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1. Please find attached: 

(a) The decision or written record of the act that is the subject of the originating 

application for judicial review of the September 26, 2023 motion (“Motion”) of the 

Board of Trustees of The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division (“Board”) 

carried at the September 25 and 26, 2023 Special Board Meeting (“Special Board 

Meeting”) (at para. 1.(e)(i)); 

(b) The October 13, 2023, Reasons for Decision issued by the Board on the same date in 

support of the Motion; 

(c) The document which initiated the Special Board Meeting, being the September 7, 

2023, complaint letter (“September 7, 2023, Complaint Letter”) (see para. 1.(d)(i)(B) 

Schedule ‘B’) and the September 7, 2023, letter of support (“September 7, 2023, 

Letter of Support”) (see para. 1(d)(i)(C) Schedule ‘C’); 

(d) The evidence and exhibits filed with us;  

(i) Submissions in support of the September 7, 2023, Complaint Letter included: 

(A) Schedule ‘A’ – LaGrange Social Media Post 

(B) Schedule ‘B’ – September 7, 2023, Complaint Letter 
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(C) Schedule ‘C’ – September 7, 2023, Letter of Support 

(D) Schedule ‘D’ – Western Standard News Article dated September 7, 

2023 

(E) Schedule ‘E’ – Policy 1: Division Foundation Statements 

(F) Schedule ‘F’ – Policy 4: Trustee Code of Conduct 

(G) Schedule ‘G’ – Policy 3: Trustee Role Description  

(H) Schedule ‘H’ – CCSA’s LIFE Framework 

(I) Schedule ‘I’ – Excerpt from “Catechism of the Catholic Church”, 1994 

(J) Schedule ‘J’ – TrueNorth Article dated September 13, 2023 

(K) Schedule ‘K’ –September 7, 2023, Letter to the Minister of Education 

(L) Schedule ‘L’ – Email dated September 7, 2023, re Website Submission 

(M) Schedule ‘M’ – Email dated September 14, 2023, re Monique 

LaGrange 

(N) Schedule ‘N’ – Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center September 6, 

2023, Letter 

(ii) September 22, 2023, Submissions of the then Trustee LaGrange 

(iii) Appendix A, Supporting Emails for then Trustee LaGrange 

(e) Anything else in our possession relevant to the decision or act, namely: 

(i) Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Board of Trustees of The Red Deer 

Catholic Separate School Division, held September 25, 2023; 

(ii) Minutes of the Special Meeting of the Board of Trustees of The Red Deer 

Catholic Separate School Division, held October 13, 2023. 

2. The following are parts of the notice to obtain record of proceedings that cannot be fully 

complied with and the reasons why: 

There are no such records. 
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3. I certify that I have attached all records as required by Rule 3.19(1). 

Name of person who certifies this record: Murray Hollman 

Position: Board Chair of The Board of Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division 

 

Signature:  _____________________________ 

  Murray Hollman 
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REASONS FOR DECISION IN FURTHERANCE OF THE 
SEPTEMBER 25 and 26, 2023, SPECIAL BOARD MEETING

I. Background
These reasons (“Reasons”) are issued further to the September 25 and 26, 2023, special meeting 
(“Meeting”) of the Board of Trustees of the Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools (“Board”) during which 
Meeting the Board passed a motion (“Decision” or “Motion”) in relation to Board Trustee Monique 
LaGrange (“Trustee” or “Respondent”). The Decision, which is set out at Schedule “A” to these Reasons, 
found the Trustee to be in violation of the Trustee Code of Conduct and the Alberta Education Act 
(“Education Act”).

The Trustee was elected Trustee of the Board in 2021.  The Meeting was called to address a complaint 
relating to certain conduct of the Trustee on social media, as will be elaborated upon below.

At the Meeting the Trustee was provided with a full opportunity to make submissions, and she was 
represented by counsel who submitted written and oral arguments to the Board.

It is undisputed that, on or about August 27, 2023, the Trustee posted on her personal Facebook account a 
meme displaying two photographs which respectively showed: 

a)  a group of children holding Nazi flags with swastikas; and
b) a contemporary photograph of children holding rainbow Pride flags,

and captioned “Brainwashing is brainwashing” (collectively, the “Meme” or the “Meme Posting”).  

During the Meeting, the Trustee stated that her intentions were that the Meme Post was not directed toward 
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools (“School Division”) (“Understand that this was not directed at Red 
Deer Catholic”) and that the Meme was not a challenge to School Division practices.

The School Division serves over 10,650 students in twenty-one schools in Red Deer, Blackfalds, Sylvan 
Lake, Rocky Mountain House, Innisfail, and Olds, as well as an At-Home Learning Program, and supports 
the learning of over 1,095 students in a Traditional Home Education Program.

II. Procedure
In response to a Board trustee complaint to the Board (“Complaint”) with respect to the Meme Posting, the 
Board called the Meeting as per Appendix “A” to Board Policy 4: Trustee Code of Conduct (“Code of 
Conduct”) to review the Complaint and determine if there was a breach of the Education Act, the Code of 
Conduct and/or Board Policy.

Prior to the Meeting, the materials considered by Board included the following:
a) Written Submissions of the Complainant which included:

i. a photocopied picture of the Meme;
ii. the Complaint;

iii. a package of materials in support of the complaint:
 September 7, 2023, media article from the Western Standard entitled,  EXCLUSIVE: 

Trustee says her post was about protecting children, involving parents;
 September 13, 2023, media article from the True North entitled, Alberta trustee 

reprimanded for Instagram post critical of gender “indoctrination”;
 a copy of Board Policies 1: Divisional Foundational Statements (“Board Policy 1”), the 

Code of Conduct (including Appendix “A” and “B”), Board Policy 3: Trustee Role 
Description including Appendix “A” (“Board Policy 3”), the CCSSA’s LIFE Framework, 
Statement 22358 from the Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1994;

iv. September 7, 2023, letter to the Minister of Education, from Board Chair Hollman;
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v. written reaction submitted to the Board in response to the Meme, which consisted of seven 
emails/letters from School Division employees, parents, School Division student alumni, and 
the Simon Wiesenthal Centre of Holocaust Studies which were critical of the Meme, and four 
emails from individuals who expressed support for the Trustee’s actions in relation to the 
Meme;

vi. written submissions in support of the Complaint.
b) Written submissions from the Trustee’s legal counsel.

The complainant and Respondent were both present and were represented by Counsel at the Meeting.

Pursuant to Board policy governing trustee-conduct related complaints, the Meeting comprised an in 
camera portion which lasted for more than a full day, at which submissions were made to the Board. Board 
members also posed questions at the Meeting.

Not having completed their deliberations, the Board reconvened on September 26, 2023, to complete the 
same. Following the completion of their deliberations, the Board returned to a public session and voted on 
the Motion.  The Board voted 3-1 in favour of the Motion.

III. Alberta’s Education Act

The Board’s conduct is governed by the Education Act which grants the Board jurisdiction to review trustee-
related complaints, consider Trustee conduct, and determine appropriate responses and remedies.

The preamble of the Education Act provides strong statements supporting the importance of inclusiveness 
and respect in the provision of education to Alberta students:

WHEREAS students are entitled to welcoming, caring, respectful and safe 
learning environments that respect diversity and nurture a sense of belonging and 
a positive sense of self;

WHEREAS the Government of Alberta recognizes the importance of an inclusive 
education system that provides each student with the relevant learning 
opportunities and supports necessary to achieve success;

These recitals are reflected in clauses 9 and 10 of Board Policy 1: 

9.  The schools will foster the mental and physical well-being of all students 
through:
9.1 Selection of appropriate programs which emphasize physical, leisure 

activities; and
9.2 A respect for the worth and dignity of the individual.

10.  The schools will foster and maintain a safe, secure, caring, respectful and 
inclusive learning environment for all students, families and staff that is free 
from physical, emotional and social abuses and models our Catholic faith and 
values. Schools will be comprehensive and holistic in their approach to 
inclusion and other potential student issues including bullying, justice, 
respectful relationships, language and human sexuality.

Section 2 of the Education Act states:

Page 5 



- 3 -

3

Limitations
2. The exercise of any right or the receipt of any benefit under this Act is subject 
to the limitations that are reasonable in the circumstances under which the right is 
being exercised or the benefit is being received.

Section 33 of the Education Act imposes statutory duties on the Board, some of which are:
 develop and implement a school trustee code of conduct: s. 33(1)(k);
 establish and maintain governance and organization structures that promote student well-being and 

success, and monitor and evaluate their effectiveness: s. 33(1)(h);
 ensure that each student enrolled in a school operated by the board and each staff member employed 

by the board is provided with a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that 
respects diversity and fosters a sense of belonging: s. 33(1)(d);

 establish, implement and maintain a policy respecting the board’s obligation under subsection (1)(d) to 
provide a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that includes the establishment 
of a code of conduct for students that addresses bullying behaviour: section 33(2); and

 to provide a statement of purpose that provided a rationale for the student code of conduct, with a focus 
on welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environments: section 33(3)(d)(i).

School board trustees in Alberta must adhere to their Code of Conduct. This requirement is contained in 
Board Policy 1 and is a statutory requirement under the Education Act pursuant to s. 34(1)(c) which states:

34(1)(c) A trustee of a board, as a partner in education, has the responsibility to 
(…) comply with the board’s code of conduct (…).

This requirement is also contained at clause 6.20 of Board Policy 3.

Finally, school boards have an obligation to enforce a minimum of standard of conduct expected of trustees. 
This principle is noted in the Ontario decision of Del Grande v. Toronto Catholic District School Board, 
2023 ONSC 691 (“Del Grande”) which is equally applicable here:

(…) the Board has a statutory obligation to promote student well-being and a 
positive and inclusive school climate. The Board also has an obligation to enforce 
a minimum standard of conduct expected of its Trustees. All Trustees have an 
obligation to comply with the Code of Conduct and to assist the Board in fulfilling 
its duties. Sanctioning the Applicant for making disrespectful comments was not 
contrary to the Education Act, but consistent with the Act's statutory objectives. 
(para. 81).

IV. Board Policy and Compliance with the Education Act
The Board’s mission is as follows:

The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division is committed to supporting 
inclusive communities that foster care and compassion of students, families and 
staff with a complete offering of learning opportunities delivered within the 
context of Catholic teachings and tradition, and within the means of the Division. 
[Board Policy 1]

The purpose of the Mission statement is to govern the interactions within the School Division and among 
members of the School Division including Board members.  Board Policy 1 sets forth beliefs that are meant 
to govern the interactions of the Division as stewards of Catholic Education, including Belief 10 which 
reads:
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The schools will foster and maintain a safe, secure, caring, respectful and 
inclusive learning environment for all students, families and staff that is free 
from physical, emotional and social abuses and models our Catholic faith and 
values. Schools will be comprehensive and holistic in their approach to 
inclusion and other potential student issues including bullying, justice, 
respectful relationships, language and human sexuality. [Emphasis added.]

Administrative Procedure 103 - Welcoming, Safe and Caring, Inclusive and Respectful Learning 
Environments (“AP 103”) details how the Division Foundational Statements are to be carried out by School 
Division staff. Among other things, a “Christ-centered, welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning 
environment that respects diversity, equity and human rights and fosters a sense of inclusion and 
belonging” is to be maintained. [Emphasis added.]

The Code of Conduct states that the Board “commits itself and its members to conduct that meets the highest 
ethical standards.” In doing so it is expected that all Board members treat others with mutual respect and 
affirm the worth of each person. The preamble to the Code of Conduct includes the following:

That trustees are the children’s advocates and their first and greatest concern is 
the best interest of each and every one of these children without distinction 
as to who they are or what their background may be. [Emphasis added.]

The Code of Conduct, which was carefully reviewed, considered and applied by the Board in this matter, 
is attached to these Reasons at Schedule “B”. The Board addresses the Trustee’s Code of Conduct violations 
further in these Reasons.  

Consequences for the failure of an individual trustee to adhere to the Code of Conduct are specified in 
Appendix A to the Code of Conduct, which sets out a range of sanctions and remedial measures, which 
supplement the disqualification sanction at s. 87(1)(c) of the Education Act. 

V. Position of the Complainant

The Complaint requested that a formal hearing be held with respect to the Meme Posting. It was argued 
that the Meme Posting and subsequent interviews with the media given by the Trustee were in direct 
violation of parts of the Code of Conduct, Board Policy and the Education Act. In particular, the 
Complainant submitted that the Trustee’s conduct undermined the Division’s legal obligations imposed by 
the Education Act and its commitment to inclusion. It was further submitted that this was in contravention 
of Roman Catholic teachings and was a direct attack on work done by Division teachers to support 
2SLGBTQ+ initiatives.

VI. Position of the Respondent

The Respondent’s Views Expressed at the Meeting
At the Meeting the Trustee made the following statements as summarized by the Board:
 the Meme Post is not about the LGBTQ (“2SLGBTQ1A+”) community; 
 the Meme Post is about indoctrination through the United Nations which directly correlates to World 

War II and Nazism; it is about the agenda of the United Nations and Planned Parenthood which is an 
attempt to sabotage our youths’ identities and destinies and hijacks the LGBTQ [sic] community’s 
original mandate;
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 if history is not talked about or taught to our children, it will all be forgotten, and if we forget what 
happened in the past, it will most definitely repeat itself in some form or another.  It is important to 
understand history and teach the lessons we have learned;

 the Trustee’s intent of the Meme Post is to show what road we are going down and that we must be 
vigilant as to what we are allowing in to influence our children;

 the sexuality and beliefs of students is a topic that should be between God, parent and a child; sexual 
orientation decisions should not be made or influenced at school, especially Catholic Schools;

 that, through the Meme, the Trustee was talking about indoctrination and exposing children who were 
too young to understand this indoctrination; 

 the Trustee posted the Meme to bring attention to what her legal counsel characterized as “objectionable 
ideology”;

 the Respondent’s position is that the juxtaposition of the two pictures in the Meme relates to the concept 
of indoctrination and does not make any particular comparisons to the Nazi regime; and

 that the Pride flag is used to silence people; children are being kicked out of school and people are 
being fired which is antithetical to the Trustee’s religious beliefs; and that “cancel culture” is not what 
is good, lawful, appropriate or democratic.

The Trustee was clear that her beliefs informed her views: she stated the Holy Spirit had told her to post 
the Meme and that this was something she should do. The Trustee submitted that Catholic school trustees 
rely on their beliefs to do their work and should be able to express their religious beliefs as school board 
trustees.

The Trustee’s Rationale for Having Posted the Meme
The Trustee informed the Board that her religious beliefs informed her views. When asked to explain her 
discernment process around the Meme Post, the Trustee:

 thought that the Meme Post reflected the truth about today; 
 was thinking more about the political part of it than anything; asked is this something that would 

be understood;
 informed the Board that the Holy Spirit said to the Trustee, Go for it;
 trusts the Holy Spirit and decided to share the Meme Post;
 thought it was such a good outline as to what was going on in the world.

In addition, the Trustee and her legal counsel advanced various arguments which were set forth in the 
Trustee’s written submissions filed with the Board. Those written submissions are outlined in the following 
section.

The Respondent’s Written Submissions 

The written submissions of Counsel for the Trustee can be broken down into the following main points:

a) The Meme did not contravene Roman Catholic values in any way, because it was targeted at what 
the Trustee views to be an objectionable ideology; 

b) The Meme did not contravene the Education Act or any Board policy, including the Code of 
Conduct; 

c) The Meme is protected by the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms (“Charter”), in particular, 
the right to freedom of expression and the right to freedom of religion; and

Page 8 



- 6 -

6

d) The Board’s conduct demonstrates a reasonable apprehension of bias and lack of procedural 
fairness. 

VII. Issues

These Reasons address the following issues:

1. Did the Meme contravene Roman Catholic values?

2. Did the Meme contravene the Code of Conduct?

3. Is the Meme protected by the Trustee’s Charter rights?

4. Is the Decision reasonable?

5. Was the Decision procedurally unfair?

VIII. Did the Meme Contravene Roman Catholic Values?
Both the Complainant and the Respondent made submissions with respect to whether the Meme and its 
content were contrary to Roman Catholic values.  No expert evidence was adduced at the Meeting with 
respect to Roman Catholic values in this context.  The Complainant’s submissions did include the CCSSA’s 
LIFE Framework and a section from The Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1994.

In any event, the Board focused on the Education Act and the Code of Conduct in reviewing the Complaint 
and, therefore, did not find it necessary to determine whether the Meme was in contravention of Roman 
Catholic values. 

To be clear, the Board’s decision does not turn on whether the Meme contravened Roman Catholic values 
and the Board does not make a finding in this respect.

IX. Did the Meme Contravene the Code of Conduct?
The Board does not dispute that the Trustee has sincerely held religious beliefs. However, the primary 
concern before the Board was whether the Trustee, through her Meme Post, breached the Code of 
Conduct.  

These Reasons are limited to the matter before the Board at the Meeting.

Introduction
The Board recognizes that elected school board trustees may hold and express their views. As noted in 
Calgary Roman Catholic Separate School District No. 1 v. O’Malley 2006 ABQB 364:

The trustees collectively and individually owe a public duty to carry out their 
responsibilities and the work for the Board in good faith and with reasonable 
diligence. They are elected for that purpose. They need not be of like mind. They 
may hold strong and conflicting views. They may debate with vigour, and 
occasionally with rancour. There is no rule requiring trustees to like each other. 
But they do have one overarching responsibility – a shared public duty to advance 
the work of the Board to which they had the privilege of being elected.  (…) [para. 
41]

Page 9 



- 7 -

7

The Trustee’s argument focused, to a large extent, on her freedom to hold her beliefs and her ability to act 
on the same in her private life (i.e., to post the Meme). 

However, freedom of expression generally, including that of a school board trustee is not absolute.  These 
Reasons will address this concept further below. 

The principle that rights are not absolute is recognized at section 2 of the Education Act, which reads, “the 
exercise of any right or the receipt of any benefit under this Act is subject to the limitations that are 
reasonable in the circumstances under which the right is being exercised or the benefit is being received.” 
This is further addressed in Board Policy 3 and, in particular, clause 6.4 which directly addresses social 
media use:

Trustees will be cognizant that they are representing the interests of the Board 
while posting or commenting on social media, and aware of public perception that 
their posts, comments and social media engagement, are in accordance with their 
duties within the school division.

The Trustee’s freedom to express her views (via the Meme Post) must be balanced against the Board’s duty 
and right to operate in the context of, and in a manner consistent with, the preservation and enhancement 
of the Board’s mandate. This includes the Board’s duty to comply with the Education Act and to maintain 
a positive school environment. 

While the Trustee may hold religious beliefs, in her role as a school Board trustee, the Trustee’s actions 
may not unreasonably impinge upon the Board’s statutory mandate to ensure that each student enrolled in 
its schools and each staff member employed by the Board is provided with a welcoming, caring, respectful 
and safe learning environment that respects diversity and fosters a sense of belonging.

Students have the right to a school system free from bias, prejudice and intolerance, and as a role model 
and representative of the corporate Board, the Trustee occupies an important role within the education 
system that extends beyond the classroom.  The Division’s principles of respecting the needs of our diverse 
students are legitimately reflected, for example, in Belief 10 of Board Policy 1, Board Policy 4, and AP 
103.

Within the context of the Constitution Act, the Education Act, the Code of Conduct and corresponding 
Board Policy, Catholic school board trustees, as role models within the school board and as corporate 
leaders at the top of the Division hierarchy must be, and be seen to be, tolerant of the pluralistic and diverse 
nature of society.

Alleged Code of Conduct Breaches

i.  Clause 1 of the Code of Conduct and Clause 6.2 of Board Policy 3

Clause 1 of Board Policy 4 requires Board trustees to carry out their responsibilities, as detailed in Board 
Policy 3, with reasonable diligence.

Under clause 6.2 of Board Policy 3, the Trustee “will refer queries, or issues and problems, not covered by 
Board policy, to the Board for corporate discussion and decision.”

Analysis
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The Trustee’s position is that she did not violate Board policy because she did not make a comparison; 
rather, the Meme Post was about layers of ideology and about children not understanding those layers. 
According to the Trustee, the Meme Post was not about people or individuals, rather, it was about ideas 
which must always be open to criticism and must be tested and challenged.

If the Trustee were of the view there were ideas that had to be tested or challenged, clause 6.2 of Board 
Policy 3 required the Trustee to refer the same to the Board for corporate discussion.  This was not done. 
Rather, the Trustee took it upon herself to post the Meme.

Finding 

In having posted the Meme, the Trustee breached clause 6.2 of Board Policy 3 and thus is in breach of 
clause 1 of the Code of Conduct.  Pursuant to clause 1 of the Code of Conduct, Board trustees shall carry 
out their responsibilities in accordance with Board Policy 3 with reasonable diligence. A breach of Board 
Policy 3, is therefore also a breach of Board Policy 4.  

ii.  Clauses 6 and 22 of the Code of Conduct

The Code of Conduct provides that the Board must commit itself and its members to conduct that “meets 
the highest ethical standards.” Clause 6 requires the Board trustees to “commit themselves to dignified, 
ethical, professional and lawful conduct.”  Clause 22 requires the Board trustees to represent the “Board 
responsibly in all Board-related matters with proper decorum and respect for others.”

Analysis

The Trustee made the following arguments:
 a Trustee cannot be responsible for all reactions to social media posts, in particular when such 

reactions unreasonably take offence based on unreasonable interpretations;
  respect and decorum go both ways; there will be a negative response to something objectively 

inappropriate, but offence taken to a reasonable position is simply the reality of free speech and the 
exchange of ideas in the marketplace;

 that someone might be offended by the Meme is not a basis to institute discipline against the Trustee; 
and

 while the Complainant had a particular reaction to the Meme, that does not mean that someone’s 
personal subjective definition as to decorum can be imposed on the Trustee. That is the essence of 
“cancel culture.”

The Trustee’s position is further that there is nothing unprofessional or undignified about the Meme Post: 
 there is nothing unprofessional about sharing a dissident minority opinion which did not give rise to a 

general level of unacceptability;
 the Meme Post reflects a minority opinion that many people do not like and are offended by, but that is 

a matter for public comment and disagreement.  It is an attempt at censorship to claim something is 
unethical (instead of saying one does not agree); and

 no reasonable person would conclude from the Meme, that what the Nazis did was acceptable or that 
had anything to do with the LGBTQ (sic) community, and that rather, the Meme is about ideas which 
must always be open to criticism, tested and challenged.
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The Trustee’s legal counsel submitted that the first loyalty of a trustee is to the school board, however it 
was also submitted that the Trustee is espousing a minority view (through the Meme Post) which has 
struggled to get exposure, and that what the Trustee is saying is that children should not be indoctrinated 
and that she has a duty to bring up difficult conversations, that she does not lose her rights as a private 
citizen, and that the Board wants to “shut her up.”

The Board is mindful of the September 6, 2023, letter it received from the Friends of Simon Wiesenthal 
Center noting that the Meme Post is “a form of Holocaust distortion and minimization and feeds into 
rhetoric promoting anti-LGBTQ+ hate and discrimination. What makes this post even more abhorrent is 
the fact that tens of thousands of victims of the Nazis were people who identified as part of the LGBTQ+ 
community.”

When asked about this letter, the Trustee indicated that the author may not understand the Meme Post as it 
did not compare two groups but rather, it is about layers of ideology, and about protecting kids. The Trustee 
stated that the author of the letter did not understand the meaning of the Meme.

The material from the Complainant contained reactions against and in favour of the Meme. Below are two 
examples from School Division student alumni:

 [Public Version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

And,

 [Public version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

A medical professional communicated with the Board as follows: 

 

 [Public version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

Three School Division employees communicated in writing to the Board their personal offence to the 
Meme Post. One employee, who is also a parent within the School Division, sent this:

 [Public version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

Another School Division employee submitted the following:

 [Public version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

Another:

 [Public version is redacted for privacy purposes.]

The Board also received four emails from parents who supported the Meme Post. These were included in 
the materials before the Board and were accordingly reviewed and considered during the Board 
deliberations.

The Board’s summary above is not intended to illustrate that greater weight was given to favourable versus 
unfavourable comments.  The conclusion the Board draws, in part, from the public comments is that, 
contrary to the Trustee’s submissions, it is possible and indeed likely for the Meme to be understood in a 
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negative and hurtful way towards the 2SLGBTQ1A+ community, and School Division students from that 
community in particular.

The Board accepts the Trustee’s view that she is entitled to her personal religious beliefs, and that she is 
entitled to express them.  However, the Trustee has statutory and ethical obligations towards the School 
Division students as well.  In her Trustee role, the Respondent has an obligation to communicate 
respectfully and inclusively (pursuant to the Education Act, Code of Conduct and other Board Policies 
already addressed above).  The Board does not accept the Trustee’s submission that the Meme was clearly 
unrelated to Nazism.  Regardless of the Trustee’s intent, in the Board’s view, a reasonable person viewing 
two photographs (one over the other) could reasonably conclude that a negative comparison was being 
made. 

Further, the complex and nuanced position which the Trustee is attempting to advance is simply not made 
clear in a Meme which is limited to two photographs and three words.  Had the Trustee wished to 
communicate this concept, communication methods set out in Board Policies 3 and 4 should have been 
used. The Trustee had an obligation to ensure her communication was in accordance with Board policy.

Finding

By posting the Meme the Trustee violated clauses 6 and 22 of the Code of Conduct.

Providing, through the Meme Post, a display of students waving Pride flags and a display of children of 
Nazi Germany waving flags and thereby inferring that children waving Pride flags have been brainwashed 
in a manner akin to children in Germany at or before WWII, conveys a negative implication. The Meme 
Post is not, on a reasonably objective standard, dignified nor professional, and based on the above reactions 
to the Meme Post, was not viewed as inclusive or reflective of supportive school environments that welcome 
students of all orientations. 

The Board disagrees with the Trustee’s submission that there is no lack of decorum in the Meme Post or 
that the same does not show disrespect for others, and that the Meme Post was more about raising the 
conversation about really difficult controversial issues that are important to parents and students.  

School board trustees are open to public inspection - employees, students and their parents and other school 
stakeholders scrutinize trustee conduct.  A trustee’s personal online conduct can attract as much attention 
as in-school or at-Board-meeting conduct.  Though posted on a personal Facebook page, the Meme Post, 
in fact, did attract media attention: the September 7, 2023, media article from the Western Standard entitled, 
“EXCLUSIVE: Trustee says her post was about protecting children, involving parents”; and, the September 
13, 2023, media article from the True North entitled, “Alberta trustee reprimanded for Instagram post 
critical of gender “indoctrination”.

The Trustee holds a position of trust and influence within the education system. As a role model within the 
school system, the Trustee is required to represent the Board in all Board-related matters with proper 
decorum and respect for others.  In having posted the Meme, the Trustee did not display proper decorum 
and respect for others.  The principles noted in Del Grande are equally applicable here (at para. 55):

The focus of the Education Act is thus the public education system and the well-
being and achievement of the students who participate in it, with the goal of 
ensuring they develop into caring, contributing citizens. It is the Board, and 
therefore its Trustees, who are in service to these objectives and not the public 
education system that serves a trustee's objectives. [Emphasis added.]
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The Board acknowledges that the Trustee sought to distinguish the Del Grande decision and argued that 
the Saskatchewan decision in Strom is more applicable.  While noting that the law in Ontario is not identical 
to that in Alberta, the Board finds that the principles outlined in Del Grande as noted in these Reasons are 
applicable to the issues before the Board.  

The Board Motion is intended to allow the Trustee to continue to bring forward issues before the Board. 
Elected school trustees may form views and opinions and declare themselves on issues. However, the place 
for the Trustee to express her views was at the Board table where a fulsome debate may occur.  In this 
instance, the Meme Post did not reflect reasonable decorum. In the Board’s view, a reasonably well-
informed person would conclude that the Trustee’s conduct in having posted the Meme reflected behaviour 
that did not treat individuals respectfully, equitably and with courtesy.

The Trustee’s legal counsel noted that the Trustee espouses a minority view (through the Meme Post) which 
has struggled to get exposure.  However, the Board has established a strong policy framework that 
demonstrates its unequivocal position that Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools require schools to foster 
and maintain a safe, secure, caring, respectful and inclusive learning environment for all students, families 
and staff that is free from physical, emotional and social abuses and models our Catholic faith and values.  

In this case, the Trustee placed her personal interests ahead of her public duty to carry out her duties in a 
dignified, ethical and professional manner, and to represent the Board with proper decorum, which means 
that the Trustee must conduct herself in her communications in a respectful and professional manner. 
Posting a highly controversial Meme which does not elaborate or explain the Trustee’s rationale and 
requires schoolchildren and their parents to draw significant inferences if they are to understand the Meme 
as the Trustee claims to have intended, does not reflect this standard.  

Additional Comment

While this section deals with clauses 6 and 22 of the Code of Conduct, the Board is also of the view, for 
the reasons noted above, that by the Meme Post the Trustee did not “contribute to a positive and respectful 
learning and working culture both within the Board and the Division” and thus breached clause 6.18 of 
Board Policy #3 and thus was an additional violation of the Code of Conduct.

iii.  Clause 6.4 of Board Policy 3

Clause 6.4 of Board Policy 3 states that trustees “will be cognizant that they are representing the interests 
of the Board while posting or commenting on social media, and aware of public perception that their posts, 
comments and social media engagement, are in accordance with their duties within the school division.”

Analysis

When asked at the Meeting how the Trustee squares her duty under Board Policy 4 to act for all voters with 
the posting of the Meme, the Trustee indicated that just because one person does not like it does not mean 
that everyone else should not like it.  

When asked what the Trustee was thinking when she posted the Meme, she stated that she thought the 
Meme Post was the truth about today. She had asked The Holy Spirit about it. She stated that she was more 
thinking about the political part of the Meme Post than anything; that it was something that would be 
understood; the Holy Spirit said, “Do it, go for it.” So, the Trustee “shared it and that was it.” The Trustee 
thought it was such a good outline as to what was going on in the world. The Trustee also indicated that 
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you read books and this is happening and it is right there in your face. “I did not think “education when I 
looked at this.” That was my thought process walking through that.”

At the time the Trustee posted the Meme Post, she did not consider the interests of the Board nor did she 
give consideration to the potential public perception of the same.  Again, therefore, the Trustee placed her 
personal interests ahead of her public duty to carry out and advance Board work. 

The Board is also mindful of clause 10 of Board Policy #4 states that “while elected from specific wards, 
trustees shall represent the best interest of the entire Division.” This did not occur here.

Finding

In having posted the Meme, the Trustee breached clause 6.4 of Board Policy 3 and thus is in breach of 
clause 1 of the Code of Conduct. 

X. Is the Meme Protected by the Trustee’s Charter Rights?

The Education Act

The Board is aware of the Trustee’s submission that s. 87(1)(c) of the Education Act infringes section 3 of 
the Charter. Pursuant to section 11 of the Administrative Procedures and Jurisdiction Act, RSA 2000 c A-
3 (“Administrative Act”) this Board does not have the jurisdiction to consider a question of constitutional 
law with respect to the Education Act. Further, and in any event, the Trustee did not provide notice of the 
intention to raise a question of constitutional law as required by section 12 of the Administrative Act.  The 
Board is also mindful of the Designation of Constitutional Decision Makers Regulation (Alta Reg. 
69/2006).

Further, and in the alternative, the Board has not exercised its jurisdiction to disqualify the Trustee and 
therefore, s.87(1)(c) of the Education Act has not been engaged. 

Finally, the Board notes the submission of counsel for the Trustee that section 87(1) violates the section 3 
Charter rights of Trustee LaGrange’s constituents. This Board lacks jurisdiction to consider the rights of 
constituents and, in any event, this is not the issue before the Board. 

Accordingly, the Board declines to consider the constitutionality of s.87(1)(c) of the Education Act. 

Charter Rights

As per Calgary Roman Catholic Separate School District No. 1 v. O’Malley, 2007 ABQB 574 (paras. 127 
to 132) and Hamilton v. Rocky View School Division No. 41, 2009 ABQB 225 (paras. 13 to 17), the Charter 
does not have a bearing on the assessment of whether the Trustee violated the Board’s internal Code of 
Conduct.  This matter relates to an internal self-regulatory process governed by Board Policy. Furthermore, 
the Trustee is not challenging the constitutionality of Board Policy; she made it clear at the Meeting that 
the Meme Post was not directed toward Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools nor was it a challenge to 
School Division practices.  Accordingly, the Charter does not apply here.

In the alternative, if the Board is wrong and the Charter does apply in this instance, the Board’s objectives 
of regulating the Board and school board trustee communications - as per Board Policy, including in relation 
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to messages of inclusivity within the School Division that foster care and compassion of students and 
families, and address student issues such as safety, bullying, justice and respectful relationships - outweigh 
any potential negative effects of the Trustee restrictions set out in the Motion.  The Trustee has ethical and 
fiduciary responsibilities which carry with it a corresponding obligation to communicate appropriately.  The 
Meme does not meet this threshold and in the circumstances, any expressive rights held by the Trustee must 
properly be subordinate to the obligation to create an inclusive environment for students.  

Further, in the Board’s view the limitations on the Trustee’s conduct are limited, moderate and reasonable.  
Under the Motion, the Trustee may attend regular Board meetings to bring forward educational-related 
issues for discussion and debate to the Board through the Board’s standard procedures and practices (para. 
3 of the Motion).  

The Motion strikes a balance between the Board’s educational mandate and the Trustee’s freedom of 
expression; the Motion does not interfere with the Trustee’s ability, as an elected school board trustee, to 
act in accordance with her religious beliefs in a manner that is more than trivial or insubstantial. 
Furthermore, there is evidence noted above before the Board as to the impact of the Meme Post on others 
(in the context of competing rights and societal concerns).

Charter Values

To the extent an analysis is required as per Doré v. Barreau du Québec, 2012 SCC 12 in this matter, the 
Board is required to balance the severity of the Charter interference with the statutory objectives set out in 
the Education Act and Board Policy, and then ascertain how the Charter values at stake will best be 
protected in view of these objectives.  As described in the prior section, in the Board’s view an appropriate 
balance has been struck.

The Motion is consistent with the statutory objectives set out in the Education Act and in Board Policy.

The Board has a statutory duty under s. 33(1)(d) of the Education Act to ensure that each student enrolled 
in a school operated by the board and each staff member employed by the Board is provided with a 
welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that respects diversity and fosters a sense of 
belonging. (As earlier noted, the preamble in the Education Act states that “students are entitled to 
welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environments that respect diversity and nurture a sense of 
belonging and a positive sense of self.) The Board is also required to implement and maintain a policy to 
provide a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment; school principals must provide a 
welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that respects diversity and fosters a sense of 
belonging.

All Board members, including the Trustee, have a duty to comply with the Code of Conduct, and to assist 
the Board in fulfilling the above-referenced duties.

The Trustee, as per the Motion, was not sanctioned for holding certain religious beliefs. Rather, the Trustee 
was sanctioned for having posted the Meme in violation of the Board’s Code of Conduct: 6.2, 6.4 and 6.18 
of Board Policy 3 and clauses 1, 6, 10 and 22 of Board Policy 4.  

The Motion reflects an appropriate balance between the statutory objectives of the Education Act and Board 
Policy and, the Charter values at stake should they be applicable in the unique facts of this case.  When a 
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Board member wishes to advance education-related issues, they must do so in accordance with the Code of 
Conduct.  This did not occur in this instance.

XI. Is the Decision Reasonable?

The Trustee’s written submissions at paragraphs 54 to 62 advance the argument that the outcome of the 
Decision must be reasonable.  The Board agrees.  In the Board’s view, the Decision was made carefully 
and with full consideration of the evidence and argument presented to it and reflects an appropriate 
balancing of the Trustee’s ability to hold and express beliefs with the Board’s statutory mandate to provide 
a safe and inclusive environment for its students.  The Decision was accordingly reasonable as measured 
by the principles brought forward by the Trustee.

XII. Was The Decision Procedurally Unfair?

The Trustee argued that these proceedings are tainted by procedural unfairness and bias, and as such, should 
be stayed.  The Board has carefully considered this argument and dismissed the stay of proceedings request. 

The foundation of this argument is that, prior to the commencement of the Code of Conduct complaint 
process, the Board initially passed a motion asking the Minister of Education to dismiss the Trustee.  This 
process was undertaken based on the Board’s initial misunderstanding that the Minister was responsible for 
the review and assessment of the Trustee’s conduct.  However, the Minister’s response informed the Board 
that this process was in fact the Board’s responsibility.

Subsequently, a letter of complaint was filed which triggered the Code of Conduct hearing under Appendix 
“A” of the Code of Conduct.  Prior to the Meeting, each Board member hearing this matter conducted a 
serious and self-reflective assessment of its ability to hear the matter impartially and without bias.  Each 
Board member determined that they held an open mind and were able to fairly and impartially hear the 
Trustee’s arguments, consider them without pre-determination, and render a fair decision.

 The proof of this ability is the outcome of the hearing.  Although the Trustee’s argument (reflected in her 
written submissions at paragraphs 96 to 99) focused on the Trustee’s objection to the possibility of her 
disqualification or Trustee removal - including arguments as to the unconstitutionality of the relevant 
section of the Education Act – ultimately the Board did not decide that disqualification or removal was the 
appropriate sanction.  Instead, the above-described Motion was passed.

The Board finds that:

1. the careful and considered self-assessment by each Board member who heard this matter, 
concluding each maintained an open mind and was able to be impartial; and

2. the fact that the Board’s ultimate decision was not, in fact, the same sanction as initially referenced 
in the request to the Minister of Education,

shows that the Board’s decision in this case is not tainted by procedural unfairness or bias.  Accordingly, 
the Board declines to stay these proceedings or the Decision.
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XIII. Conclusion 

The Board finds that the Trustee breached clauses 1, 6.2, 6.4 and 6.18 of Board Policy 3 and clauses 1, 6, 
10 and 22 of Board Policy 4.

The Board finds that the appropriate sanctions are those set out in the Motion.

Finally, the Board wishes to comment on paragraph 1(e) of the Motion. 

The Board has required the Trustee to issue a sincere public letter of apology to School Division students, 
staff and the Board in relation to the Meme Post. 

The Trustee is being asked to recognize that her communication in relation to the Meme Post was not in 
accordance with Board Policy and to recognize that members of the School Division found it offensive and 
experienced hurt feelings. This, in the Board’s view, does not offend the Trustee’s sincerely held beliefs.

Dated this 13th day of October 2023.

Page 18 



TRUSTEE CODE OF CONDUCT
SUBMISSION TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

BOARD POLICY 4

On or about August 27, 2023 Trustee Monique LaGrange (“Trustee LaGrange”) posted
on social media a photo of children waving pride flags with a photo of what appears to
be children waving Nazi flags. The post pictured children waving flags associated with
the Nazi regime in Germany and kids in a school waving flags with the 2SLGBTQ+ pride
symbols on them. The post was captioned “Brainwashing is Brainwashing'' attached as
Schedule “A” and was taken down shortly after.

Upon coming to the attention of the Board an informal meeting was scheduled. This
was held on September 6, 2023, shortly after the post was made and in accordance with
Board Policy 4: Trustee Code of Conduct, Appendix A (hereinafter “Policy 4”). This
meeting was conciliatory in nature and pre-dated any official complaint being made.
During this meeting Trustee LaGrange was offered the opportunity to explain her
actions and to potentially put forth an apology. Trustee LaGrange did not offer any
apology for her actions, nor did she demonstrate any remorse or wrongdoing for her
actions. In fact, she felt justified and considered her post appropriate.

Following the conclusion of this meeting, I made a formal written complaint by letter to
Chair Murray Hollman (the “LaGrange Complaint”) Schedule “B”. This complaint was
completed in accordance with Policy 4 and stated that Trustee LaGrange had violated
Policy 4 sections 1, 6, 7, and 22. An additional letter was sent by Trustee Cynthia
Leyson in support of the complaint and stating that a Code of Conduct hearing should
occur see Schedule “C”. This additional letter satisfies the procedural requirements of
Appendix A #5 of Policy 4.

On or about September 7, following the September 6 informal meeting, Trustee
LaGrange was interviewed by the Western Standard Newspaper. In this interview
Trustee LaGrange conveyed a similar message see Schedule “D”. The interview and
comments attributed to Trustee LaGrange regarding the social post is that the “story
meme is centred around indoctrination and how children are vulnerable to evil agendas
(agendas coming from organizations like Planned Parenthood, the UN or SOGI 123)
filtering through culture,". Further, Trustee LaGrange reiterated that she didn’t do
anything wrong.

It is a strongly held view and conviction echoed by many members of our Red Deer
Catholic Separate School Division community that the social media post by Trustee
LaGrange and the interview above-referenced undermine the core values and processes
of our Division, not to mention our society as a whole. Further, the use of social media
by Trustee LaGrange contradicts Board Policy, undermines the Division’s ability to meet
legal obligations imposed by the Education Act with respect to inclusion, is contrary to
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the Roman Catholic teachings and directly attacks the wonderful work and support that
Division teachers undertake to support 2SLGBTQ+ initiatives equating these initiatives
to brainwashing and indoctrination of evil agendas.

How can we as a board of trustees on the one hand expect our Division staff and
students to be respectful of 2SLGBTQ+ initiatives and create policy and administrative
procedures to support these initiatives and yet allow a member of the board of trustees
to espouse views that undermine these same initiatives, which views are anything but
inclusive?

Policy framework

The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division (the “Division”) Policy 1 contains the
Division’s Foundational Statements and it is attached as Schedule “E”. The Mission
statement contained within this Policy provides the following:

The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division is committed to
supporting inclusive communities that foster care and compassion of
students, families and staff with a complete offering of learning
opportunities delivered within the context of Catholic teachings and
tradition, and within the means of the Division.”

The purpose of the Mission Statement is to govern the interactions within the Division
and among members of the Division including members of the Board of Trustees. Policy
1: Division Foundational Statements further provides beliefs that are meant to govern
the interactions of the Division as stewards of Catholic Education. This includes Belief
10 which reads:

The schools will foster and maintain a safe, secure, caring, respectful and
inclusive learning environment for all students, families and staff that is
free from physical, emotional and social abuses and models our Catholic
faith and values. Schools will be comprehensive and holistic in their
approach to inclusion and other potential student issues including
bullying, justice, respectful relationships, language and human sexuality.

Also included in the same Schedule “E” is the Administrative Procedure103: Welcoming,
Safe and Caring, Inclusive and Respectful Learning Environments, which administrative
procedure guides and details how the Division Foundational Statements are to be
carried out by Division staff which provides among other things that a “Christ-centered,
welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that respects diversity,
equity and human rights and fosters a sense of inclusion and belonging”.

In line with the Policy 1: Division Foundational Statements, Policy 4: Trustee Code of
Conduct Schedule “F” provides that the Board must commit itself and its members to

{B5420942.DOCX;4} Page 2 of 10

Page 20 



conduct that “meets the highest ethical standards.” In doing so it is expected that all
members of the Board of Trustees treat others with mutual respect and affirm the worth
of each person. The preamble of Board Policy 4: Trustee Code of Conduct states the
following:

The Board commits itself and its members to conduct which meets the
highest ethical standards. It is expected that all personal interactions and
relationships will be characterized by mutual respect, which acknowledges
the dignity and affirms the worth of each person.

● That trustees are the children’s advocates and their first and greatest
concern is the best interest of each and every one of these children
without distinction as to who they are or what their background may
be.

We as a board of trustees have adopted Division Foundational Statements and a
Trustee Code of Conduct that as foundational principles that trustee conduct requires
that we speak for every child including 2SLGBTQ+ students. These expectations are
core to our identity and our obligations as members of the Board of the Trustees,
Roman Catholics and the leaders of the Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division.

The Code of Conduct must be adhered to by trustees, which is not only a requirement
contained within Board Policy 1; Division Foundational Statements itself, but a legal
requirement pursuant to s 34(1)(c) of the Education Act which states:

34   A trustee of a board, as a partner in education, has the responsibility to (…)
                            

(c)    comply with the board’s code of conduct, (…)

Section 1 of the Code of Conduct requires that Trustees carry out their responsibilities
as detailed in Policy 3 with reasonable diligence. Policy 3: Role of the Trustee is
attached in full as Schedule “G” and the following excerpts from said policy are of note:

6. Specific Responsibilities of Individual Trustees
(…)
6.3 The trustee can engage with the public through a variety of
communication methods, understanding that all communications and
interactions must reflect the principles of the Trustee Code of Conduct.

6.4 Trustees will be cognizant that they are representing the interests of the
Board while posting or commenting on social media, and aware of public
perception that their posts, comments and social media engagement, are in
accordance with their duties within the school division.
(…)
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6.7 The trustee will support the decision of the Board and refrain from making
any statements that may give the impression that such a statement reflects
the corporate opinion of the Board when it does not.
(…)
6.18 The trustee will contribute to a positive and respectful learning and
working culture both within the Board and the Division.
(…)
6.20 The trustee will adhere to the Trustee Code of Conduct.

Failure to adhere to these responsibilities is considered to be a breach of the Code of
Conduct pursuant to section 1 of Policy 4. Further, Policy 4 provides the following:

Section 6
Trustees shall commit themselves to dignified, ethical, professional and
lawful conduct.

Section 7
Trustees shall reflect the Board’s policies and resolutions when
communicating to the public.

Section 15
Work together with fellow trustees to communicate to the electorate.

Section 16
Remember at all times that individual trustees have no legal authority
outside the meeting of the Board, and therefore relationships with school
staff, the community, and all media of communication is to be conducted
on the basis of fact.

Section 22
Represent the Board responsibly in all Board-related matters with proper
decorum and respect for others.

I also believe that the actions of Trustee LaGrange undermine several board policies and
motions supporting inclusion and also our pastoral obligations as Roman Catholic
leaders not to mention that the actions violate legal obligations as provided for in the
Education Act.

Education Act Breaches

The preamble of the Education Act provides strong statements similar to that of the
Division Foundational Statements some of which are included below:
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WHEREAS students are entitled to welcoming, caring, respectful and safe
learning environments that respect diversity and nurture a sense of
belonging and a positive sense of self;

WHEREAS the Government of Alberta recognizes the importance of an
inclusive education system that provides each student with the relevant
learning opportunities and supports necessary to achieve success;

Limitations
2   The exercise of any right or the receipt of any benefit under this Act is
subject to the limitations that are reasonable in the circumstances under
which the right is being exercised or the benefit is being received.

We as a board of trustees must support all students including students who identify as
2SLGBTQ+. This is not brainwashing akin to the horrible indoctrination that occurred in
Nazi Germany, but our Division’s efforts regarding inclusion is required to comply with
legal obligations provided for in the Education Act, but more importantly as trustees of a
Roman Catholic Division we are called upon to act with compassion and as Christians
we are to bring anyone suffering care, love, hope, and the light of the Cross. Trustee
LaGrange’s comments in the meme and in the news articles clearly are not inclusive and
it denigrates the work this Division has put towards creating an inclusive environment,
which is contrary to our Roman Catholic beliefs and values and also contrary to the
Education Act requirements set out below:

Board responsibilities
33(1)  A board, as a partner in education, has the responsibility to

(a) deliver appropriate education programming to meet the needs of all
students enrolled in a school operated by the board and to enable their
success,

(…)

(d)  ensure that each student enrolled in a school operated by the board
and each staff member employed by the board is provided with a
welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment that
respects diversity and fosters a sense of belonging,

(e)  provide a continuum of supports and services to students that is
consistent with the principles of inclusive education,

(…)

(2)  A board shall establish, implement and maintain a policy respecting the
board’s obligation under subsection (1)(d) to provide a welcoming,
caring, respectful and safe learning environment that includes the
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establishment of a code of conduct for students that addresses
bullying behaviour.

(3)  A code of conduct established under subsection (2) must

(a) be made publicly available,

(b) be reviewed every year,

(c) be provided to all staff of the board, students of the board and parents
of students of the board,

(d) contain the following elements:

 (i)   a statement of purpose that provides a rationale for the code of
conduct, with a focus on welcoming, caring, respectful and safe
learning environments;

 (ii)  one or more statements that address the prohibited grounds of
discrimination set out in the Alberta Human Rights Act;

(iii)  one or more statements about what is acceptable behaviour and
what is unacceptable behaviour, whether or not it occurs within the
school building, during the school day or by electronic means;

(iv)  one or more statements about the consequences of unacceptable
behaviour, which must take account of the student’s age, maturity
and individual circumstances, and which must ensure that support
is provided for students who are impacted by inappropriate
behaviour, as well as for students who engage in inappropriate
behaviour,

(…)

In failing to meet the Trustee Code of Conduct and the above-referenced statutory
requirements Trustee LaGrange has violated the statutory obligations set out in the
Education Act for a trustee. The relevant excerpts are reproduced below for ease of
reference:

Trustee responsibilities
34   A trustee of a board, as a partner in education, has the responsibility to:

(a)    fulfil the responsibilities of the board as set out in section 33,

(b)    be present and participate in meetings of the board and committees of
the board,

(c)    comply with the board’s code of conduct, and

{B5420942.DOCX;4} Page 6 of 10

Page 24 

https://www.canlii.org/en/ab/laws/stat/sa-2012-c-e-0.3/latest/sa-2012-c-e-0.3.html#sec33_smooth


(d)    engage parents, students and the community in matters related to
education.

The obligation to provide a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning environment
relates to both staff and students including those who identify as 2SLGBTQ+. Our
Division’s initiatives relative to 2SLGBTQ+ are done with a view to support and provide a
safe space for all concerned. Equating efforts at inclusion and creating safe spaces in
any school for the 2SLGBTQ+ community to “brainwashing'' similar to the Nazi
indoctrination is offensive and goes against the Division’s policy framework, Education
Act provisions and the Division’s obligations flowing and also our Roman Catholic Faith.

In collaboration with Alberta Catholic Bishops, the Council of Catholic School
Superintendents of Alberta developed a document entitled CCSSA’S LIFE Framework
“Living Inclusion Faithfully for Everyone” which document is attached as Schedule “H”
which guides all Roman Catholic school divisions in the Province of Alberta including
our own. I have reproduced below for ease of reference a key excerpt to show what is
expected of a Catholic Schools:

Catholic Schools are committed to using the Pastoral Guideline for the
LIFE Framework (2018) and the LIFE Framework (2015, revised 2018 &
2019) to inform the creation and operation of student groups and
activities which seek to promote student inclusion within the schools and,
in fidelity to Catholic teachings, eliminates all forms of bullying including -
but not restricted to - harassment and discrimination with regard to sexual
orientation and gender identity; and to promote justice, respectful
relationships and language within Catholic schools.

The activities that Trustee LaGrange is critiquing are the same or similar activities
approved by Bishops and relayed by Superintendents to teachers, which Trustee
LaGrange equates to brainwashing and indoctrination akin to Nazi efforts in this regard.

I also note that the Roman Catholic Catechism of the Catholic Church see Schedule “I”,
which provides for a supportive role of the 2SLGBTQ+ community including those that
attend or work in our schools. Our board policies and procedures strive to support all
from a Roman Catholic perspective, but this support is equated to a regime that
engaged in horrific crimes against humanity. I believe we as a board of trustees must
reject such public comments in the strongest possible terms to comply with our ethical,
legal and moral obligations and Catholic leaders.

I also wish to remind members of the board of the trustees that a motion was passed by
the board of trustees to send a letter to the Minister of Education on September 5
seeking the removal of Trustee LaGrange. Since that letter was sent Trustee LaGrange
has repeated the offensive statements in various other media platforms.
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I have been provided with a recent case Del Grande v. Toronto Catholic District School
Board, 2023 ONSC 349, which demonstrates the seriousness of public comments. In
that case the offending trustee acknowledged the comments were flippant; the
comments made during a school board debate over a motion to provide provincially
mandated protections to the 2SLGBTQ+ students. Though the trustee in that case was
making flippant comments and did not claim them to be justified or accurate, as does
Trustee LaGrange, he nonetheless faced significant sanctions. The Toronto trustee
made the comments to voice his displeasure in response to that board of trustees
complying with the legislative amendments required by the Province of Ontario to the
school division’s code of conduct. The amendments speak to protection and inclusion
of all individuals regardless of their gender identity or gender expression, which is what
our inclusion initiatives attempt to do in Division schools. These legislative
requirements are similar in substance to those in place in the Province of Alberta, which
our Division has also implemented. The board of trustees in the Toronto case censured
the offending trustee for the comments.

To be clear, in this case Trustee LaGrange did not make flippant comments but rather
expressly states and I quote from the Western Standard article:

"The story meme is centred around indoctrination and how children are
vulnerable to evil agendas (agendas coming from organizations like
Planned Parenthood, the UN or SOGI 123) filtering through culture,"
LaGrange said.”

"I did not resign because I believe I didn’t do anything wrong. I was elected
to stand up and protect our children and that is what I am doing."

I have also been made aware that Trustee LaGrange made similar comments to a
journalist with the True North media outlet see Schedule “J”. In an exclusive interview
with True North, Trustee LaGrange says that she uploaded the picture to social media
because she thought the picture was a “great representation of what is happening
within our culture and within our schools.” …“The intention was to and always is to bring
awareness to protecting the kids. This is why I stepped up, it’s about protecting the kids
from agendas that are not healthy. This is something that shouldn’t be in the schools.
This should be between kids and their parents.”

Trustee LaGrange’s comments are planned, repeated, intentional, inflammatory, hurtful,
disrespectful of staff and students and contrary to Red Deer Catholic Separate School
Division policy including the Trustee Code of Conduct. Further she has made the
comments on at least three occasions. This conduct is in contrast to the Toronto
Trustee, whose comments were made on one occasion in a debate. In the Toronto
situation, the conduct was arguably of a lesser severity to that of Trustee LaGrange.
Despite the comments being flippant and being on one occasion, the board of trustees
imposed significant censure sanctions on the offending trustee. The offending trustee

{B5420942.DOCX;4} Page 8 of 10

Page 26 



had the board of trustees’ decision reviewed and the Court upheld the sanctions
determining that they were reasonable.

I also wish to remind members of the Board of Trustees that in January, February and
again in March 2023, we received training from a pastoral perspective on sexual
orientation, gender identity on how to support students. This was to provide
professional development for the supports we as Division leaders should bring to
2SLGBTQ+ students from a Roman Catholic perspective. We outlined and referenced
this training in our correspondence sent to the Minister of Education as provided for in
Schedule “K” following the earlier letter requesting that the Minister of Education
consider the removal of Trustee LaGrange.

I have received and been provided some communications from members of the public
regarding the public comments made by Trustee LaGrange. I enclose several examples
of email that I have received. The vast majority of the comments are not supportive of
Trustee LaGrange’s comments, however a few are. I have attached a few examples of
those that view Trustee LaGrange’s comments as problematic as Schedule “L”, and a
few examples of those that are supportive of the comments as Schedule “M”.

Lastly, I received a copy of a letter from the Simon Wiesenthal Center for Holocaust
Studies dated September 6, 2023 see Schedule “N”. I cannot help but point out the
gravity of the comments made and repeated by Trustee LaGrange, all to underscore the
offensive nature of these views and the pain and hurt caused by these comments.
Below I have reproduced one passage of the letter:

This post is a form of Holocaust distortion and minimization and feeds
into rhetoric promoting anti-LGBTQ+ hate and discrimination. What makes
this post even more abhorrent is the fact that tens of thousands of victims
of the Nazis were people who identified as part of the LGBTQ+ community.

Invoking Nazi indoctrination and equating its inclusion efforts is to say the least an
inappropriate Holocaust comparison to highlight Trustee LaGrange view of the
ostensible “danger” of this statutory obligation. This reference Nazi actions is
outrageous and likely profoundly hurtful to students or staff that identify as 2SLGBTQ+
in addition to people of the Jewish faith, many of whom lost family members owing to
the Nazi regime, which minimizes the atrocities of the Holocaust in an attempt to
further her views. We see from the email attached and the above-referenced
correspondence the extent to which the social media posts and the interviews by
Trustee LaGrange have generated hate, intolerance and run contrary to our Roman
Catholic values. There is no place for these views in a Division that strives to provide
each student and staff member with a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe learning
environment that respects diversity and fosters a sense of belonging.
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There was a point in time where in my opinion an apology could have addressed the
hurt and pain caused by the comments. However, we have in my estimation passed the
point of no return. This is particularly true owing to the repeated nature of the
interviews granted after the gravity and the concerns expressed to Trustee LaGrange
had no impact.

As a result, I am asking the board of trustees to vote for trustee disqualification owing
to the seriousness of the comments, the fact that the comments were not only repeated
and the intention behind them. If the board of trustees does not agree with my
recommendation, but chooses instead to issue a motion of censure, I suggest that the
motion of censure include the following:

● removal of Trustee LaGrange from all Division committees;
● suspension of all remuneration in any form to Trustee LaGrange;
● that a letter be issued by the board chair condemning the comments;
● that the motion be made in public to condemn the comments in the most

strenuous terms;
● the censure can only be purged by a sincere letter of apology to Division

students, staff and members of the board of the trustees;
● that Trustee LaGrange cease making any public statements on this matter save

including interviews with the various news outlets save for issuing a suitable
letter of apology all to demonstrate sincere remorse; and

● that Trustee LaGrange agrees to undergo some form of suitable sensitive training
relative to the challenges and discrimination faced by members of the 2SLGBTQ+
community along with sensitivity training about the Holocaust.

Thank you for your consideration.

Respectfully,

Dorraine Lonsdale, Vice Chair
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools

/DML
Attachments
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FEATURED

EXCLUSIVE: Trustee says her post was about
protecting children, involving parents

Arthur C. Green
Sep 7, 2023

Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools (RDCRS) Trustee Monique LaGrange.

Submitted Photo

Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools (RDCRS) Trustee Monique LaGrange’s social media

post is causing quite a stir in Alberta and said she was just protecting children.
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"I posted a story on social media that received a lot of attention," LaGrange told the

Western Standard in an exclusive interview on Thursday.

"The Chair of the Board called me and asked me to take it down, which by then the story

had expired and was already down."

In the social media story post, LaGrange said "Brainwashing is brainwashing," which had

a black and white picture of children in Nazi Germany waving Nazi �ags during a parade.

In the same post, a picture of children holding Pride �ags was included.

"The story meme is centred around indoctrination and how children are vulnerable to

evil agendas (agendas coming from organizations like Planned Parenthood, the UN or

SOGI 123) �ltering through culture," LaGrange said.

"This meme is not comparing or attacking the LGBTQ community, it is about protecting

our children and keeping parents as the primary educators."

Calls are growing for the resignation of LaGrange and the school board is asking

Alberta’s Education minister to dismiss her.

RDCRS also convened a Special Board Meeting on Tuesday to discuss the Trustee Code

of Conduct matter, related procedures and next steps regarding LaGrange’s social media

post.

According to a statement sent out by RDCRS on Wednesday afternoon, an additional

motion was also passed for the Board of Trustees to write to the Minister of Education

and to ask him to dismiss LaGrange.
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“Our Division is built upon a foundation of providing quality inclusive education, diversity,

trustworthiness and a commitment to the well-being of our students. Our students and

staff, their education, and their safety remain our priority,” states the division in a released

statement.

“To this end, if any student, staff or parent requires support, please do not hesitate to

contact us.”

LaGrange has never publicly commented or apologized for the post. She also told the

Western Standard she would not resign.

According to past practice, the minutes of Tuesday's school board meeting will not be

made public until after trustees approve them at their next meeting on September 26.

LaGrange is a distant relative, through marriage, of Alberta Health Minister Adriana

LaGrange.

"Adrianna’s husband is distant cousins with my husband," LaGrange said.

"I did not resign because I believe I didn’t do anything wrong. I was elected to stand up

and protect our children and that is what I am doing."
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LaGrange said in the interview with Western Standard she was not attacking anyone and

she is not homophobic or hateful.

"I have friends and family that are gay and love them all," LaGrange said.

"I am so grateful for all the people that have supported and encouraged me through this

time, thank you."

READ MORE: Alberta education minister open to dialogue on pronoun issue

Alberta Minister of Education Demetrios Nicolaides says he is willing to listen to teachers,

students and other professionals to create an inclusive environment for all students.

"All students, including those in the LGBTQ community, must feel safe at school,"

Nicolaides said in an exclusive statement to the Western Standard.

Recently, a new Angus Reid Institute poll showed most Canadians support parental

rights in the education system.

READ MORE Parents overwhelmingly support new sex ed, gender identity policies in

SK, ON

Saskatchewan Premier Scott Moe tweeted almost 90% of Saskatchewanians support the

new sex education and parental rights policies his government released last week.

“A new poll from Angus Reid Institute shows strong support in SK and across Canada for

Parental Inclusion and Consent in education with 86% in SK supporting some level of

noti�cation for parents when children want to change their gender identity in school,”

tweeted Moe.
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Arthur C. Green
Arthur Green is the Alberta Legislative Reporter for the Western Standard and Alberta Report based in the
Edmonton Bureau. He is an award-winning journalist and has worked for the CBC and Post Media.

Recently, Ontario Education Minister Stephen Lecce said it's important “parents must be

fully involved” if their child wants to change pronouns at school.

Nicolaides said Alberta schools should always be welcoming, caring, respectful and

inclusive environments.

"I’m always happy to listen to parents, teachers, students and other professionals to

create an inclusive environment for all students while recognizing the fundamental role

parents play in the education and development of their children," Nicolaides said.
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POLICY 1: DIVISION FOUNDATIONAL STATEMENTS

Mission

The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division is committed to supporting inclusive
communities that foster care and compassion of students, families and staff with a
complete offering of learning opportunities delivered within the context of Catholic
teachings and tradition, and within the means of the Division.

Our schools are gospel-centred communities of hope, fostering a Catholic Christian
value system within a pluralistic society.

CONTINUING THE MISSION OF JESUS, PROPHET, PRIEST AND SERVANT KING

We make His life, mission and teaching our focal points of belief and conduct within our
Catholic schools. Therefore, the education of the whole child -- intellectual, aesthetic,
emotional, social, physical, and spiritual -- is our service commitment.

As stewards of Catholic Education nothing in this policy, or any other policy or
administrative procedure, is to be interpreted so as to limit or be a waiver of the Red
Deer Catholic Regional School Board’s rights and powers pursuant the Constitution Act,
1867 and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to maintain the denominational
character of Catholic Schools.

If any of the provisions in this policy conflict with the Red Deer Catholic Separate School
Division’s rights and powers pursuant to the Constitution Act, 1867 and the Canadian
Charter of Rights and Freedoms to maintain the denominational character of Catholic
schools, the Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division’s rights and powers pursuant
the Constitution Act, 1867 and the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms to
maintain the denominational character of Catholic schools will govern.

Abbreviated Mission Statement

Making Christ known to children.

Beliefs

1. Catholic schools, as stewards of Catholic education, have the responsibility to help
all children to develop their unique, individual capabilities to learn and to live, and
thereby to experience humanity and the world as created by God and redeemed by
Jesus Christ.
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2. Catholic schools and Catholic parishes are complementary to the family, which is the
primary steward for the child’s formation.

3. Education must be based on the Christian concept that each person is a unique and
special child of God. The objectives and purpose of education as stated by Alberta
Education must be set in this total Christian concept.

4. Students must participate in all Catholic education activities including Religious
Studies classes, liturgies, celebrations, and sacramental preparations, at all grade
levels.

5. The schools will strive for excellence in education for all students to develop their
academic and interpersonal skills. In this way, students will be prepared to use their
God-given talents to live and work effectively in society.

6. The schools will assist all students to choose and develop a hierarchy of
values consistent with the teachings of the Catholic faith.

7. The schools, in cooperation with parents and parishes, will strive to develop
the gift of Catholic faith by assisting all students to:

7.1 Perceive faith as a personal, free and joyful response to the gift of God
himself;

7.2 Experience the person of Christ in their own lives through relationships with
others and with the community of believers;

7.3 Pray and celebrate their faith as a source of strength in daily life; and

7.4 Become aware of their religious heritage and acquire a better
understanding of the various rites of the Catholic Church.

8. The schools will help all students, families and staff to realize their responsibility to
transform the world by practicing the Catholic faith and values in a pluralistic society.

9. The schools will foster the mental and physical well-being of all students through:

9.1 Selection of appropriate programs which emphasize physical, leisure
activities; and

9.2 A respect for the worth and dignity of the individual.

10. The schools will foster and maintain a safe, secure, caring, respectful and
inclusive learning environment for all students, families and staff that is free from
physical, emotional and social abuses and models our Catholic faith and values.
Schools will be comprehensive and holistic in their approach to inclusion and other
potential student issues including bullying, justice, respectful relationships, language
and human sexuality.

Page 39 



11.  Staff of The Red Deer Catholic Separate School Division will support families
in the faith development of students by serving as witnesses to their Catholic
beliefs. Catholic social teachings will provide a foundation for the future
contributions of our students to society and this connection will be formed by
authentic Catholic schools shaped by those employed in the Division.
Staff also share in the responsibility of helping students see the relevance of
our faith in today’s world and solving current problems within a Catholic
world-view.

Principles of Practice

• We honour our children.

• We provide a safe and secure environment.

• We live and proudly proclaim our Catholic Christian faith.

• We provide quality education in a Catholic environment.

• We pray as an educational community.

• We practice servant-leadership.

• We focus on our mission through clarity of purpose.

• We value our staff.

Motto

Inspired by Christ. Aspiring to Excellence.

Logo
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Logo Description

● The central feature is a cross which depicts Christ-centered education.

● The four stylized books represent the Gospels, which define our faith and provide
the foundation elements for ongoing personal development.

● The circle represents the head of a child, whose arms are open, embracing
Christ and knowledge. In full stride, the child exudes youth and potential.

● Green and blue represent creation and beauty, which are eternal gifts from God.

Reviewed: February 2008
Revised: September 2016, April 2018
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Website:  www.ccssa.ca 

 

 

_______________________________________________________________________ 
Vision Statement 

“The Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta is a community of disciples providing a valuable and valued voice 
that influences the development and direction of Catholic Education in Alberta” 

 

CCSSA’s LIFE Framework 
“Living Inclusion Faithfully for Everyone” 

 

A. BACKGROUND 

Catholic Schools share a foundational belief that all children are loved by God, are individually unique 

and that the school has a mission to help each student to fulfill their God-given potential in all aspects of 

their person: physically, academically, socially, morally and spiritually.  

 

Alberta’s Catholic school districts are responsible for creating a Catholic faith community, which 

provides education for all students within the Catholic tradition.  The authenticity of each school’s faith 

community is determined by its adherence to the faith under the collective leadership of the teachers, 

administrators, clerical advisors, and all other adults within the school. It is the task of those individuals to 

integrate the faith into every program and aspect of their Catholic school. Parents and guardians, the 

primary educators of children, entrust their children to Catholic schools so that they may flourish and be 

pastorally nurtured as they learn the subjects in the Alberta curriculum.  

 

To provide guidance to the Catholic school faith community, in order that it may act in accord with the 

teachings of the Roman Catholic Church, Alberta’s Catholic Bishops have provided the Pastoral 

Guideline for the LIFE Framework in 2018 to support the faithfulness of the LIFE Framework. This 

Guideline provides an explanation in accordance with the episcopal teaching role described in Canon 

Law, Can. 806 §1, and is fundamental to the understanding and application of the LIFE Framework.  The 

Pastoral Guideline consists of a thematic overview, followed by some practical and more specific 

guidance for the development of policy and administrative guidelines regarding the establishment of 

student-led organizations and activities in Catholic schools as well as information about discerning 

conflict resolution to further positive relationships between all partners in Catholic Education.   

 

 

B. COMMITMENT TO THE LIFE FRAMEWORK 

Catholic Schools are committed to using the Pastoral Guideline for the LIFE Framework (2018) and the 

LIFE Framework (2015, revised 2018 & 2019) to inform the creation and operation of student groups and 

activities which seek to promote student inclusion within the schools and, in fidelity to Catholic teachings, 

eliminates all forms of bullying including - but not restricted to - harassment and discrimination with 

regard to sexual orientation and gender identity; and to promote justice, respectful relationships and 

language within Catholic schools. 

  

 

C. NAMING OF LIFE FRAMEWORK STUDENT GROUPS AND ACTIVITIES 

Students may select a respectful and inclusive name for the LIFE group or activity after consulting with 

the principal.  The principal will adhere to the Education Act, s.35.1 (3). 

 

D.  WHO MIGHT BE SERVED BY LIFE FRAMEWORK STUDENT GROUPS/ACTIVITIES 

• All students 
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_______________________________________________________________________ 
Vision Statement 

“The Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta is a community of disciples providing a valuable and valued voice 
that influences the development and direction of Catholic Education in Alberta” 

 

E.  GUIDELINES FOR THE ESTABLISHMENT OF STUDENT GROUPS AND ACTIVITIES 

These Guidelines will be interpreted and applied so as to be in concert with the Pastoral Guideline for the 

LIFE Framework (2018). 

 

Some students, especially those with same sex attractions, and those who identify with different genders, 

as well as those who experience discrimination or isolation based on body image, race, culture, language, 

performance in school, social anxiety/lack of social connection, or other individual attributes, may be at-

risk in schools. Therefore, every school is required to respond to establish student groups and/or activities 

when there is a student request. 

 

When students wish to establish a group or hold an activity, it is important to determine the nature of the 

request and how best to meet the expressed needs. ‘What are you looking for?’  Through conversations 

with students, the purpose for the group needs to be identified, so it can be properly structured within the 

guidelines. Flexibility and responsiveness, based on needs, are critical. Student groups may be established 

for the following purposes: 

 

Advocacy 

• To support a faithful vision of an inclusive Catholic school 

 
Peer support 

• To foster and support the individual student and inclusion within the Catholic school 

 
 

In each type of group, issues that result in discrimination and bullying may be addressed, including, but 

not limited to: 

• Sexual orientation 
• Gender identity 
• Gender 
• Body image 
• Race, culture or language 
• Performance in school 
• Social rejection, peer acceptance 

 

General norms also govern all types of student groups. Groups shall: 

• Support the mission, vision and core religious values of the school and the school jurisdiction  
• Reflect the philosophy and theology of communion and emphasize inclusion, hospitality, respect, 

justice and religious fidelity. 
 

Since each type of group addresses different needs (advocacy, peer support), specific guidelines and 

additional norms follow. 
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Vision Statement 

“The Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta is a community of disciples providing a valuable and valued voice 
that influences the development and direction of Catholic Education in Alberta” 

 

Advocacy Groups 

Purpose 

• To advocate in the Catholic tradition against all forms of discrimination and/or behaviours that 

cause students to feel isolated and not included. 

• To provide students who experience discrimination and isolation, the opportunity to engage with 

other students so as to support them and to engage in anti-discriminatory activities. 
• To empower students to use their unique God-given gifts for the benefit of furthering a more just 

community for everyone. 
• To discuss issues that cause harm to young people in society. 

 

Norms 

• Ensure the student groups are led by trained Catholic facilitators and assisted, when possible, by 

counsellors, chaplains or social workers. 
• Be open to exploration of a variety of issues, including sexual orientation, gender identity, 

bullying, discrimination, justice, and respectful relationships and language from the Catholic 

tradition. 
• Ensure advocacy efforts are directed against all forms of bullying and discrimination. 

 

Activities 

• Exploring how inclusive practices enhance the lives of all within the school’s faith community. 
• Sponsoring activities throughout the school year to address these areas (i.e. bullying awareness 

week activities, peer advocacy, guest speakers, and frequent liaison with the school principal). 
• Promoting social justice activities to address needs locally, nationally or internationally. 

 

 

Peer Support Groups 

Purpose 

• To provide students who experience discrimination, isolation, and a lack of feeling included in 

their school community or society an opportunity to meet with other students who offer their 

support through facilitated discussions. To support students experiencing a variety of challenges 

related to, but not restricted to, feelings of belonging, self-worth, identity, and friendship. 

• To support marginalized students suffering from bullying, and/or social exclusion based on 

gender, sexual orientation, culture, size, physical or academic ability, or other criteria. 

• To support students who may be experiencing challenges related to their sexuality (e.g. how to 

talk to parents, friends, etc.). 

 

Norms 

• Ensure that student groups are led by trained Catholic facilitators and assisted, when possible, by 

counselors, chaplains or social workers, as appropriate. 
• Ensure boundaries, related to personal privacy and confidentiality, prior to the discussion of any 

topic, so members do not feel pressured to make personal disclosures. 
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Vision Statement 

“The Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta is a community of disciples providing a valuable and valued voice 
that influences the development and direction of Catholic Education in Alberta” 

 

• If a student discloses information to a staff member, regarding her or his sexual orientation or 

gender identity, it is important to respect the student’s right to confidentiality subject to the 

necessity to protect the safety of the student and others. 
• Be sensitive to the safety of all students who are at risk. 
• Do not label or discuss students who are not members. 
• Consider inviting students to develop additional norms and procedures with the facilitator 

carefully guiding this process. 
• Ensure all normal group processes, as understood and practiced by Catholic school counselors, are 

followed. 
• If individuals are experiencing mental health issues, and/or are ‘at-risk’, to provide individual 

counselling support, separate from the group, to best support this student and maintain privacy and 

confidentiality. 
 

Activities 

• Exploring those areas with staff facilitators where inclusion could be improved (e.g. student group 

discussions as per “norms” outlined through the leadership of the facilitator). 
 

 

F.  FACILITATION OF STUDENT GROUPS/ACTIVITIES: 

• The principal shall designate a Catholic teacher(s) to facilitate all LIFE groups/activities.  

• As faith guides, strengthening every aspect of Catholic education, facilitators integrate prayer, 

scripture, and Catholic teaching (e.g. 'the dignity of the human person' and 'a preferential option 

for the poor and vulnerable') into their discussions as appropriate.  The groups will be permeated 

in a manner consistent with all Catholic school programming. 

• The principal shall ensure the facilitator(s) receives in-service or information on both relevant 

Catholic teachings and the facilitation of group discussion. 
• At the principal’s discretion, if the school has a counsellor, social worker, Family School Liaison 

Worker (FSLW), chaplain or a staff member with a similar designation, that staff member should 

co-facilitate. 
• The facilitator(s) shall attend every meeting. 

 

 

G.  INFORMING PARENTS ABOUT STUDENT GROUPS:    
The Alberta Bill of Rights, s.1 (g) recognizes that parents have the right to make informed decisions 

respecting the education of their children.  The eighth paragraph of the preamble to the Education Act, 

recognizes parent’s rights and responsibility to make informed decisions respecting the education of their 

children. 

 

The following two step process is recommended to advise parents regarding the formation of student 

groups/organizations: 
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“The Council of Catholic School Superintendents of Alberta is a community of disciples providing a valuable and valued voice 
that influences the development and direction of Catholic Education in Alberta” 

 

Step 1 – A general notice is provided to the school community (included in each school’s student 

handbook) that students may be organizing groups or clubs at the school in the future based on interest or 

need, and notifying parents that human sexuality topics may be addressed within the groups or clubs.  

 

Step 2 – If a new student group or club is established in a school, as in Step 1, notification of the 

establishment of the group or club is sent to all parents (not naming any students involved in the group or 

club). This notification will include a statement that it is the parents who are responsible for discussing 

with their child the purpose and nature of the club, whether their child wishes to become a member, and 

their child’s obligation to contribute to a welcoming, caring, respectful, and safe learning environment 

that respects diversity and fosters a sense of belonging. Parents will be invited to discuss with the school 

administration all aspects of student groups, clubs, and activities excepting that the names of student 

members will not be provided. 
 
 

September 16, 2019 
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From The Catechism of the Catholic Church, 1994  

2358 The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual tendencies is not 

negligible. They do not choose their homosexual condition; for most of them it is a trial. They must 

be accepted with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust discrimination in their 

regard should be avoided. These persons are called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if they 

are Christians, to unite to the sacrifice of the Lord’s Cross the difficulties they may encounter from 

their condition. 
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Alberta trustee reprimanded for Instagram post
critical of gender “indoctrination”
By  Noah Jarvis  - September 13, 2023

A Red Deer, Alta. school board trustee says she wasn’t comparing LGBT

activists to Nazis in a social media post that got her condemned by her own

school board, but rather was making a point about “indoctrination.”

Monique LaGrange, a first time school board trustee for Red Deer Catholic

Regional Schools, uploaded to Instagram an archival photo of German

children waving the Nazi flag juxtaposed with a contemporary picture of

children waving the Pride Progress flag. The post had the caption

“brainwashing is brainwashing.”

In an exclusive interview with True North, Lagrange says that she uploaded

the picture to social media because she thought the picture was a “great

representation of what is happening within our culture and within our

schools.”

“The intention was to and always is to bring awareness to protecting the

kids. This is why I stepped up, it’s about protecting the kids from agendas

that are not healthy. This is something that shouldn’t be in the schools. This

should be between kids and their parents.”
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Hours after posting the picture, Lagrange said the then-chair of the school

board asked her to take it down. 

The post drew the attention of the rest of the Red Deer school board, as well

as the Alberta Catholic School Trustees’ Association (ACSTA), on which she

sat as a director representing Red Deer. 

LaGrange was stripped of her position as a director on the ACSTA and was

condemned by the ACSTA’s president Harry Salm. 

“Our Catholic schools love all students as gifts from God made in His image,

irrespective of their sexual orientation and gender expression,” wrote Salm

in a statement.

“Removing a representative from our board is not a decision we take lightly,

and Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools is invited to select a replacement

Director to represent them. Given the manner in which the previous

Director’s post has the potential to undermine the charitable learning

environment offered by Alberta’s Catholic school system, we consider this to

be the most appropriate response.”

Despite being reprimanded, LaGrange defended uploading the post.

“No, I don’t regret posting it at all. People need to learn,” she said. “This is

not about comparing one community to another or saying they’re Nazis, or

anything to do with that; this is about indoctrination,” said Lagrange.

Alberta Teachers Association president Jason Schilling condemned

LaGrange’s post, calling it “repugnant” and a “form of repression.”

“Not only does it serve to undermine the atrocities of the Nazi regime, but it

also acts as a form of oppression to entice further hatred toward members

of the 2SLGBTQ+ community,” said Schilling.

“So to see this posting by Ms. LaGrange that is repugnant, vile [and] hate-

filled really undermines that safe space that we try very hard to create at
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schools.”

LaGrange responded by saying Schilling “doesn’t understand history.”

“Obviously he doesn’t understand what has taken place, but that’s okay like

he’s obviously still asleep which most people are,” she said.

“I think he doesn’t understand that we’re here to protect our children, I’m

here to protect the children and that’s what this is about.”

LaGrange said she has received a lot of negative pushback to her post,

especially with early news reporters about it, but that she has already

received an outpouring from “hundreds” of people who agree with her

message.

Author

Noah Jarvis

View all posts  
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Fwd: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
1 message

Thu, Sep 14, 2023 at 6:06 PM
To: 

A student from last year. Chose our Division as he felt safe and transitioned in the time he was with us.

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Mon, Sep 4, 2023 at 12:09 PM
Subject: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
To: 

Form Submission Info

Contact Emailed: 
Your Name: 
Your Email: 
Message: Good morning. I am a recent graduate of Notre Dame High School class of 2023. I fought for Notre Dame United, proudly
running the group as a transgender man for three years. My relationship with Christ has always been fragile as those within Christianity
weaponize my love, declaring that my being is less than or disgusts them. Hearing that Monique Lagrange has compared my love to
Nazism is downright unacceptable after all the love, hope, and student connection I have spurred within the past three years at one of
the schools under RDCRS. I am not a Nazi. I am not a threat. I am a man trying to love and treat others with the upmost respect just as
God has told me to, regardless of their identity. I apologize for the harshness of this email, but I feel as if I am rightfully upset at the
comparison. Thank you for you time,  (he/him/his) Proud gay, transgender man NDHS grad 2023
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Fwd: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
1 message

Thu, Sep 14, 2023 at 5:57 PM
To: 

A former student.

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 3:13 PM
Subject: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
To: 

Form Submission Info

Contact Emailed: 
Your Name: 
Your Email: 
Message: Dear Ms. , My name is , I am a proud 2023 École Sécondaire Notre Dame High School
graduate, as well as a former member of the schools GSA, Notre Dame United, who is currently studying at the University of Victoria. I
am deeply saddened and disturbed by the recent (now deleted) instagram post by the Red Deer Catholic School Board Trustee,
Monique LaGrange. The post implied the comparison of 2SLGBTQIA+ pride to Nazis with a picture of children holding pride flags next
to one of children with Nazi flags along with the text “Brainwashing is brainwashing.” Considering the devastating tragedy that is the
Holocaust and the Nazi uprising, which caused the death of over 6 million Jews, and millions of others, I do not find it appropriate to be
comparing that situation to 2SLGBTQIA+ pride. While I respect that every individual reserves the right to have their own opinions and
views, for someone as important and as trusted in the educational lives of thousands of children in the Red Deer area as a School
Board Trustee, should not be posting openly hateful content on social media, nor should they promote hateful, outdated and potentially
misleading ideas. As both a Christian and a queer allumni, it hurts me that an individual meant to be promoting the deep rooted
Christian value to love others, as well as someone with a large amount of responsibility and influence in the Red Deer Catholic School
System is spreading hateful messages publicly. I do not believe that the best interest of all students, regardless of identity, will be
coming first with Monique LaGrange present as a Trustee. I ask that Monique LaGrange issues a formal apology for this action, as it is
damaging to the queer community present in the RDCRS division. In addition, I believe it would be in the best interest of all students if
Monique LaGrange either step down, or be removed as a trustee for the time being. I have met with both yourself and Ms. ,
Associate Superintendent of Human Resources, with the Notre Dame United group to discuss how we can work to make our schools a
better place for all students, including the 2SLGBTQIA+ students who may be apart of the community. I know that the Red Deer
Catholic School Division does care about its students of all identities, and I hope that an informed, thoughtful decision is made in
regards to this situation. “And he said to him, “You shall love the Lord your God with all your heart and with all your soul and with all
your mind. This is the great and first commandment. And a second is like it: You shall love your neighbor as yourself.” (Matthew 22:37–
39). “But I tell you, love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you, that you may be children of your Father in heaven. He
causes his sun to rise on the evil and the good, and sends rain on the righteous and the unrighteous.” (Matthew 5:44-45) “A new
command I give you: Love one another. As I have loved you, so you must love one another” (John 13:34) Sincerely, 
(she/her)
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Incident involving Trustee Monique LaGrange
2 messages

Thu, Sep 7, 2023 at 7:30 PM
To: 
Cc: 

Dear Mr. ,

As a follow up to my previous letter to Trustee  and pursuant to the recent statement by Alberta 
Minister of Education Demetrios Nicolaides, I feel compelled to write to you to implore that further action be taken 
against the irresponsible and abhorrent actions of Trustee Monique LaGrange. 

As both an employee of Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools and as a parent of two children in the division, I am 
profoundly concerned about the message conveyed by Trustee LaGrange and its inevitable, albeit wrongful, 
comparison to the fundamental values of the school division and its members. The ignorance with which she compares 
the 2SLGBTQIA+ community and the Nazis is not only hurtful to the members of both communities and their loved 
ones, but extremely offensive.

Trustee LaGrange’s claim that the aforementioned post was about “protecting our children and keeping parents as the 
primary educators'' unfortunately, fails to address the fact that the views she expressed by making that post directly 
contradict the fundamental values of both Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools and Catholic education as a whole. 
These are the values and principles that she has sworn to uphold as an elected official in our community. 

I feel very strongly that it is the duty of the Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools’ Board of Trustees to exercise due 
diligence to ensure that this issue is addressed promptly and thoroughly. An apology from Trustee LaGrange simply will 
not suffice. How much damage, not only to the reputation of Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools, but to Catholic 
education as a whole does Trustee LaGrange need to inflict before she is held responsible for her actions? This is not 
the first incident in which she has made outrageous and highly inaccurate comparisons. I am referring to her wildly 
atrocious comparison of the mask and vaccine mandate during the COVID-19 pandemic to the mass and systematic 
murder of approximately six million Jews.

The investigation into the conduct of Trustee LaGrange should be of the utmost priority. I implore the Board of Trustees 
to take action in order to ensure that such incidents do not occur again and that Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools 
can continue to convey its message of faith, inclusivity, diversity and tolerance.

Regards,

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 9:52 AM
To: 

[Quoted text hidden]
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Fwd: Response to Post
1 message

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 9:48 A
To: 

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 11:20 AM
Subject: Fwd: Response to Post
To: 

Please respond

Trustee
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools

"Inspired by Christ on a journey to encounter, nurture, and serve."
"Inspiré par Dieu dans une aventure à découvrir, grandir, et servir."

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Tue, Sep 5, 2023 at 8:11 AM
Subject: Response to Post
To: 

Good morning, Trustee ,

First of all, I want to thank you for providing a forum to allow questions surrounding this very challenging and polarizing situation. I can’t imagine what these last few days have been like
for you, the board, and the senior admin team. 

I respect the unique role the board has in bridging Catholic doctrine and secular beliefs, especially those surrounding 2SLGBTQ+ issues. With that being said, please allow me to share
with you some concerns I have as a result of Trustee LaGrange’s post and the subsequent response the board provided.

The post that Trustee LaGrange shared on social media was brought to my attention by colleagues because I am one of the staff liaisons of our school’s GSA: ND UNITED and have
been for the last two years. I was deeply saddened and angry that this hateful message would be shared by one of our trustees. I was encouraged at our Faith Day opening on Monday
to hear, and be reminded of, our division’s goal to continue to make our schools safe and caring havens for all of our students. That the division’s commitment to include all of God’s
children is unwavering was a loud message that resonated with me and one that I believe is the cornerstone of Catholic education: All Are Welcome. All Belong. Three days later, an
elected official who is “Obsessed with Jesus Christ” destroys it all in a single post and discredits the hard work the board, senior administration, and GSAs have done over the past two
years to build trust in our 2SLGBTQ+ students. 

I wonder how we go about rebuilding the trust of our 2SLGBTQ+ students that is now, almost certainly, ruined. Per the letter that you shared on Division News, I am disappointed that the
board limited their response to just asking Trustee LaGrange to remove the post. While I believe that the board does not share this message, by not initiating more severe consequences
it feels more like a slap on the wrist than a strong message of zero tolerance of hate speech by any member of our community. 

The response by the board parallels our queer students’ experience in schools when they hear homophobic/transphobic/sexist etc jokes or comments in the classroom and the teacher
either says nothing or simply tells the offenders to, “Knock it off,” and then continue with the lesson. I am worried that if/when our 2SLGBTQ+ students see this, and the response of the
board, it will push them away from us. Many already feel less than in our division. This will only reinforce that feeling. How can we profess that we are working towards creating safe and
caring schools when one of our trustees publicly shares hate speech against some of our most marginalized students and the only immediate consequence is tantamount to telling her to
“Knock it off?”
Moving forward, how do we, as a school division, plan on rebuilding the trust with students and staff that was broken by Trustee LaGrange’s post? 

Again, thank you for this opportunity to share with you some concerns and to ask some questions about this situation. I have always felt that Red Deer Catholic Schools wants all of its
students to feel safe in our buildings and it is why I feel compelled to advocate on behalf of our 2SLGBTQ+ students. 

Sincerely,

--

 (he/him)

Ecole Secondaire Notre Dame High School

Phone: 
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Facebook icon Instagram icon 

For After Hours community support call 211 or press the link below.
For emergencies call 911.

https://ab.211.ca/
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recent social media post
1 message

Fri, Sep 1, 2023 at 11:17 PM
To: Monique LaGrange 
Cc: , , 

, , , 

Ms. Lagrange,

I’ve tried about six �mes and I honestly s�ll do not know how to start this email in response to your recent disgus�ng social media
post.  While the content of your post was unbelievable, unfortunately the fact that it originated from you is not.

Previously you had used the Nazi regime in comparison to Covid protocols.  Now, you are using the promo�on of the Pride flag in
comparison to Nazi brainwashing.  You have shown the embodiment of Godwin’s Law.  If you are not sure what that is, I suggest a
quick Google search might enlighten you.

I do believe that this is something that could have been prevented. When we deal with undesirable behaviour in a student, we
understand that if discipline is not properly installed, the behaviour will reoccur.  When it does reoccur, we understand that the
second occurrence may be worse than the first �me.

I do not believe that the first occurrence was handled with the discipline needed to prevent a second occurrence – obviously, it
was not, as we are dealing with this again.  If that is the case, you simply do not care about how the discipline was handled the
first �me, nor was it any kind of deterrent. The second possibility is that you simply do not understand the impact of your post.
Neither of these is a favourable outcome.

There is something called the Dunning-Kruger effect, where people of lower competence overes�mate their intelligence and
abili�es.  While I do not believe we are discussing intelligence, I believe that we are dealing with a similar condi�on but in the
socio-emo�onal sphere.  I do not believe that you have the socio-emo�onal competence to understand the nega�ve impact that
you have created.

I teach and have taught many members of the 2lgbtqia+ community that are very open.  They have been very open because we
have provided a safe space for these students to be themselves, without having to conform to some archaic 20th or 19th century
beliefs.  I cannot fathom what these students must be thinking, going to school in a division where one of the board members who
runs the school division posts something of this sort on social media. Further to that, your post is extremely hur�ul to any
members of our Division who are or have family of Jewish descent that may have been affected by the Holocaust. 

Perhaps you can explain to me what my response should be to students on Tuesday morning when I am asked why a member of
our school board is pos�ng homophobic social media posts? Is that inclusion?  Is that welcoming?

This is not simply a social media slip.  This is indica�ve of your personal beliefs, beliefs that go against the very founda�on of “All
are welcome, all belong.”

In my opinion, this has no place in RDCRS, and you have forever tainted our public image.  I believe you should do the correct thing
and resign.  If you choose not to, then I hope the Board does the correct thing and removes you, which should have been done at
the �me of the first incident in order to prevent this second and unbelievably disgus�ng social media post incident. Failure to do
so not only condones the behaviour, but further reinforces the belief that this is acceptable.

If a student posts something inappropriate on social media, there is more of a consequence than simple removal of that post.
Board members should be held to a higher standard than that which we expect from the children that we teach. 
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Monique LaGrange
1 message

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 9:52 PM
To: 

Ms 
There is no place for sexual or political ideology within Alberta Schools period.
As a Jewish descendant I also shared the same picture that Monique LaGrange did as I saw the common ground on how brainwashing
children happens in both circumstances. Children's  lives are being negatively impacted even if the children seem joyous in the
moment which is what was being depicted in both pictures. Fact is the children do not understand what is happening.

My understanding of the post is as follows
It is about how children can be indoctrinated by a small part of society to align with their beliefs. The picture shows children waving
flags placed in their hands by those who have an agenda. Regardless of the flag being flown the classroom and at school is not the
place where adults should be spreading any ideology. I believe this is the loud left trying to stain a wonderful member of our society
who has taken it upon herself to educate people on the extent the left has taken to groom and confuse children with our educational
systems. In no way was this an attempt to incite hate and it saddens me that so many are quick to jump on board with the woke left in
an attempt to destroy productive members of our society.

I hope that you consider your faith and choose carefully which side of history you would like to be on, I personally stand with Mrs
LaGrange and her valiant efforts to protect children.
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Fwd: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
1 message

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 4:02 PM
To: 

Trustee
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools

"Inspired by Christ on a journey to encounter, nurture, and serve."
"Inspiré par Dieu dans une aventure à découvrir, grandir, et servir."

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Thu, Sep 7, 2023 at 5:13 PM
Subject: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
To: 

Form Submission Info

Contact Emailed: 
Your Name: 
Your Email: 
Message: We support Monique Lagrange who has identified, rightly, that children in the school system are being indoctrinated and
confused about their gender, without parental consent or involvement. This is a problem. I know several morally distressed teachers
who do not agree with using pronouns opposite a child's gender, but feel they have no choice or they will receive the backlash Ms.
Lagrange is currently facing. Ms. Lagrange is entitled to her own opinions, and should not be disciplined.
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Fwd: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
1 message

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 4:02 PM
To: 

Trustee
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools

"Inspired by Christ on a journey to encounter, nurture, and serve."
"Inspiré par Dieu dans une aventure à découvrir, grandir, et servir."

---------- Forwarded message ---------

Date: Thu, Sep 7, 2023 at 4:13 PM
Subject: Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
To: 

Form Submission Info

Contact Emailed: 
Your Name: 
Your Email: 
Message: Dear chairperson, I am writing in support of your brave trustee, Monique LaGrange. I am asking that your board also stand
in solidarity. She is protecting kids from ideology that is too complex for children to navigate. Leave these complex, social issues for
families to guide their kids. Also stand for your Catholic church direction of Christ's teaching. If no different than public school then why
create a separate school?
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Website Submission: Send Us An Email - 
3 messages

Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 9:21 PM
Reply-To: 
To: 

Form Submission Info

Contact Emailed: 
Your Name: 
Your Email: 
Message: I am very ashamed of you, how easily you sold out. Instead of protecting family values, protecting your children. You have
sold your soul to the devil. You and your push fo satanic LGBTQ agenda. You are a disgrace to your country, your ancestors, and your
children. Thank you for destroying everything valuable that our parents gave us, that God gave us.

Wed, Sep 6, 2023 at 9:39 PM
To: 

FYI

~ 
[Quoted text hidden]

Fri, Sep 8, 2023 at 9:51 AM
To: 

[Quoted text hidden]
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September 6, 2023 
 
Anne Marie Watson 
Board Chair 
Red Deer Catholic Regional Schools 
           
 
 
Dear Board Chair Anne Marie Watson, 
  
I write to you on behalf of Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center, a Jewish human rights organization 
dedicated to sharing the lessons of the Holocaust and combatting antisemitism and all forms of hate. 
  
We were incredibly disturbed to come across news of an offensive social media post shared by Red 
Deer Catholic Regional Schools board member Monique LaGrange, which compares the LGBTQ+ 
community to the Nazi regime and the community’s messages of diversity and inclusion to horrid Nazi 
propaganda. 
  
This post is a form of Holocaust distortion and minimization and feeds into rhetoric promoting anti-
LGBTQ+ hate and discrimination. What makes this post even more abhorrent is the fact that tens of 
thousands of victims of the Nazis were people who identified as part of the LGBTQ+ community.  
  
Unfortunately, we have yet to see an apology from LaGrange nor details of the actions being taken by 
the school board to rectify this concerning situation. 
  
In addition to a public apology from LaGrange, we encourage the school board to work with our 
organization to provide Holocaust education to all members of the board. At this time of rising hate in 
Canada, with Jewish, Black and LGBTQ+ communities seeing the biggest surge, it’s critical for leaders in 
education to stand against hate and intolerance and empower students to do the same. 
  
We welcome the opportunity to bring our educational workshops to your school board and schools 
within your community, and would like to meet with you to discuss our concerns and educational 
opportunities further. 
  
I look forward to hearing from you and talking with you soon. 
  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Melissa Mikel 
Director of Education 
Friends of Simon Wiesenthal Center 
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I. OVERVIEW 

A. Introduction 

1. Monique LaGrange is a Red Deer Catholic Regional School (RDCRS) trustee. 

2. On or about August 27, 2023, Trustee LaGrange posted a “disappearing” story on her 

personal Facebook account. The post took the form of a meme, displaying two 

photographs: a historical photograph of children holding flags depicting swastikas; and a 

contemporary photograph of children holding flags depicting rainbows. The meme was 

captioned, “Brainwashing is brainwashing”. 

3. The meme had struck Trustee LaGrange as apropos; it succinctly addressed an issue 

troubling to Trustee LaGrange, both politically and perhaps more significantly, 

spiritually. For this reason, Trustee LaGrange, who is a Christian, carefully considered 

and prayed for God’s guidance as to whether she should share the meme on her personal 

social media account. Ultimately, she was led by the stirring of the Holy Spirit in her 

conscience to share the meme. 

4. Trustee LaGrange received many messages in support of her communication. 

Unsurprisingly, there were also detractors, as one might expect in the trenches of the 

messy business of democracy. 

B. September 5 – 13, 2023 

5. On September 5, 2023 “a motion was passed by the board of trustees to send a letter to 

the Minister of Education…seeking the removal of Trustee LaGrange”. 

6. On September 6, 2023, a “conciliatory” meeting was held during which Trustee 

LaGrange “was offered the opportunity to explain her actions and to potentially put forth 

an apology”. Trustee LaGrange neither apologized nor demonstrated “remorse”, holding 

the conviction she had done nothing wrong or inappropriate in making the post. 

7. In a letter dated September 7, 2023, Chair Murray Hollman enlisted the assistance of the 

Minister of Education to remove Trustee LaGrange: “[O]n September 5, 2023, our Board 
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passed, by majority vote a motion (Motion) seeking your assistance to have the Trustee 

dismissed”. 

8. On September 7, 2023, RDCRS Vice Chair Dorraine Lonsdale sent a letter to RDCRS 

Chair Murray Hollman, alleging that Trustee LaGrange’s communication breached 

sections 1, 6, 7 and 22 of Policy 4: Trustee Code of Conduct. On the same date, RDCRS 

Trustee Cynthia Leyson provided a letter in support of Ms. Lonsdale’s complaint, 

pursuant to the policy requirement. 

9. On September 7, 2023, Trustee LaGrange was interviewed by a reporter from the Western 

Standard, in which Trustee LaGrange conveyed her position that the meme is “centred 

around indoctrination and how children are vulnerable to evil agendas (agendas coming 

from organizations like Planned Parenthood, the UN or SOGI 123) filtering through 

culture” and stated, “I did not resign because I believe I didn’t do anything wrong. I was 

elected to stand up and protect our children and that is what I am doing”. 

10. On or about September 13, 2023, Trustee LaGrange gave an interview to a reporter from 

True North, in which she reiterated her position: “The intention was to and always is to 

bring awareness to protecting the kids. This is why I stepped up, it’s about protecting the 

kids from agendas that are not healthy. This is something that shouldn’t be in the schools. 

This should be between kids and their parents”. 

C.  Submissions provided by Trustee Lonsdale 

11. Ms. Lonsdale subsequently provided undated written submissions containing an 

expanded list of “infractions” entitled, “TRUSTEE CODE OF CONDUCT 

SUBMISSION TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES BOARD POLICY 4”. 
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12. While Ms. Lonsdale’s extensive narration of her concerns is largely untethered to Trustee 

LaGrange’s alleged infractions, the following is an attempt to characterize any legally 

relevant assertions: 

• Trustee LaGrange’s communication(s) contravened “Roman Catholic beliefs and 

values” by failing to be “inclusive” and “denigrat[ing] the work this Division has 

put towards creating an inclusive environment”; 

• Trustee LaGrange’s communication(s) contravened sections 33(1)(a), 33(1)(d), 

33(1)(e), 33(2), 33(3)(a), 33(3)(b), 33(3)(c), 33(3)(d)(i), 33(3)(d)(ii), 33(3)(d)(iii) 

and 33(3)(d)(iv) of the Education Act by failing to be “inclusive” and 

“denigrat[ing] the work this Division has put towards creating an inclusive 

environment”; 

• In contravening sections 33(1)(a), 33(1)(d), 33(1)(e), 33(2), 33(3)(a), 33(3)(b), 

33(3)(c), 33(3)(d)(i), 33(3)(d)(ii), 33(3)(d)(iii) and 33(3)(d)(iv) of the Education 

Act, Trustee LaGrange’s communications contravened sections 34(a), 34(b), 34(c) 

and 34(d) of the Education Act;  

• Trustee LaGrange’s communications contravened sections 6.3, 6.4, 6.7, 6.18 and 

6.20 of Policy 3 in some unspecified way, which by implication contravened 

section 1 of Policy 4; 

• Trustee LaGrange’s communications contravened sections 6, 7, and 22 of Policy 4 

in some unspecified way, presumably by failing to be “inclusive” and 

“denigrat[ing] the work this Division has put towards creating an inclusive 

environment”. 

 

II. ARGUMENT 

A. Trustee LaGrange’s communications did not contravene “Roman Catholic values” 

13. Ms. Lonsdale invoked Roman Catholic beliefs, values, faith, doctrine or perspectives 

about a dozen times throughout her submission to buttress her assertion that Trustee 
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LaGrange’s “actions” ran afoul of Roman Catholic beliefs, values, faith, doctrine and 

perspectives. The Roman Catholic materials upon which Ms. Lonsdale relied are 

CCSSA’s LIFE Framework and the Catechism of the Catholic Church. 

a) CCSSA’s LIFE Framework 

14. The CCSSA’s LIFE Framework is tangential to the analysis of Trustee LaGrange’s 

alleged infraction(s), given it appears to deal solely with opt-in student groups. 

Nevertheless, it does offer insight into the doctrinal foundation essential to all Catholic 

school activities, whether or not mandated. 

15. Ms. Lonsdale states, quoting the CCSSA’s LIFE Framework: 

Catholic Schools are committed to using the Pastoral Guideline for the 
LIFE Framework (2018) and the LIFE Framework (2015, revised 2018 & 
2019) to inform the creation and operation of student groups and activities 
which seek to promote student inclusion within the schools and, in fidelity 
to Catholic teachings, eliminates all forms of bullying including - but not 
restricted to - harassment and discrimination with regard to sexual 
orientation and gender identity; and to promote justice, respectful 
relationships and language within Catholic schools. 
 

16. The CCSSA further states that “the school has a mission to help each student to fulfill 

their God-given potential in all aspects of their person: physically, academically, socially, 

morally and spiritually”; “Alberta’s Catholic school districts are responsible for creating 

a Catholic faith community, which provides education for all students within the 

Catholic tradition”; “[t]he authenticity of each school’s faith community is determined 

by its adherence to the faith”; “[i]t is the task of [adult leaders] to integrate the faith 

into every program and aspect of their Catholic school”; “[p]arents and guardians, the 

primary educators of children, entrust their children to Catholic schools so that they 

may flourish and be pastorally nurtured”; “[t]o provide guidance to the Catholic school 

faith community, in order that it may act in accord with the teachings of the Roman 

Catholic Church, Alberta’s Catholic Bishops have provided the Pastoral Guideline”; 

“Groups shall…[r]eflect the philosophy and theology of communion and emphasize 

inclusion, hospitality, respect, justice and religious fidelity”; “facilitators integrate 
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prayer, scripture, and Catholic teaching”; and “[t]he principal shall ensure the 

facilitator(s) receives…information on…relevant Catholic teachings”. 

17. The “Catholic tradition”, the “faith”, the moral and spiritual aspects of the person, the 

“teachings of the Roman Catholic Church”, the “theology of communion”, “religious 

fidelity” and pastoral nurturing all imply adherence to Roman Catholic theology, and in 

no way imply theological compromise. Love, respect and care for people has nothing to 

do with acceptance of an ideology that fails to conform to Catholic doctrine. This comes 

into sharp relief when viewing the other Roman Catholic publication to which Ms. 

Lonsdale referred: the Catechism. 

b) The Catechism of the Catholic Church 

18. Ms. Lonsdale next pointed to the Catechism of the Catholic Church [CCC #2358], albeit 

the outdated and errant 1994 edition which was subsequently corrected by Pope John 

Paul II in 1997. What Ms. Lonsdale did not point to, unsurprisingly, are the sections 

immediately preceding and following CCC #2358—which further cast doubt on the 

veracity of Ms. Lonsdale’s interpretation. All three sections from the corrected Second 

Edition are here reproduced: 

Homosexuality refers to relations between men or between women who 
experience an exclusive or predominant sexual attraction toward persons of 
the same sex. It has taken a great variety of forms through the centuries and 
in different cultures. Its psychological genesis remains largely unexplained. 
Basing itself on Sacred Scripture, which presents homosexual acts as acts 
of grave depravity, tradition has always declared that “homosexual acts 
are intrinsically disordered.” They are contrary to the natural law. 
They close the sexual act to the gift of life. They do not proceed from a 
genuine affective and sexual complementarity. Under no circumstances 
can they be approved. [CCC #2357, 1997 Second Edition.] [Emphasis 
added.] 

The number of men and women who have deep-seated homosexual 
tendencies is not negligible. This inclination, which is objectively 
disordered, constitutes for most of them a trial. They must be accepted 
with respect, compassion, and sensitivity. Every sign of unjust 
discrimination in their regard should be avoided. These persons are 
called to fulfill God’s will in their lives and, if they are Christians, to unite 
to the sacrifice of the Lord’s Cross the difficulties they may encounter 
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from their condition. [CCC #2358, 1997 Second Edition.] [Emphasis 
added.] 

Homosexual persons are called to chastity. By the virtues of self-mastery 
that teach them inner freedom, at times by the support of disinterested 
friendship, by prayer and sacramental grace, they can and should 
gradually and resolutely approach Christian perfection. [CCC #2359, 1997 
Second Edition.] [Emphasis added.] 
 

19. Pretending the Catechism of the Catholic Church can be relied on to foster, encourage or 

promote LGBTQ causes and activism is intellectually dishonest. At most, the CCC 

instructs Catholic believers to show “respect, compassion and sensitivity” to people 

whose “homosexual acts are intrinsically disordered”, having been presented by 

“Sacred Scripture” as “acts of grave depravity” which “[u]nder no circumstances 

can…be approved”, supra. The CCC instructs those suffering what it characterizes as an 

“objectively disordered inclination” to undertake lives of “chastity”, learn “self-mastery” 

and aim “resolutely” for “Christian perfection”. For further certainty, the Catechism 

explicitly states that “they”—“men and women”—must be accepted with respect, 

compassion and sensitivity and that “under no circumstances” can their “grave[ly] 

deprav[ed]” and “intrinsically disordered” “acts”, “tendencies”, and “inclination[s]” 

“be approved”.  

20. The messaging is clear: compassionately accept and respect the sinner, but reject the sin. 

21. “Provid[ing] for a supportive role of the 2SLGBTQ+ community including those that 

[sic] attend or work in our schools” and “striv[ing] to support all from a Roman Catholic 

perspective” does not imply championing activism and indoctrination that run counter to 

the teachings and doctrines of the Church. Loving, supporting and including people does 

not imply supporting ideology. 

22. Ms. Lonsdale provided no support for her claim that “[t]he activities that Trustee 

LaGrange is critiquing are the same or similar activities approved by Bishops and relayed 

by Superintendents to teachers, which Trustee LaGrange equates to brainwashing and 

indoctrination akin to Nazi efforts in this regard”. There is no evidence from Ms. 

Lonsdale that “Bishops” have approved indoctrinating children in service to this cause, as 

Page 89 



 8 

distinct from showing love and care for people themselves. The Catechism prescribes 

embracing people specifically without embracing values that run contrary to Church 

teachings. “[S]upport[ing] all from a Roman Catholic perspective”, as Ms. Lonsdale 

admits the requirement to be, means exactly that: supporting people, not ideology, from 

the Roman Catholic perspective, which clearly omits to endorse certain value systems, 

if the Catechism is to be believed. 

23. Accordingly, the rather selective “Roman Catholic values” Ms. Lonsdale contemplates 

throughout her submission are properly given no weight in the assessment of this matter 

on the basis of their clear theological unreliability and the fact they are demonstrably 

untethered to the support and inclusion of people who happen to occupy places in the 

LGBTQ community, as opposed to activists seeking to socially engineer Catholicism and 

society at large according to their preferences. Nothing in Trustee LaGrange’s 

communications, properly understood, is offside Roman Catholic teachings. 

B. Trustee LaGrange’s communications did not contravene the Education Act 

24. Ms. Lonsdale has not pointed to any way in which Trustee LaGrange failed to 

• deliver appropriate education programming to meet the needs of all students 
enrolled in a school operated by the board and to enable their success; 

• ensure that each student enrolled in a school operated by the board and each staff 
member employed by the board is provided with a welcoming, caring, respectful 
and safe learning environment that respects diversity and fosters a sense of 
belonging; 

• provide a continuum of supports and services to students that is consistent with 
the principles of inclusive education; 

• establish, implement and maintain a policy respecting the board’s obligation 
under subsection (1)(d) to provide a welcoming, caring, respectful and safe 
learning environment that includes the establishment of a code of conduct for 
students that addresses bullying behaviour; 

• make the aforementioned code publicly available; 

• review said code every year; 
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• provide said code to all staff of the board, students of the board and parents of 
students of the board; 

• include in the aforementioned policy a statement of purpose that provides a 
rationale for the code of conduct, with a focus on welcoming, caring, respectful 
and safe learning environments; 

• include in said policy one or more statements that address the prohibited grounds 
of discrimination set out in the Alberta Human Rights Act; 

• include in said policy one or more statements about what is acceptable behaviour 
and what is unacceptable behaviour, whether or not it occurs within the school 
building, during the school day or by electronic means; 

• include in said policy one or more statements about the consequences of 
unacceptable behaviour, which must take account of the student’s age, maturity 
and individual circumstances, and which must ensure that support is provided for 
students who are impacted by inappropriate behaviour, as well as for students who 
engage in inappropriate behaviour; 

• fulfil the preceding responsibilities of the board; 

• be present and participate in meetings of the board and committees of the 
board; 

• comply with the board’s code of conduct, infra; 

• engage parents, students and the community in matters related to education. 
 

25. Accordingly, Ms. Lonsdale has pointed to no way in which Trustee LaGrange has 

contravened sections 33(1)(a), 33(1)(d), 33(1)(e), 33(2), 33(3)(a), 33(3)(b), 33(3)(c), 

33(3)(d)(i), 33(3)(d)(ii), 33(3)(d)(iii), 33(3)(d)(iv), 34(a), 34(b), 34(c) or 34(d) of the 

Education Act. 

C. Trustee LaGrange’s communications did not contravene Policy 4 

26. Ms. Lonsdale omitted to specify in her submission how Trustee LaGrange’s 

communications allegedly contravened Policy 4, including the relevant sections of Policy 

3, enumerated by Ms. Lonsdale as sections 6.3, 6.4, 6.7, 6.18 and 6.20. Ms. Lonsdale’s 

initial complaint discloses only: “Specifically, I believe that there is a correlation between 
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RDCRS Policy 4 and the actions taken by Trustee LaGrange when she willingly posted a 

picture on social media”. Presumably, this alleged contravention, like the others, is based 

on supposed failure to be inclusive and supposed denigration of the work the Division has 

done in that regard.  

27. At any rate, Trustee LaGrange did not contravene Policy 4. Trustee LaGrange did not 

contravene Policy 4 section 1 in that she did not fail to carry out her responsibilities 

pursuant to Policy 3, specifically: Trustee LaGrange did not fail to reflect the principles 

of the Trustee Code of Conduct in her communications with the public; Trustee LaGrange 

did not fail to be cognizant of the interests of the Board in her communications; Trustee 

LaGrange did not fail to be aware of public perception vis-à-vis her duties within the 

school division; Trustee LaGrange did not fail to support a decision of the Board; Trustee 

LaGrange did not make any statement giving the impression it reflected the corporate 

opinion of the Board when it did not; Trustee LaGrange did not fail to contribute to a 

positive and respectful learning and working culture within the Board and the Division; 

and Trustee LaGrange did not fail to adhere to the Trustee Code of Conduct.  

28. Trustee LaGrange did not contravene Policy 4 sections 6, 7 and 22 in that Trustee 

LaGrange did not fail to commit herself to dignified, ethical, professional and lawful 

conduct; Trustee LaGrange did not fail to reflect the Board’s policies and resolutions 

when communicating with the public; and Trustee LaGrange did not fail to represent the 

Board responsibly in all Board-related matters with proper decorum and respect for 

others. 

29. The fact is, Trustee LaGrange did not communicate at all in her capacity as a trustee, nor 

in a “Board-related matter”, nor in a capacity wherein she would have had an onus to 

reflect “the Board’s policies and resolutions”; but even if she had, nothing in her 

statement(s) failed to be “inclusive” of students or staff. Neither did anything in her 

statement(s) denigrate the inclusivity work of the Division. Efforts at inclusion and 

creating safe spaces need not involve indoctrination, which was and remains Trustee 

LaGrange’s point. 
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30. Neither has Ms. Lonsdale demonstrated that Trustee LaGrange’s “intention” was 

anything other than what Trustee LaGrange repeatedly stated her intention was: 

protecting children from indoctrination. The “seriousness of the comments” over which 

Ms. Lonsdale is seeking to disqualify Trustee LaGrange are mostly that Ms. Lonsdale 

does not agree with them, as distinct from there being anything undignified, unethical, 

unprofessional or unlawful about them. 

31. Trustee LaGrange did not name a student, a staff member, a school, a division, a 

municipality, a province, a country, a particular inclusion “effort”, an instruction from a 

Bishop, or anything specifically connected to “the wonderful work and support that 

Division teachers undertake to support 2SLGBTQ+ initiatives”. Neither did Trustee 

LaGrange identify herself as a trustee. The most that can be taken from Trustee 

LaGrange’s post is that she opposes indoctrination (i.e. “brainwashing”) of children in 

any form—a fact concerning which she has been nothing if not candid. 

32. Rather than squarely addressing the substance of Trustee LaGrange’s post and 

circumscribing her remarks to the substance of Trustee LaGrange’s communications, Ms. 

Lonsdale read into it a narrative casting Trustee LaGrange as the villain to the Division’s 

inclusivity efforts. But the simple fact is that Trustee LaGrange did not oppose any 

identifiable inclusivity effort by the Board. Trustee LaGrange opposed something very 

different from efforts to “include” children—she opposed the “brainwashing” of 

impressionable children into ideologies by having them wave flags which represent 

meanings they are not capable of comprehending, and may well entirely disapprove of if 

they were old enough and informed enough to comprehend.  

33. Anything beyond the clear message of opposing state-sponsored indoctrination of 

children was quite simply imagined by Trustee LaGrange’s detractors. The photograph 

could just as easily have depicted Komsomol, Pioneers or Little Octobrists. The children 

could have been waving Soviet Communist Flags, Crusader flags, Confederate flags, or 

ISIS flags. The meme was children waving flags that represent complex political 

ideologies they cannot possibly understand and which have been placed in their hands by 

adults with political and/or ideological agendas. No reasonable person would assume that 
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Trustee LaGrange was comparing the RDCRS’s inclusivity initiatives with death camps, 

a tortured interpretation by any standard. 

D. Del Grande is eminently distinguishable 

34. Ms. Lonsdale at last invoked the case of Del Grande v Toronto Catholic District School 

Board1 in support of the idea that the Toronto trustee’s milder behaviour attracted harsh 

sanction. The notion that the sanctionable conduct in Del Grande is remotely comparable 

with Trustee LaGrange’s conduct, to say nothing of somehow better, is absurd. Beyond 

that both matters involve school trustees, it is difficult to imagine two more dissimilar 

cases factually and legally. 

35. Del Grande is a case wherein the trustee, acting in his capacity as a trustee, on official 

school board business, in a public meeting, with members of the LGBTQ community 

in attendance, one of whom had, in the same public meeting, spoken to his own 

traumatic experiences whilst attending a Board-operated school, saw fit to compare 

gender identity and expression to pedophilia, gerontophilia, bestiality, vampirism, 

rape, cannibalism, and a dozen or so more. 

36. Ms. Lonsdale excuses Mr. Del Grande’s remarks as “flippant”—an erroneous 

interpretation and a misapprehension of the case in two ways: first, the idea that such 

invective constitutes mere cheek and brass is extraordinary; more significantly, contrary 

to Ms. Lonsdale’s assertion, the Court did not describe Mr. Del Grande’s rhetoric thus. 

37. “Flippant” was the word used to describe the manner in which Mr. Del Grande addressed 

concerns about the language he used. The language itself was characterized as 

“disrespectful, not inclusive and lacking in compassion”; “distressing and demeaning”; 

and “extreme and derogatory”. Mr. Del Grande himself admitted, in writing, that his 

language was meant to convey “rare, deviant, illegal, immoral, repulsive, unusual 

behaviours”. 

 
1 2023 ONSC 349 [Del Grande]. 
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38. The investigator, and consequently the reviewing court, acknowledged Mr. Del Grande 

had been aware he was couching his remarks in the language of deviance, and aware 

that members of the community whose personhood and behaviours he was so describing 

were in attendance. 

39. Mr. Del Grande attacked behaviour, not ideas. Even the errant edition (supra) of the 

Catechism of the Catholic Church Ms. Lonsdale brings to bear on the present matter 

characterizes alternative sexuality as something more like an affliction than an 

alternative, describing “homosexuality” as a “trial” and a “condition”. 

40. Trustee LaGrange expressed absolutely nothing in any way like Mr. Del Grande, or even 

Catechism #2358. Moreover, Trustee LaGrange engaged in her expression on her 

personal social media account, in her personal name, absent association with the school 

board, not while on school board business, and not with a captive audience at a meeting 

they were obliged to attend in order to participate if they wanted their concerns heard. 

Vulnerable members of the public and the board have no choice but to attend school 

board meetings in order to be included in the process. Nobody is obliged to navigate to 

Trustee LaGrange’s personal social media account and read opinions they find offensive. 

41. Moreover, the opinion to be found at Trustee LaGrange’s page made no attack on 

persons, their gender, their sexuality, or their sexual proclivities. Trustee LaGrange 

expressed an opinion about an ideology she views as insidious, pervasive and 

manipulative. She did not compare teaching respect for all human beings to the Nazi 

regime; she did not compare refusing to discriminate against any human being with the 

Nazi regime; she in fact did not compare anything to the Nazi regime, and interpreting 

the meme otherwise reveals a lack of reasoning ability. Trustee LaGrange called out 

placing flags in the hands of children who cannot possibly fathom what they mean. 

Trustee LaGrange opined that the family home is the proper venue for instilling and 

promoting values, beliefs, political perspectives, or worldviews. Trustee LaGrange 

expressed that the state is not the arbiter of correct values, beliefs, political perspectives, 

or worldviews, irrespective of what sort of government occupies office. 
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42. Whereas Mr. Del Grande admitted he does not actually believe what he said, Trustee 

LaGrange expressed her authentic opinion, absent sarcasm or insincerity. Her view, while 

not universally welcomed, reflected what she sincerely believes to be true. The Court was 

clear that Mr. Del Grande had every right to present his dissenting opinion in a thoughtful 

manner. Instead, he chose to sarcastically propose an odious amendment to a motion 

which sought to add, to the Toronto Catholic District School Board Code of Conduct, 

gender identity and gender expression as protected grounds pursuant to a specific 

ministerial mandate, and which are Code-protected grounds in any event. 

43. Trustee LaGrange expressed a general opinion about the place of political activism and 

ideological indoctrination in schools—plural. Trustee LaGrange posted a meme 

embodying a general principle. Her post was not motivated by or in response to any 

specific board resolution, as evidenced by Ms. Lonsdale’s failure to point to one. Ms. 

Lonsdale feels as though Trustee LaGrange’s statements may have been aimed at 

something to do with the “wonderful work” of the Division, but she presented no 

evidence to support that notion. 

E. The analogous case is Strom, not Del Grande 

44. A case more comparable to the present matter is Strom v Saskatchewan Registered 

Nurses’ Association,2 which involved a nurse who attracted the ire of her professional 

regulator when she spoke out concerning deficiencies she had observed in the healthcare 

system. 

45. Ms. Strom posted what the regulator characterized as “impulsive, gratuitous social media 

venting” on her personal Facebook page, criticizing the staff of a specified care facility 

she believed had provided substandard care to her grandfather. Ms. Strom then proceeded 

to publicly tweet her Facebook post to Saskatchewan’s Minister of Health and the 

Saskatchewan Opposition Leader. Some care facility employees reported the post and 

tweets to Nurse Strom’s professional regulator, which found her guilty of professional 

misconduct pursuant to numerous standards: section 26(1) and (2) of the Act; the Code of 

 
2 2020 SKCA 112 [Strom]. 
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Ethics for Registered Nurses, 2008 [Code] and, more particularly, Part I: Nursing Values 

and Ethical Responsibilities A1, 3; B3; D1, 10; E1, 3, 4, 5, 7; F2; and G1; and the 

Standards & Foundation Competencies for the Practice of Registered Nurses, 2013 

[Standards] and, more particularly, Standard I – Competencies 1, 5, 8 and 15; Standard 

III – Competencies 62 and 71; and, Standard IV – Competencies 76(a)(f) and 78. 

46. Ms. Strom’s initial post read:  

My Grandfather spent a week in “Palliative Care” before he died and after 
hearing about his and my family’s experience there (@ St. Joseph’s Health 
Facility in Macklin, SK) it is evident that Not Everyone is “up to speed” on 
how to approach end of life care ... Or how to help maintain an Ageing 
Senior’s Dignity (among other things!) 

So ... I challenge the people involved in decision making with that facility, 
to please get All Your Staff a refresher on this topic AND More. 

Don’t get me wrong, “some” people have provided excellent care so I 
thank you so very much for YOUR efforts, but to those who made 
Grandpa’s last years less than desirable, Please Do Better Next Time! My 
Grandmother has chosen to stay in your facility, so here is your chance to 
treat her “like you would want your own family member to be treated”. 

That’s All I Ask! 

And a caution to anyone that has loved ones at the facility mentioned 
above: keep an eye on things and report anything you Do Not Like! That’s 
the only way to get some things to change. 

(I’m glad the column reference below surfaced, because it has given me a 
way to segway into this topic.) 

The fact that I have to ask people, who work in health care, to take a step 
back and be more compassionate, saddens me more than you know! 
 

47. The post was accompanied by a link to a newspaper article entitled, “We have right to die 

but not to quality palliative care”, and which stated: “[I]gnorance and lack of skill in 

attending to the needs of dying patients are still tragically common in Canada” and “[A]t 

their time of licensure, physicians have been taught less about pain management than 

those graduating from veterinary medicine”. 
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48. The post generated an online discussion with other Facebook users, during which Ms. 

Strom made the following additional comments:  

… AND Being treated well/fairly is A HUMAN RIGHT FOR 
GOODNESS SAKES! They are NOT A ROOM NUMBER OR A CHART 
NUMBER!...We are advocating for our loved ones here and that’s where 
our passion comes from. There IS NO FAULT IN THAT and it will Not 
Stop!...[T]his has been an ongoing struggle with the often subpar care 
given to my Hollman Grandparents (especially Grandpa) for many years 
now … Hence my effort to bring more public attention to it (As not much 
else seems to be working). As an RN and avid health care advocate myself, 
I just HAVE to speak up! Whatever reasons/excuses people give for not 
giving quality care, I Do Not Care, It. Just. Needs. To. Be. Fixed. And 
NOW!...“Why do you do your job?” “Do you actually care about the 
people you WORK FOR/Care For?” “Or is it JUST A JOB, WITH A 
PAYCHEQUE?” … If so, maybe it’s time to take a step back…Either way 
I just want my Grandmother (and everyone else in that facility) to be 
treated well, ALWAYS! 

 
49. The regulator cited as particularly problematic the fact Ms. Strom specifically identified 

the facility; disclosed that she was a registered nurse thus engaging “the professional 

image of registered nurses in general as well as your personal professional obligations”; 

and publicly called into question the capacity of the health facility and its employees and 

directors to deliver appropriate healthcare.  

50. The regulator referred to “the principles of responsibility for off duty conduct” and found 

that despite having made her comments on her personal social media, Ms. Strom had 

identified herself as a registered nurse to give credibility and legitimacy to her comments, 

thereby “establishing a link between her views” and “her position as a registered 

nurse”.  

51. The Saskatchewan Court of Queen’s Bench agreed with the regulator, but the Court of 

Appeal overturned the decision, both on the basis of professional misconduct and Ms. 

Strom’s Charter right to freedom of expression. Notably, the Court found that because 

Ms. Strom was a nurse, her public statements relating to the healthcare system, even 

though negative, more likely enhanced public confidence in the healthcare system, 

because the public would be able to see that someone on the inside was able to take an 
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active role in fixing what the public on its own cannot. In the alternative, even if Ms. 

Strom’s public criticism had the effect of eroding public confidence, the Court found that 

very erosion was likely to force the necessary change: such was “the messy business of 

democracy”. 

52. It is worth quoting the Strom court in its own words: 

[160]  The freedom to criticize services extends equally to public services. 
Indeed, the right to criticize public services is an essential aspect of the 
“linchpin” connection between freedom of expression and democracy. In 
Canada, public healthcare is both a source of pride and a political 
preoccupation. It is a frequent subject of public discourse, engaging the 
political class, journalists, medical professionals, academics, and the 
general public. Criticism of the healthcare system is manifestly in the 
public interest. Such criticism, even by those delivering those services, 
does not necessarily undermine public confidence in healthcare 
workers or the healthcare system. Indeed, it can enhance confidence 
by demonstrating that those with the greatest knowledge of this 
massive and opaque system, and who have the ability to effect change, 
are both prepared and permitted to speak and pursue positive change. 
In any event, the fact that public confidence in aspects of the 
healthcare system may suffer as a result of fair criticism can itself 
result in positive change. Such is the messy business of democracy. 
 

53. The word “school” or the name of any other public institution could be inserted in place 

of “healthcare” in the preceding quotation of the Strom court and it would be just as 

resonant. Criticism of public institutions “is manifestly in the public interest”. 

F. The outcome must be reasonable 

54. All administrative decisions are subject to the reasonableness standard imposed in 
Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration) v Vavilov,3 wherein the Supreme 
Court of Canada (“SCC”) elucidates precisely how high the threshold for a reasonable 
decision is. 

 
3 2019 SCC 65 [Vavilov]. 
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55. A decision maker’s decision will not be reasonable if the decision maker has failed to 
“meaningfully grapple with key issues or central arguments” raised.4 A decision 
maker must demonstrate it was “actually alert and sensitive to the matter before it”.5  

56. “Justification and transparency require that an administrative decision maker’s reasons 
meaningfully account for the central issues and concerns raised”6 in order to prove it 
has “actually listened”.7 If the decision “cannot be said to exhibit the requisite degree of 
justification, intelligibility and transparency”, it will be unreasonable:8  

[A] reasonable decision is one that is justified in light of the facts…The 
decision maker must take the evidentiary record and the general factual 
matrix that bears on its decision into account, and its decision must be 
reasonable in light of them…The reasonableness of a decision may be 
jeopardized where the decision maker has fundamentally misapprehended 
or failed to account for the evidence before it.9 

57. A decision will not be reasonable if it is not “justified in relation to the constellation of 
law and facts that are relevant to the decision…Elements of the legal and factual 
contexts of a decision operate as constraints on the decision maker”.10 

58. A decision will not be reasonable if it involves an “irrational chain of analysis”:11 “The 
internal rationality of a decision may be called into question if the reasons exhibit clear 
logical fallacies, such as circular reasoning, false dilemmas, unfounded generalizations 
or an absurd premise”.12 

59. A decision will not be reasonable if the decision maker strayed from the purpose and 
intent of the statute: “It [is] impossible for an administrative decision maker to justify a 
decision that strays beyond the limits set by the statutory language it is interpreting”.13  

60. A decision will not be reasonable if the decision maker reasoned backward from a 
conclusion: The decision maker “cannot adopt an interpretation it knows to be inferior – 

 
4 Vavilov at para 128. [Emphasis added.] 
5 Vavilov at para 128. [Emphasis added.] 
6 Vavilov at para 127. [Emphasis added.] 
7 Vavilov at para 127. [Emphasis added.] 
8 Vavilov at para 100. 
9 Vavilov at para 126. [Emphasis added.] 
10 Vavilov at para 105. [Emphasis added.] 
11 Vavilov at para 103. 
12 Vavilov at para 104. [Emphasis added.] 
13 Vavilov at para 110. 
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albeit plausible – merely because the interpretation in question appears to be available 
and is expedient. The decision maker’s responsibility is to discern meaning and 
legislative intent, not to ‘reverse-engineer’ a desired outcome”.14 

61. A decision maker must attend to legal precedent and “established internal decisions” 
unless it can “justify” the “departure”, to prevent erosion of “public confidence in 
administrative decision makers and in the justice system as a whole”.15 

62. Vavilov states: “The principle of responsive justification means that if a decision has 

particularly harsh consequences for the affected individual, the decision maker must 

explain why its decision best reflects the legislature’s intention. This includes decisions 

with consequences that threaten an individual's life, liberty, dignity or livelihood”.16 

G. Trustee LaGrange made statements pursuant to her expressive and religious rights 
and any discipline will infringe those rights  

63. As both political expression and religious expression, Trustee LaGrange’s post and 

statements are protected. 

a) Section 2(b) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

64. The protection of freedom of expression is premised upon fundamental principles and 

values that promote the search for and attainment of truth, participation in social and 

political decision-making and the opportunity for individual self-fulfillment through 

expression.17 

65. The Supreme Court of Canada has maintained: 

Freedom of expression is a crucial aspect of the democratic commitment, not 
merely because it permits the best policies to be chosen from among a wide 
array of proffered options, but additionally because it helps to ensure that 
participation in the political process is open to all persons…The state 
therefore cannot act to hinder or condemn a political view without to some 

 
14 Vavilov at para 121. [Emphasis added.] 
15 Vavilov at paras 112, 131. [Emphasis added.] 
16 Vavilov at para 133. [Emphasis added.] 
17 Irwin Toy Ltd. v Quebec (Attorney General), [1989] 1 SCR 927 [Irwin Toy] at 976; Ford v Quebec, [1988] 2 SCR 
712 at 765-66. 
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extent harming the openness of Canadian democracy and its associated tenet 
of equality for all.18  
 

66. The Supreme Court of Canada explained the philosophical underpinning of free 

expression with reference to John Milton’s 1644 publication, Areopagitica; A Speech for 

the Liberty of Unlicenc’d Printing, to the Parliament of England and John Stuart Mill’s 

“On Liberty” (Oxford 1946): 

If all mankind minus one were of one opinion, and only one person were of 
the contrary opinion, mankind would be no more justified in silencing that 
one person, than he, if he had the power, would be justified in silencing 
mankind. 
 
And, after stating that “All silencing of discussion is an assumption of 
infallibility”, he said, at p. 16: 
 
Yet it is as evident in itself, as any amount of argument can make it, that 
ages are no more infallible than individuals; every age having held many 
opinions which subsequent ages have deemed not only false but absurd; 
and it is as certain that many opinions now general will be rejected by 
future ages, as it is that many, once general, are rejected by the present. 
 
Nothing in the vast literature on this subject reduces the importance of 
Mill’s words.  The principle of freedom of speech and expression has been 
firmly accepted as a necessary feature of modern democracy.19 
 

67. Free expression is valued above all as being instrumental to democratic governance. The 

two other rationales for protecting freedom of expression—encouraging the search for 

truth through the open exchange of ideas, and fostering individual self-actualization, 

thus directly engaging individual human dignity—are also key values that animate the 

section 2(b) analysis.20 

 
18 R. v Keegstra, [1990] 3 SCR 697 [Keegstra]. 
19 RWDSU v Dolphin Delivery Ltd., [1986] 2 SCR 573 at 583. 
20 Sierra Club of Canada v Canada (Minister of Finance), 2002 SCC 41, at para 75. 
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68. Canadian courts have interpreted section 2(b) broadly, often finding a prima facie breach 

easily. The Supreme Court has adopted the following three-part test for analyzing section 

2(b):  

(1) Whether the activity in question has expressive content, thereby bringing it within     
section 2(b) protection;  

(2) Whether the method or location of the expression removes that protection;  

(3) Whether the state action in question infringes that protection, either in purpose or 
effect.21 

 

69. The courts have applied the principle of content neutrality in defining the scope of section 

2(b), such that the content of expression, no matter how offensive, unpopular or 

disturbing, cannot deprive it of section 2(b) protection.22 Being content-neutral, the 

Charter also protects the expression of both truths and falsehoods.23 

70. Freedom of expression includes more than the right to express beliefs and opinions. It 

protects both speakers and listeners.24 “Expression” may include all phases of the 

communication, from maker or originator through supplier, distributor, retailer, renter or 

exhibitor to receiver, whether listener or viewer.25 

71. Freedom of expression also protects the right not to express oneself. “[F]reedom of 

expression necessarily entails the right to say nothing or the right not to say certain 

things. Silence is in itself a form of expression which in some circumstances can express 

something more clearly than words could do”.26 Thus, forced or compelled expression 

 
21 Canadian Broadcasting Corp. v Canada (Attorney General), 2011 SCC 2; Montréal (City) v 2952-1366 Québec 
Inc., 2005 SCC 62; Irwin Toy. 
22 Keegstra. 
23 Canada (Attorney General) v JTI-Macdonald Corp., 2007 SCC 30 at para 60; R. v Zundel, [1992] 2 SCR 731 at 
para 36; R. v Lucas, [1998] 1 SCR 439 at para 25. 
24 Edmonton Journal v Alberta (Attorney General), [1989] 2 SCR 1326. 
25 Dagenais v Canadian Broadcasting Corp., [1994] 3 SCR 835; Irwin Toy; Rocket v Royal College of Dental 
Surgeons of Ontario, [1990] 2 SCR 232; R. v Videoflicks (1984), 14 DLR (4th) 10. 
26 Slaight Communications Inc. v Davidson, [1989] 1 SCR 1038 [Slaight] at 1080. 
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can constitute a restriction of section 2(b).27 The act of complying with the law is not the 

same as being compelled to express support for the law.28  

72. It is not necessary that an expression be received and subjectively understood for it to 

be protected expression under section 2(b):  

[T]o attract constitutional protection, the claimant need not establish that 
his or her message was received and subjectively understood or 
appreciated by others. It is the conveying or the attempted conveying of 
the meaning, not its receipt, that triggers the guarantee under paragraph 
2(b)…[I]t does not matter whether the Peace Camp and its constituent 
structures successfully conveyed a message of peace, or of general 
protest, or of specific protest against the policy of the federal government 
in allowing cruise missile testing in Canada. It is enough that the 
appellant’s conduct attempted to convey some meaning, which it 
clearly did. This brings the appellant’s expression prima facie within the 
scope of the expression protected by paragraph 2(b) of the Charter.29 

 
73. Neither expression that takes the form of violence30 nor threat of violence is protected by 

the Charter.31 In other respects, the form or medium used to convey a message is 

generally considered part and parcel of the message and included within section 2(b) 

protection.32 

74. Trustee LaGrange’s post and subsequent communications contained expressive content 

and attempted to convey meaning. The first part of the test is satisfied. As Trustee 

LaGrange’s expression was non-violent and did not infringe others’ property rights, the 

method and location of her expression are not subject to the limitation at the second part 

of the test.  

 
27 Slaight; RJR-MacDonald Inc. v Canada (Attorney General), [1995] 3 SCR 199; National Bank of Canada v Retail 
Clerks’ International Union, [1984] 1 SCR 269. 
28 Rosen v Ontario (Attorney General), 131 DLR (4th) 708. 
29 Weisfeld v Canada, [1995] 1 FC 68 [Weisfeld]. 
30 Irwin Toy at 969-70. 
31 Greater Vancouver Transportation Authority v Canadian Federation of Students, 2009 SCC 31 at para 28; Suresh 
v Canada (Minister of Citizenship and Immigration), 2002 SCC 1 at paras 107-8; R v Khawaja, 2012 SCC 69 at para 
70. 
32 Weisfeld. 
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75. The action Trustee LaGrange faces infringes her freedom of expression in both purpose 

and effect, the former because it seeks to restrict the content of her expression; to control 

access to a certain message; and to limit her ability to attempt to convey a message to 

express herself,33 and the latter because her expression advances one or more of the 

values underlying section 2(b), that is, participation in social and political decision 

making, the search for truth and individual self-fulfillment.34 Accordingly, the third part 

of the test is satisfied. 

76. Trustee LaGrange’s expression is protected expression. The fact that Ms. Lonsdale does 

not find the meme particularly de rigueur is paradoxically at once beside the point and 

the entire point: protection of expression is content neutral; and, the idea that because 

something is offensive it is undeserving of protection runs counter to the entire purpose 

of freedom of expression. If Ms. Lonsdale and her ilk approved of the expression, it 

would not need protection. As former Chief Justice McLachlin of the Supreme Court of 

Canada observed:  

Thus the guarantee of freedom of expression serves to protect the right of 
the minority to express its view, however unpopular it may be; adapted to 
this context, it serves to preclude the majority's perception of 'truth' or 
'public interest' from smothering the minority's perception. The view of the 
majority has no need of constitutional protection; it is tolerated in any 
event.35  

 
b) Section 2(a) of the Canadian Charter of Rights and Freedoms 

77. Trustee LaGrange made her post and her statements on the basis of her immutable, 

conduct-governing, sincerely held religious beliefs, which are protected pursuant to 

section 2(a) of the Charter. 

78. The Supreme Court of Canada discloses in Syndicat Northcrest v Amselem36 that a person 

advancing a freedom of religion claim need only show 

 
33 Irwin Toy; Keegstra. 
34 Irwin Toy; Ramsden v Peterborough (City), [1993] 2 S.C.R. 1084. 
35 R. v Zundel, [1992] 2 S.C.R. 731 at para 22.  
36 2004 SCC 47 [Amselem]. 
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(1) he or she has a practice or belief, having a nexus with religion, which 
calls for a particular line of conduct, either by being objectively or 
subjectively obligatory or customary, or by, in general, subjectively 
engendering a personal connection with the divine or with the subject or 
object of an individual’s spiritual faith, irrespective of whether a 
particular practice or belief is required by official religious dogma or is 
in conformity with the position of religious officials; and (2) he or she is 
sincere in his or her belief.37 
 

79. Religious belief governs conduct38 and religious infringement is established when a 

policy interferes with conduct-governing beliefs in a way that is beyond trivial or 

insubstantial.39 

80. No confirmation of the belief or practice by a religious leader is necessary;40 no proof 

of the established practices of a religion is necessary;41 no mandatory doctrine of 

faith supporting the belief is necessary;42 neither a government body nor a tribunal is in a 

position to interpret the content of an individual’s subjective understanding of his or her 

religious obligations;43 the role of a tribunal is to assess mere sincerity of belief, not 

validity of belief;44 and sincerity of belief simply implies an honesty of belief.45 Amselem 

also declines to endorse an objective standard and speaks to the appropriate nature of the 

inquiry: “[C]laimants seeking to invoke freedom of religion should not need to prove the 

objective validity of their beliefs in that their beliefs are objectively recognized as valid 

by other members of the same religion, nor is such an inquiry appropriate”.46 

81. Amselem rejects the idea that personal beliefs ought or even can be severed from the 

religious beliefs of the religious person, characterizing religion as inherently involving 

“personal convictions or beliefs”, “personal or subjective conception”, “personal 

autonomy”, “personal sincerity”, “personal notions of religious belief, ‘obligation’, 

 
37 Amselem at para 56. [Emphasis added.] 
38 Amselem at paras 41, 49, 56, 134. 
39 Amselem at para 59. 
40 Amselem at para 56. [Emphasis added.] 
41 Amselem at para 54. [Emphasis added.] 
42 Amselem at para 49. [Emphasis added.] 
43 Amselem at para 50. [Emphasis added.] 
44 Amselem at para 52. 
45 Amselem at para 51. 
46 Amselem at para 43. 
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precept, ‘commandment’, custom or ritual”, “voluntary expressions of faith”, 

“profoundly personal beliefs”, “intensely personal” beliefs and “personal religious 

‘obligations’”.47 Amselem confirms that religious belief is personal belief. 

82. The Supreme Court of Canada states in Corbiere v Canada (Minister of Indian and 

Northern Affairs)48 that religion is “constructively immutable” because it is “changeable 

only at unacceptable cost to personal identity”49 and again affirms this principle in 

Quebec (Attorney General) v A,50 the latter of which has also “firmly rejected” the notion 

that protected characteristics vary across legislative contexts: “they are not deemed 

immutable in some legislative contexts and a matter of choice in others”.51 

83. Trustee LaGrange, as a matter of her religious faith, believes exactly what she said and 

said exactly what she believes. Trustee LaGrange’s refusal to apologise, retract, desist, 

feign remorse, or otherwise are not the evidence against her Ms. Lonsdale supposes. 

Rather, they are manifestations of Trustee LaGrange’s conduct-governing, sincerely held 

religious beliefs and immutable characteristic, which are unalterable and which the “state 

has no legitimate interest in altering”. 

84. Ms. Lonsdale’s final three demands constitute a further infringement of both Trustee 

LaGrange’s Charter rights, given they not only seek to compel speech, supra at 

paragraph 64, but also compel belief:  

[T]he censure can only be purged by a sincere letter of apology to Division 
students, staff and members of the board of the trustees;…that Trustee 
LaGrange cease making any public statements on this matter save 
including interviews with the various news outlets save for issuing a 
suitable letter of apology all to demonstrate sincere remorse;…that 
Trustee LaGrange agrees to undergo some form of suitable sensitive [sic] 
training relative to the challenges and discrimination faced by members of 
the 2SLGBTQ+ community along with sensitivity training about the 
Holocaust. 
 

 
47 Amselem at paras 39, 41-2, 47, 49, 54, 134, 191. 
48 [1999] 2 SCR 203 [Corbiere]. 
49 Corbiere at para 13. 
50 2013 SCC 5 [Quebec v A] at paras 336-7. 
51 Quebec v A at para 335. [Emphasis added.] 
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85. Ironically, such recommendations are a manifestation of the very coercive indoctrination 

the much-maligned meme contemplates. By punishing, censuring, re-educating or 

banishing Trustee LaGrange in such Orwellian fashion, the District will have done more 

to prove her point than she ever could. 

H. Balancing Charter rights 

86. A decision to impose discipline upon Trustee LeGrange will infringe her free expression 

and freedom of religion rights, as described above. No infringement of a Charter right is 

lawful unless it is justified. The District is precluded from issuing a decision adverse to 

Trustee LeGrange unless it can be demonstrated the outcome represents a proportionate 

balance as between the Charter rights engaged and any applicable statutory objectives of 

the District.52 A decision that disproportionately limits Charter protections is 

unreasonable and will not stand.53 As the Supreme Court ruled in Trinity Western: 

For a decision to be proportionate, it is not enough for the decision-maker 
to simply balance the statutory objectives with the Charter  protection in 
making its decision.  Rather, the reviewing court must be satisfied that the 
decision proportionately balances these factors, that is, that it “gives effect, 
as fully as possible to the Charter  protections at stake given the particular 
statutory mandate” (Loyola, at para. 39). Put another way, the Charter 
protection must be “affected as little as reasonably possible” in light of the 
applicable statutory objectives (Loyola, at para. 40). When a decision 
engages the Charter, reasonableness and proportionality become 
synonymous. Simply put, a decision that has a disproportionate impact 
on Charter rights is not reasonable.54 

 
87. The onus will be on the District to demonstrate that the Charter limitation is 

proportionately balanced by giving effect, as fully as possible, to the Charter protections 

at stake.55 This burden flows from the structure of the Charter and the language of 

 
52 Doré v Barreau du Québec, 2012 SCC 12 [Doré] at paras 55-7; Loyola High School v Quebec (Attorney General), 
2015 SCC 12 [Loyola] at paras 37-9.  
53 Law Society of British Columbia v Trinity Western University, 2018 SCC 32 [TWU] at para 79, citing Doré at 
paras 3 and 7 and Loyola at para 32; see also CHP v Hamilton (City), 2018 ONSC 3690 [CHP] at para 57: “Failure 
to balance said interests will, by definition, render a decision unreasonable as per Doré v. Barreau du Quebec”. 
54 TWU at para 80. 
55 See Canadian Centre for Bio-Ethical Reform v City of Peterborough, 2016 ONSC 1972 at para 15: “The onus is 
first on the Applicant to establish that its constitutionally enshrined freedom has been limited. The onus then shifts 
to the Respondent to establish that the limit was imposed in pursuit of its statutory objectives and that the 
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https://www.canlii.org/en/on/onscdc/doc/2016/2016onsc1972/2016onsc1972.html?resultIndex=1
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section 1, which requires that limits on Charter rights and freedoms be “demonstrably 

justified in a free and democratic society”. The Alberta Court of Appeal recently stated: 

To be consistent with the Charter, the limitation must, in my view, be 
demonstrably justified in a free and democratic society. Although that 
expression about demonstrable justification does not figure prominently in 
the cases from Dore onward, it is not erased from the Charter as linguistic 
frill. As pointed out in Loyola, at para 40, “Doré’s proportionality analysis 
is a robust one and ‘works the same justificatory muscles” as 
the Oakes test’”. 

Furthermore, and of key importance, the onus on proving the ‘section 1 
limit’ on freedom of expression even under administrative law should be 
on the state agent as it is the exercise of power by an emanate of the state.56 

 
88. As the Ontario Divisional Court reminds, a government decision the effect of which will 

be censorship is not “trifling, ephemeral or marginal in importance”, but rather “of 

profound significance”.57 State censorship is never trivial in a free and democratic 

society. 

89. The Supreme Court has stated that freedom of expression ensures that, “without fear of 

censure”, all individuals are able to “manifest their thoughts, opinions, beliefs, indeed all 

expressions of the heart and mind, however unpopular, distasteful or contrary to the 

mainstream”.58  Government censorship is not justified by “mere ill-will as a product of 

controversy”.59  The District is “expected to put up with some controversy in a free and 

democratic society”.60  

 
Applicant’s freedom of expression was not limited more than reasonably necessary given those statutory 
objectives.”   
56 UAlberta Pro-Life v Governors of the University of Alberta, 2020 ABCA 1 [UAlberta] at paras 161-2; see also 
Doré at para 63: “Disciplinary bodies must therefore demonstrate that they have given due regard to the importance 
of the expressive rights at issue, both in light of an individual lawyer’s right to expression and the public’s interest in 
open discussion”. 
57 CHP at para 53.  
58 Irwin Toy at paras 42-3. 
59 Committee for the Commonwealth of Canada v Canada, [1991] 1 SCR 139 at para 79, quoting Boucher v The 
King, [1951] SCR 265, at 288. 
60 Greater Vancouver at para 77. 
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90. On the facts and context of this case, no form of trustee discipline would be a 

proportionate outcome. It would therefore be unlawful for the District to discipline or 

censure Trustee LaGrange in any way.  

I.  Section 87(1)(c) infringes section 3 Charter rights 

91. Trustee LaGrange was elected by her constituents to represent their interests, which is 

precisely what Trustee LaGrange has sought to do and stated she is doing. Should they 

find themselves discontent, their remedy is properly at the ballot box; but removing 

Trustee LaGrange in the way contemplated by the Board would constitute not only a 

disproportionate outcome in this matter; the section purporting to permit her ouster61 

violates the section 3 Charter rights of Trustee LaGrange’s constituents. 

92. Section 3 of the Charter affords perhaps the most “absolute” rights to citizens of Canada, 

sheltered even from section 33. This protection of “core democratic rights of 

Canadians…not fall[ing] within a ‘range of acceptable alternatives’ among which 

Parliament may pick and choose at its discretion”62 is not limited to mere voting rights; 

even if it were, however, the democratic right to vote is meaningless where the 

representative elected can be removed by the state for nothing other than representing the 

very interests the voters sent the representative to office to represent. 

93. Section 3 goes further than the ballot box. Effective representation figures into the 

fundamental democratic rights of Canadians, envisaged in the role of elected 

representative as both the citizen’s “voice in the deliberations of government” and 

“ombudsman”.63 

94. Even “parity of voting power” may be subordinated to aspects of effective representation 

more central to Canada’s diverse social mosaic, characterized by the first Prime Minister 

as “different interests, classes and localities” which “should be fairly represented”.64 The 

SCC confirmed that “[f]actors like geography, community history, community interests 

 
61 Education Act, Chapter E-0.3, section 87(1)(c). 
62 Sauvé v Canada (Chief Electoral Officer), 2002 SCC 68. 
63 Reference Re Provincial Electoral Boundaries (Sask), [1991] 2 SCR 158 [Reference Sask] at para 49. 
64 Reference Sask at para 51. 
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