This is basically where the employment relationship is ending. So, you know, somebody has been accused of 
let's say, again, sexual harassment. Maybe there's an investigation, maybe there isn't. Maybe there's an 
investigation that comes up with a finding of sexual harassment. But in order for that investigation to be 
followed up with a termination, every employer knows they have to be able to prove it.  

And that usually means in a unionized environment, that there's going to be some kind of grievance procedure, 
some kind of arbitration. And even in cases where there is a great deal of evidence, there is, of course, a real 
reluctance on the part of victims who may already have been part of this investigation to yet again have to come 
and tell the story in order so that the employer can prove just cause for termination. And so what happens in 
that case is the employer and the employee make a settlement that includes an NDA.  

I've had direct experience of this, and I know it's very, very common, throughout Canada, in universities, in 
schools, in hospitals and elsewhere. It is the employer and the employee who make the agreement. It's not the 
victims; the victims aren't involved in this discussion. It's just about settling a lawsuit that might otherwise cost 
the employer a lot of money, and (this is the key point) expose the employer to some really horrible publicity. 
You know, universities don't want to say, “Oh, yes, we have this guy that we're just trying to fire now because 
he's a serial sexual harasser. And he's been around for the last 15 years, and we didn't do anything about it.”  

So the interest of both the employer and the employee in these cases is to cover it all up, and to say, “No, no, 
nothing like that ever happened here.” And this is another way in which NDAs are being used.  
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And in these cases, again, the victim is rarely involved. This is just about the employer or the institution, and the 
perpetrator. And this was how I came across NDAs. We had somebody in the Faculty of Law at the University of 
Windsor, a colleague of mine, who I heard, I had suspected for some time, but then I started to hear student 
stories about him. And in particular, one of his targets was a student who I knew very well, who worked for me. 
So I became aware, as did a few of my colleagues that this man who was a tenured professor, was a predator, 
basically. And this was by this time, I mean, this is, you know, post sell this original experience, this is social 
media time, right. So he is predating them and grooming them on social media, even before they come to the 
law school, and then pouncing once they get that. So we went to the institution and asked them to investigate. 
And they did investigate. They did it however, in a way, and this is another whole story, but that was, you know, 
classical incompetence. They did not support the students to come forward. It was a very uncomfortable and 
very frightening experience for many of them because they weren't being offered any kind of emotional or legal 
support.  

Nonetheless, however badly they did the investigation, they did finally come up with an outcome, which was of 
course secret, which is the next thing that happens, the outcome was secret, even for the complainants and I 
was formally a complainant, because I was a faculty member bringing the complaints of the students forward. 
They then decided, as we now know, that they would terminate him because they had a lot of information on 
which they could terminate him wrote him a letter of termination, as we now know, that listed harassment, 
intimidation, abuse of power, abuse of authority, etc, etc, etc, and a number of specific incidents that were 
clearly sexual. 

But he grieved [through the union], and in order to avoid the cost of going to arbitration, and having to prove 
just cause, etc, etc. And we were back to the default that that Zelda has already talked about. The university 
offered or his lawyer asked for, and the university agreed to give him a non-disclosure agreement. And that non-
disclosure agreement was in both their interests because it meant that the University of Windsor wouldn't get 
any bad press that this guy had been around for 10 and some years, and this individual would be able to move 
on to another law school.  

Part of that agreement was also that they completely scrubbed the personnel files; they would take all 
information about him out of the personnel files. This was unbeknownst to me, as I was in Australia at the time; 
I was in Sydney and I got a phone call from my Dean saying it's done. We've settled with him he's leaving. And I 
thought, it's over. The students won't have to testify. He's gone.  

And I was really stupid. Because it didn't occur to me until I started to get phone calls from colleagues in other 
law schools, asking, this guy is applying for a job. Why did he leave the University of Windsor when he was a 
tenured professor? And I was like, “Oh, well, because he was a sexual predator.” Of course, that was the 
moment that the penny dropped. And I called my [university] president after the first of these calls and said, 
“Did you give him an NDA? I'm so angry.” And he said, “I'm not allowed to tell you.” So I knew they given him an 
NDA.  

So he was then subsequently hired by another law school. And he then decided that he would sue me for 
defamation. And this is another way in which NDA is now get weaponized against people who speak up. Because 
the University of Windsor refused to give me any of the documentation with which I could prove. I mean, I knew 
what had happened. I'd been involved the whole way through, but I didn't have the letter of termination. I didn't 

https://otter.ai/


 

10 
Transcribed by https://otter.ai 

have the settlement agreement. And I didn't have the letter of recommendation they've been giving this man 
for other institutions, yes, that actually exists as well. I didn't have any of those things.  

So he sued me for defamation. The University refused to do anything to help; they hid behind the NDA; they 
wouldn't provide me with a legal defense. I sued them to get a legal defense - successfully. Because obviously, 
when you give a reference, you're acting in the course of your employment. This is, you know, first year law 
school stuff; it's not complicated. And they were told by an Ontario court that they had to give me a defense in 
Trinidad. Long story short, they threw that; they didn't submit any evidence. They didn't cross examine the 
individual himself, who was bringing the case for defamation, they basically just didn't participate. They threw it. 
And so I now have a defamation order against me in Trinidad. So probably not the place I'll be going to on a 
vacation anytime in the near future.  

I went back to the university and said, does this not make you realize that there's something wrong here, like 
you have done something that now requires everybody else to lie because you've agreed to lie? Now everybody 
else has to lie, or they could be sued for defamation, if the university continues to hide the true facts. I’ve had 
that conversation with them over the last two and a half years, and I have now given up because they are not 
interested in changing the policy, they're only interested in making me shut up.  

They have asked me now to on two different occasions to sign something to promise that I will not disparage 
them or reveal any of this information. As you can imagine, the answer is no, not signing that. And this is why 
Zelda and I have now joined forces. And you know, we think that these two stories illustrate really, really well 
what is pernicious and disgusting about non-disclosure agreements.  

 

So Zelda - do you want in the time that we've got left to say a little bit about what we're planning on what we'd 
like to do here with this campaign? 

Zelda Perkins 

Over the last three years since I broke the NDA and, and because of the sort of groundswell of the #MeToo 
movement, a lot of a lot of coverage and a lot of thought was given to this issue of non-disclosure agreements, 
which was amazing and I have to say wouldn't have happened, I'm afraid, if it hadn't been kind of a sexy story. 
Harvey Weinstein, Hollywood, you know, and everyone or a lot of people seem to think that's what made me to 
started it didn't. It was Tarana Burke and Tarana Burke's message was about abuse. It was not about just sexual 
harassment and that is what this is about. This is about abuse of power.  

And, for me, the most important thing that comes out of this is: we can't stop predators. We are humans. The 
law was written by us to protect us from ourselves. And if the law doesn't work, we have a duty to make it work 
better. And, as Julie said, you know, if we can close the door, and make sure the NDA is only used in its 
appropriate and original form, which is TO PROTECT IP, and trade secrets, that will be huge.  

But I'm afraid that doesn't mean that this is going to solve the issue. However, for me personally, and I think 
probably also for Julie. And for most people, you can only fight passionately from an experience that you've had, 
most passionately from experience you've directly had yourself. In this three year period, I've gone through a 
huge amount of argument and debate and thought and have been challenged by so many different legal bodies 
and regulators and lawyers and politicians.  
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And I spent initially the first sort of two years trying to work out how to make NDAs better. And how to make an 
NDA work well, and how to make the employment environment use NDAS correctly, so that there was 
transparency around NDAS so that companies had to register their NDAs. So that you know, so you spoke to 
companies, also through their pockets, so that you appeal to their employment and HR. ethics.  

However, I realized I was being sort of taken down. You know, it was a wild goose chase, because actually, what 
I thought right from the beginning is actually the truth. It's a very simple argument. NDA should never be used 
ever. There is no occasion that an NDA should be used to hide any form of misbehaviour or abuse, or potential 
criminal activity. There is no ethical or moral argument that makes that right, there is no argument. And this is 
what Julie and I want to really engage institutions, public companies, governments, as many environments legal 
regulators, because I basically came up against a brick wall with the legal regulators and within and with the 
government in the UK.  

The regulators said to me very clearly, look, we've put out new warning guidance. This is huge, all the noise 
talking about it, nobody's gonna make bad NDAs anymore. But they are, of course. They are because the rules 
have not changed. They're no different from what they were in ‘98, when my agreement was made, the rules 
have not changed. You need to help your your solicitors to choose the right path. It is not their fault. But the 
regulators don't have teeth; they don't have the money or the power to make those sorts of changes. So it has 
to be more of a social, you know, movement, I think. 

Julie Macfarlane 

We're both in agreement that we can do certain amounts through reaching businesses and developing codes of 
practice, and some of this work has been done. I certainly believe that legal regulators are an important part of 
this, although I think it's going to take power and courage - they’re not going to do it on their own, they need to 
hear from lawyers themselves, who need to show some moral courage.  

But the ultimate goal here for us is legislation, because this is something that is so entrenched in the culture. 
There are different models in a couple of US states. There's some legislation being discussed in Ireland, there 
was legislation, as Zelda has told you, that was being worked on, before Boris Johnson, in England and Wales. So 
you know, there is the potential to do this. We have also and I think this is important to know, existing 
occupational health and safety laws, which, you know, we have across Canada, all of which arguably, could 
support a prohibition on NDAs in abusive situations that protect abusive people. And we have the beginnings of 
a little bit of case law that suggests in particular, where you're a public institution taking public money, like 
universities, schools, hospitals, and you give that money to a predator to buy them off.  

Zelda Perkins 

If bodies like the BBC or University College, London have stopped using NDAs, this is not something that's off the 
imagination. Right? Exactly. And we're going to try to get more and more and more to sign up to this.  

So Larry, do you want to look at the questions in the chat or I know we have people who put their hands up, I 
want to make sure that we have time for questions.  

Kelsey Crawford 

Yeah. Thank you so much, Julie. Thank you, Zelda.. That was that was great to hear. And I also just wanted a 
quick reminder to everyone still watching. If you do want to, or if you're interested in helping out in any way, 
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please reach out to us at equitywatchns@gmail.com as well. And I will hand this over to Larry now because I do 
see some questions that have come in. So thank you both again, Zelda and Julie. And here we go, Larry. 

Larry Haiven 

Thank you. So, before we get to the questions, I just wanted to mention a couple of things. Equity Watch would 
probably not exist, had the one of the founders been bound by an NDA. Liane Tessier, a former firefighter, who 
spent 10 years fighting the Halifax Regional Municipality and the fire department. And finally, an NDA was not 
required or she refused to sign an NDA except for the exact amount of the cash settlement she got. Other than 
that, the nature of the wrongdoing, the apology, the everything was made public. And so even though it was a 
settlement, it added to the public interest. Had had she signed an NDA as so many people are forced to do 
against their will, I'm not sure Equity Watch would have been able to get going in the way we did. So that's one 
point.  

The second thing is that Judy Haven, my partner says that NDAs have become so ubiquitous, that it's the water 
that lawyers and the legal profession swim in, they're not even aware of it. Or if they are, it just comes second 
nature. And when you suggest that you might not want to sign an NDA it’slike you're you're crazy. So we we 
Equity Watch definitely wants to be part of this campaign that Zelda and Julie are starting up.  

So I'm just gonna tell you how you ask a question. There's two methods to ask a question in this webinar. First of 
all, live questions. And we like those because you know, there's more interaction. So you the participants are 
muted during the presentation. But during the question period, if you click on the icon labeled participants, it's 
at the bottom center of your your PC or your Mac screen. And if you click the button labeled “raise hand,” then 
your digital hand will be raised. I'll see it. I will try to recognize you In turn, and I will unmute you. And when 
you're unmuted, or you may have to also unmute yourself, you'll be able to speak. 

And I'm just going to give you the second method, which if you're a little shy, or if you have to leave, but you 
want to leave your question behind. Also go down to the bottom and click Q&A. type in a question and we'll try 
and we'll try to get to them.  

I'm going to call on Vicki first and then Lucy. So Vicki. Go ahead. I'm allowing you to talk. 

Vicky 

Well, thank you for putting me first. As a person with a disability I'm often not the first. So that's nice. Um, but 
what if, let's say, for some reason, I know you had a lot of pressure, if you had decided, let's say no way to 
signing. What would have happened? 

Zelda Perkins 

Well, in my case, my lawyers told me that, at that point, I would probably never work again, I would lose my job 
with no references. Miramax would probably trash me to anybody else who wanted to employ me. And yeah, I'd 
walk away, and you wouldn't get any settlement money? Yeah, I wouldn't get any settlement but more to the 
point, I wouldn't have had any leverage to try and stop his behavior. 

Julie Macfarlane 

But, you know, in a way, Vicky, the opposite is true. Which is, you know, if you say you're not going to sign, 
which is what I've said now twice to the University of Windsor, that leaves me free to talk about them. I mean, 

https://otter.ai/


 

13 
Transcribed by https://otter.ai 

you know, and there's not even a question in my mind. The idea that someone who's campaigning to stop them 
giving NDA and then sign one herself just shows you how completely out of it they are. 

You know, that's how I think most people feel like they end up having more power if they're not told what they 
have to say. And I just want to make the point about what Larry said earlier, it is very common, it's like almost 
100% common that the amount of money in a settlement is kept confidential. And you know, I have mixed 
feelings about that for all kinds of different reasons, because I think that makes it very difficult for people to 
bring other cases. But that's totally different from what we're talking about here, of course, as Larry just pointed 
out, it’s totally different to keep that number secret than to keep everything that ever happened secret. That's 
totally different. 

Vicky 

Okay, so they just said this could happen. They didn't say this will happen. 

Zelda Perkins 

My lawyers told me that would happen. Yeah. The shocking part and this is you have to remember, none of this 
was actually coming from Harvey Weinstein's lawyers. This was before we even got in the ring with Harvey 
Weinstein's lawyers. So I was being told this by the people who were meant to be looking after my interest. And 
I'm not saying that they did wrong. 

No, they did their job. 

And that's where that's why we need to look so closely at the root. And it's about changing legislation and 
regulation. 

Julie Macfarlane 

One of the things that Zelda and I talking about doing in this campaign, and we're still in the in the planning 
stages, but we're taking, you know, the advice of some important and powerful allies. And one of the things that 
I would like to do is I would like a “take the pledge campaign.” I'd like to get lawyers to sign up to say, we're not 
going to do this in these circumstances, because it's wrong.  

Now, this really goes against lawyers’ instincts, because lawyers feel like they have to offer their clients every 
possibility, blah, blah, blah. But they could. And I think if we got enough important lawyers to do just as you said, 
Vicki, to say, I'm not doing this any longer. I'm not offering NDAs and I do know, some who do this. I sued the 
Anglican Church for sexual abuse, and the lawyer that I worked with, never, never allows an NDA. 

Zelda Perkins 

Yes, it's going to be it's going to be a bit of a tough fight. But as Julie says, if we can get, you know, some good, 
good people agreeing with this, then it starts the movement.  

Larry Haiven 

Okay, moving on to Lucy.  

Lucy 
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Hi there, folks. I'll try to be succinct. But surprisingly, my voice is a bit shaky because this is actually based on 
lived experience. But so, but I'll tell you the end part and then and then go into it. Okay. So I am I'm an IO 
psychologist, so a workplace psychologist,  

I'm a tenured faculty member. And what I'm working on this week actually is proposing language in our 
occupational health and safety policy to include psychological, health and safety in it. You may know Nova Scotia 
is the only province without psychological health and safety as part of our legislation.  

I know very well that what I'm doing is in our culture in my campus, completely, like “Lucy's a troublemaker.” So 
I know that what's compelling me is my own lived experience of trauma in my workplace.  

This, you know, a person with a disability, the folks, you know, head of HR of all folks were very well aware of it, 
and actually acted towards me in a way that actually triggered even though I asked them, please don't very 
much triggered trauma.  

And so what I wonder, so I, what I did was, it's a very lonely place. Because when you speak of your situation, no 
one really understands, there's a very, very much that troublemaker culture where people who speak up are 
troublemakers, even people who were friends kind of distanced themselves. So it's a very difficult place.  

So what is my point here? Um, I reached out to people I didn't even know but who had put who had positions in 
society who I knew would be would give me advice. And so I was thinking, in my position, do I go to the human 
rights? Do I make file a human rights complaint? I may be a tenured professor, but I can't afford a lawyer. And 
especially given my my partner lost his job over all the stress of this cause. So anyways, do I file that complaint? 
Now? My question is about voice. So if in that whole process and rigmarole of filing a complaint and having a 
drag on other evil, and no one should ever sign? That is, right. 

So if it drags on? And if if ultimately, of course, I would never, and I actually people would no be would know, I 
would never sign this. Do I have more power? And do I actually have a voice without doing anything as in 
pursuing trying to? I'm trying to find a resolution to this. So I'm trying to make changes in my workplace, I have 
come to a place where my credibility is questioned. But I'm trying now. What do I actually have that voice? 
Because I feel I've been convinced that I'm terrified to tell anyone because of backlash. Now I'm here in a public 
webinar being recorded, I'm fine. Because I want my voice to help people. But I guess my question is like, do I 
actually have more of a voice than I think, by not pursuing this with human rights? And with not not pursuing 
this legally? And how can how, like, I guess, where's the line? I'm terrified, you know, folks who are 
perpetrators, they throw around the defamation left and right. And I feel like, if I share my story, am I actually 
going to have to put in a lot of legal fees that I can't afford to just protect my story. I'm not sure if there was a 
question in there. I'm sorry. I'm trying.  

Julie Macfarlane 

I think I think I can say something to this. You know, Lucy, I think that one of the things that everybody needs to 
understand here is the defamation suits are now fully weaponized in the last couple of years as a way of striking 
back at people who would speak of matters that are otherwise hidden in an NDA. Because, you know, then the 
people who have the NDA say, “Oh, we just can't help you.” Which is, of course, bullshit.  

But that's how it works. There are now over 20 last time I looked, I think 24 lawsuits in Canada, defamation 
lawsuits being brought against almost all women. There are a couple of men. Mostly they are students actually. 
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So they're even more vulnerable. And some professors as a result of them speaking out about a known harasser 
at their institution. So you know, my shorthand to you is are you in danger of being sued for defamation if there 
is information that's being hidden in an NDA? Yes, you are. There are a couple of amazing lawyers who are doing 
a lot of these cases pro bono. And they've been arguing the SLAPP legislation, you know that this is actually 
stopping public participation and public debate. And there have been some okay, decisions. But yeah, you are at 
risk for sure. If you speak about something that you can't get them to give you the documents to prove. 

Lucy 

But outside that, are we free to speak to, to share our story?  

Julie Macfarlane 

The point is, if it's the truth, it's not defamation, the only way that an NDA can interfere with that is that you 
can't show the truth if you can't get the information because it’s in the NDA. If you tell you the truth, you may 
end up defending yourself in a lawsuit, which is, you know, often as bad as actually being successfully sued. But 
on the other hand, you know, telling the truth is natural defence. 

Larry Haiven 

Thank you, Lucy. Okay, we’re waiting for a couple of more live questions. So while we're waiting, I'm going to go 
to some of the some of the Q&A as well. John says, “When public institutions funded by taxpayers make a 
financial settlement with a victim of abuse, and require an NDA. Is this a disservice to taxpayers who are funding 
the settlement? The taxpayer has no knowledge of what why or how much they're paying. Could this be viewed 
as an abuse of the tax system?” 

Julie Macfarlane 

Yes. 

Zelda Perkins 

Yeah, I think that's a pretty simple answer. Yes. public money should not be used to settle issues around abuse, 

Larry Haiven 

And it’s an excellent way of bringing it to public attention. Because the sense of outrage that money is being 
spent, which we're told is in short supply. Yeah. So let's move on.  

Julie Macfarlane 

You might be pretty annoyed as well about the universities giving loads of money to predators when they're 
paying tuition for online courses. No discount. 

Larry Haiven 

Now, Claudette asks Zelda, how were you able to break the gag order? Did you face legal consequences? 

Zelda Perkins 

I wasn't allowed to break my NDA. I took a calculated risk that because of the enormous amount of allegations 
being raised around Weinstein, that that the public would protect me It sounds dramatic. now, at the time, I said 
to Jodi Kantor, who was the New York Times journalist who I initially spoke to, I said, I'm I'm prepared to go to 
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jail for this because I don't believe I'll be kept in jail. Because of all the rape allegations that were coming 
forward. There was no recrimination from the Weinstein legal team. Nothing, not one letter, nothing. And I'm 
not saying that that's that means everybody safe to do that. It was extraordinary circumstances. But no, I broke 
the agreement illegally. And I could get no, I couldn't get any legal representatives to help me on that. No lawyer 
would touch me. 

Julie Macfarlane 

And I think this is actually a really important question, both because there are kind of three answers. One is 
technically what Zelda did was to break agreements. And if you break your agreement to contractual 
agreements, then obviously damages can be sought against you. The second is that they didn't do anything. And 
I think, I believe and I think Zelda does as well, that increasingly, when women speak up and break their NDAs, 
they aren't going to get sued, because this has become so notorious, and it creates such terrible publicity that I 
am increasingly feeling like…People are told they have broken confidential information, IP agreements, that 
happens still plenty of times, but breaking an NDA over a harasser when possibly the conduct was criminal 
anyway? And that brings me to the third point, which is, there are a whole bunch of reasons we don't have the 
time to go into today, but I'm happy to talk about it another time, why these probably aren't enforceable 
agreements anyway. So you know, you've got a possibility, and you've got public pressure not to sue these 
women. And you've got the fact that, you know, technically, yeah, you're in breach, but nobody's doing anything 
about it. 

Zelda Perkins 

Technically, my agreement was, and is, unenforceable, but my lawyers didn't ever tell me that. And when I went 
and saw in 2017, the lawyers who represented me in ‘98, and said, Is there any way I can break this agreement 
legally? Is there any loophole now that this man is apparently a serial rapist? Can I break the agreement? And 
they said, No, no, no, absolutely. No. Why are you trying to do this? They were protecting themselves.  

And again, that was that was the other reason I was like, right, I'm breaking this right now. And then when I 
actually got to a real lawyer, a QC called Geoffrey Robertson, he looked at this agreement, he says it's totally 
unenforceable. And how is it that I sat in the room in 1998, with a Queen's counsel from Doughty Street 
Chambers, which is a massive human rights representing chambers in the UK? And nobody raised an eyebrow at 
that agreement. That shows you know, it was the water they swim in now.  

Julie Macfarlane 

What am I trying to say here is that we don't want people to put themselves into a situation that exacerbates 
their anxiety, that trauma, whatever it is, they've already been through, but that we believe that these 
agreements can be broken. And that would be that would create momentum to change if women stood up and 
said, Okay, I'm breaking it. And I don't think that you're going to see like a whole series of losses, because as 
Zelda says, there's so many ways in which these agreements aren't enforceable anyway, that it just hasn't been 
tested yet. 

Zelda Perkins 

But the issue is people's fear and the entire environment of fear around these agreements, because I presumed 
when I broke my agreement, that hundreds of other women who had signed agreements with Weinstein, or 
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with Philip Green [a British business person who faced a series of allegations by employees of racial, physical 
and sexual abuse and who allegedly bought silence from them], or with any of these, you know, people would 
come forward when they saw that the Earth, you know, the sky hadn't fallen in on me, but nobody did. Because 
that's how scared they are of these agreements. And that's the climate that we have to change. 

Larry Haiven 

If I can just say something here, because Lucy raised it. And then there's somebody in the chat, who mentioned, 
they're going to grievance arbitration, and that is the role of trade unions. My field is industrial relations, I love 
trade unions. But on this issue on issues of human rights, they really fall down. And I think one of the, one of the 
set of organizations that we want to appeal to in this campaign is unions. So for example, at the University of 
Windsor law school case that Julie talks about, it was the union, which was part of initiating the NDA that gags, 
everybody, they thought they'd accomplished a wonderful thing and helping to get rid of this predator, and they 
tied everybody's hands.  

So definitely, we're going to be working on unions, they really, when it comes to human rights issues, or MBAs 
or anything like that. They are clueless.  

One of our participants wrote in, “I represent clients in human rights complaints. [This is an anonymous 
attendee, presumably somebody in the legal profession.] In human rights complaints, employers often want non 
disparagement clauses in settlement agreements that prevent the complainant from saying anything 
disparaging, denigrating, etc, about the respondent in future. It's not an NDA exactly, but may have the same 
effect. curious your thoughts on that?? 

Julie Macfarlane 

I want to say something about this one, because that was actually the character of what I was asked to sign at 
the university once or twice. So I thought a lot about this. And again, I know that non-disparagement clauses are 
very, very common, and they're often asked for as of rote, 

So when you actually start thinking about the issues of power here. If I had agreed to sign a non disparagement 
agreement, which I never would, but if I had agreed to do that, it would have been like that. And I think this is, 
you know, something that Zelda has talked about earlier. It would be like having the sword of Damocles hanging 
over me for the rest of my life.  

I mean, they can be drawn in such incredibly broad terms. And it is still a way of chilling the climate when people 
are trying to change practices in the workplace. I don't think that there is any real difference worth making 
between an NDA and a non-disparagement clause because they both do exactly the same thing. They prevent 
people from being able to, you know, and this is one of Zelda’s points, tell the story in a way that they might 
need to tell the story. They prevent other people knowing the details of what really happened here. And, you 
know, as I said, to the University of Windsor, many, many times over the last few years, if you guys would just 
stop doing bad stuff, I wouldn't need to disparage you anyway. 

So like, this is all predicated on an assumption that you have to stop me saying anything about you. Now, you 
know, saying that people won't tell lies, saying that they won't defame somebody and make something up. 
That's one thing, but to say, disparage I mean, we know that that word can mean pretty much anything that 
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lawyers want it to mean. And that puts you in this incredibly powerless position, like I say, with the sword of 
Damocles over your head, and it still chills the environment.  

Now, I had a difficult conversation with some of my friends who are lawyers, about well, “it's not a non-
disclosure, Julie, maybe you should just sign this.” And, you know, I felt that it wasn't really doing anything 
different than an NDA would. It was shutting me up. It was telling me that, you know, I couldn't mention 
anything that they might then believe, damage their reputation, and they have done so many things damaging 
to their reputation that, you know, I wouldn't even know where to begin. So I'm sorry to say this, because I 
know this is yet another thing that lawyers often work with clients to offer. But my view is that non-
disparagement clauses are just the same. You know, it's not that you can narrow a non-disparagement clause so 
that, you know, you're allowed to disparage them on a Monday, Wednesday, and Friday. It's still about shutting 
people off. 

And I think we have to wean ourselves off our reliance on these silencing tactics. 

Somebody else tells a lie, then sue them, but otherwise, leave them alone to say what they need to say. 

Larry Haiven 

I'm going to ask one more question that comes from the Q&A, and then we'll wrap it up. And I want to remind 
people that we will be posting the recording on the Equity Watch website. So I know that a number of people 
were not able to attend. But you can refer your friends to that.  

So our question again, from an anonymous attendee: “Something worth noting: many people sign these 
agreements because they have no other choice as far as facing unemployment, possible homelessness, and 
being unable to pay for mental health treatment for the trauma they have faced.” 

 And I can back that up, because Equity Watch has a number of people that we're trying to help out. And a few 
of them are receiving counseling. And one of the ironies is that they can't afford that if they don't sign an NDA 
and take the money. So any answers to that? 

Julie Macfarlane  

Well, I think we both talked a little bit about this already. It's about changing people's expectations in the 
bargaining process. You know, we have an expectation at the moment, and that was what my slide was trying to 
say, that victims should sell their silence, they should bargain whether they should exchange it for money for the 
counseling. 

Why? Why do we have that expectation? I mediated employment disputes for 20 some years, and as soon as 
something that was like a fashionable thing to throw into the bargaining mix, as soon as that something went 
out of fashion, something else replaced it. There's always something you can do, to try to make the settlement 
acceptable for someone. But I think there are certain things that need to be out of bounds. So the only reason 
we're talking about a victim needing to sign an NDA in order to get money to counseling is because the NDA is 
allowed. If the NDA wasn't allowed, that victim would have other ways of arguing and one of the ways of 
bargaining would be publicity. 
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So anyway, I'm just saying that if we take away that possibility, so that victims can't be told you should sign this, 
because then you can get money, they'll still get money, they'll just not necessarily have to sign an NDA to get 
the money. 

Zelda Perkins 

We're not saying that settlement agreements between consenting adults are, are not allowed. The differences is 
the NDA part of it. And what's become the problem is, is that the NDA has become the settlement agreement. 
They're two separate things. And actually, in a funny way, not in a funny way. 

But ironically, that they're sort of pervasive use of the word of the term NDA has become mixed up now. But 
that's what actually happened in law is that a damages agreement, or a settlement agreement, which was what 
mine was, has just become called an NDA, because it's become what they always use.  

And that's the part that needs to change. There is nothing wrong with a settlement agreement. There are times 
where two people are not going to be able to come to a happy agreement, and the only way to do it is to say, 
“Okay, this is how we're going to sort it out.” But you can't include non-disclosure. You can't include gagging. 

Julie Macfarlane 

And I truly believe, as a mediator, that if you take that option off the table, it's not that victims will suddenly 
have no power to negotiate settlements, it's that they won't be asked to do that as part of the settlement. It's a 
way you know, like, we're bright people, we can work this out. Lawyers get paid lots of money to be creative. 
They can figure out ways to incentivize settlement, just as Zelda says settlement is a good thing. And this idea 
that you could only have it if you sign an NDA is something that has been constructed, and we need to take that 
away. 

Zelda Perkins 

Yes, it’s a perversion of a settlement agreement.  

Larry Haiven 

Okay, I'm going to draw this to a close. But I just want to mention one thing about Julie, and I'm kind of touting 
her book. Because Julie has been involved not only in this case at University of Windsor, but in the case she 
mentioned against the Anglican Church. And in both of these instances, Julie entered into a settlement process, 
in which it wasn't just about money, it was but it was also about Julie putting forward some new rules about 
how things would be would carry on and not only for herself, but for others who might find themselves in the 
same situation. So you need to read the book,  

Julie, tell us the name of the book again. 

Julie Macfarlane 

It's called Going Public. A Survivors Journey From Grief To Action, and I'll pop the details into the chat. 

Larry Haiven 

So do get the book because it's, it's not just one person's story, but lessons for result. Okay, I'm going to thank 
everybody. This was a marvelous, wonderful webinar on a extremely interesting topic that requires much more 
attention. And I think we're going to start to get somewhere. So thank all of the audience members, for 
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participating today, and for your questions. I want to thank Kelsey Crawford for introducing our speakers and I 
especially want to thank Zelda Perkins and Julie Macfarlane for Well, all the work that they've done their 
heroism. Somebody called them women warriors, for wanting to carry this forward in in a campaign. So please 
get a hold of Equity Watch its equitywatchns@gmail.com and volunteer to be involved in this campaign. Any last 
words from Zelda and Julie 

Julie Macfarlane 

Zelda said the other day to me, we're climbing a huge mountain here, you know. She was reflecting because 
she's been at this longer than me, you know that she's gotten part way up it before and then just felt 
overwhelmed and exhausted. 

I think that we're trying to do a difficult thing here. But I think that there are so many people out there who 
know that what we're saying is, right. And I think that now we have an opportunity to really do something about 
it. I would encourage everybody who's been here to get in touch. We're going to start to set up a mailing list and 
a circulation list. As we start to get materials out there, we're going to be putting a website up. Lots of people 
have said in the chat, they would like to be able to help. Get in touch. My email is easily found, and I've put it in 
the chat. And thank you for all the people who had questions that we were able to get to, but again, you can 
always email them. 

Zelda Perkins 

Thank you. Thank you very much, everyone. It's, it's, it's always surprising, and it's inspiring, and it and makes 
me sad whenever I do these events, because so many people come forward who've had terrible experiences and 
similar experiences, and are still having them, no matter how much noise has been made so far. But it also fills 
me with hope. Because, as Julie says, I really believe this is something that can be changed, and it'll be changed 
when everyone stands up and speaks. And that's, that's, that's all we need to do. And it's about changing that 
climate and looking the right way down the telescope at this. Because it's actually a simple ask, and thank you 
for everyone who shared parts of their stories to on the chat. 

Larry Haiven 

Thank you. Thank you, everybody. Bye bye. 
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