THE MATTER OF THE HEALTH PROFESSIONS
ACT, R.S.A. 2000, c.H-7;

AND IN THE MATTER OF A HEARING INTO THE CONDUCT
OF [SC], A MEMBER OF THE ALBERTA
COLLEGE OF SOCIAL WORKERS;

AND IN THE MATTER OF A PROFESSIONAL CONDUCT
HEARING REGARDING THE CONDUCT OF STEPHANIE
[SC] UNDERTAKEN VIRTUALLY;

AND INTO THE MATTER OF A COMPLAINT INTO THE
CONDUCT OF [SC] PURSUANT TO A COMPLAINT BY DM
INTO YOUR CONDUCT AND TO S. 77(a) OF THE HEALTH
PROFESSIONS ACT

DECISION OF THE HEARING TRIBUNAL

INTRODUCTION

A hearing was held virtually on November 3, 2022 concerning allegations of unprofessional
conduct against [SC] (the “Member”), a regulated member of the Alberta College of Social
Workers (“ACSW*). The hearing occurred by consent via a virtual WebEXx platform through
the Edmonton office of Parlee McLaws.

This decision sets out the findings, reasons and penalty orders of the Hearing Tribunal
concerning the hearing.

The Hearing Tribunal was assisted by Blair E. Maxston, K.C. as independent legal counsel
in the drafting of this decision.

THE HEARING GENERALLY

The November 3, 2022 virtual hearing was held pursuant to the Health Professions Act,
R.S.A. 2000, c.H-7 as amended (the “Act”).

The members of the Hearing Tribunal were:

Pat Matusko (Chairperson, Public Member)
Stanley Haroun (RSW)

James Lees, Public Member

Tammy Lautner (RSW)



Also present at the hearing were Karen Smith K.C. (legal counsel for the ACSW Complaints
Director) and Ms. Sheryl Pearson (ACSW Complaints Director).

The Member was present at the hearing.
The hearing was a public hearing pursuant to s. 78 of the Act.

The allegations were set out in a Notice of Hearing dated September 14, 2022 (the “Notice
of Hearing”). The allegations in the Notice of Hearing arise from the Member’'s Facebook
postings regarding EM (a former client) and are as follows:

1. That you did on December 22, 2020 share a post on your personal Facebook
page about EM (a former client’s husband). The post shared was an original post
about EM on a site entitled “CREEPLIST.CA” from December 18, 2020.

2. By sharing this post on your personal Facebook page, you caused a breach of
privacy for EM and/or created safety concerns for EM and/or potentially impacted
a Court Order forbidding the publication of information about the children of EM.

3. By sharing this post on your personal Facebook page, you reduced the public
trust in social work and social workers by identifying with an organization that
promotes vigilantism and endorses “killing pedophiles.”

Such conduct contravenes ss. D.5(a), E.1(b)(iv), and G.1(b) of the Standards of Practice 2019,
Value 5 of the Code of Ethics 2005 and constitutes unprofessional conduct pursuant to s. 1(1)
(pp) (i) (ii) and (xii) of the Health Professions Act.

10.

(the “Allegations”)

Pursuant to s. 70(1) of the Act, the Member provided a written admission of unprofessional
conduct to the Hearing Tribunal dated November 3, 2022 stating that the Member admitted
that the Allegations constituted unprofessional conduct.

The following documents were entered as Exhibits at the Hearing with the consent of both
parties:

Exhibit 1: Notice to Attend.

Exhibit 2: Notice of Hearing.

Exhibit 3: Statutory Declaration of Service.

Exhibit 4: Admission of Unprofessional Conduct (the “Admission”)
Exhibit 5: Consent Order (the “Consent Order”).

Since the hearing proceeded as a consent hearing, the Hearing Tribunal heard from no
witnesses at the hearing.



11.

12.

THE HEARING AND THE CONSENT ORDER

The Consent Order contained agreed upon “Agreed Statement of Facts”, “Agreed
Findings”, “Acknowledgment of Responsibility” and “No Right to Appeal” sections.

The Consent Order also contained a “Orders as to Sanctions” section.

A. Agreed Statement of Facts

13. The facts in this matter are not in dispute and are described in the Agreed Statement of Facts

as follows:

1. On December 22, 2020, Ms. [SC] shared a post on her personal Facebook page
about EM (a former client). The post shared was an original post of December 18, 2020
posting about EM on a site entitled “CREEPLIST.CA”.

2. By sharing this post on Ms. [SC]'s personal Facebook page, she caused a breach
of privacy for EM and/or created safety concerns for EM and/or potentially impacted a
Court Order forbidding the publication of information about the children of EM.

3. By sharing this post on her personal Facebook page she reduced the public trust

in social work and social workers by identifying with an organization that promotes
vigilantism and endorses “killing pedophiles.”

B. Acknowledgment of Responsibility and Unprofessional Conduct

14. It was acknowledged by the Member and the ACSW Complaints Director that the Member’s

conduct as described in the Agreed Statement of Facts constitutes unprofessional conduct.

C. No Right to Appeal

15. The ACSW and the Member agreed that there shall be no appeal from the Consent Order

Iv.

16.

17.

notwithstanding s. 87 of the Act.

REASONS FOR DECISION: THE ALLEGATIONS

A. Generally

The ACSW is a self-governing professional body established under the Act and is
responsible for regulation of the Social Work profession in the public interest. This includes
ensuring that all ACSW regulated members practice their profession in a manner that
protects the public from unsafe, incompetent or unethical acts.

The Hearing Tribunal sees protection of the public as the primary consideration in this
matter.



18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

After carefully considering all of the information and evidence presented during the Hearing,
the Hearing Tribunal accepts all of the admissions of unprofessional conduct by the
Member.

The factual basis for the three Allegations was proven as the result of uncontradicted
evidence presented to the Hearing Tribunal. Bearing in mind the Admission of
Unprofessional Conduct signed by the Member, the Hearing Tribunal also concluded that
the proven actions of the Member constituted unprofessional conduct as they were a clear
breach of the Member’s ethical and professional obligations.

B. Allegation 1: Analysis

There was compelling evidence submitted to the Hearing Tribunal to establish a social
media post dated December 22, 2020 was placed by the Member on the web-site Canada
Creep List. The post states the site “is a closed group dedicated to identifying and exposing
Child Predator Monsters”. At the time of the post, the site states a membership of 42,900
plus members. The site also offers merchandise for sale with graphic images stating “shoot
your local Pedophile” The post clearly displays a picture of EM, noting his age and home
address. This post was shared on the Member’s Facebook page on December 22, 2020. In
her post, the Member’s profile, shows her picture and identifies her educational background
as “ studied Diploma in Social Work at [Name of College Intentionally Deleted] College.”

Based on this evidence, the Hearing Tribunal finds this Allegation factually proven and that
this allegation constitutes unprofessional conduct.

C. Allegation 2: Analysis

By sharing the post on her personal Facebook page, the Member caused a breach of
privacy for EM, created safety concerns for EM and/or potentially impacted a Court Order
forbidding the publication of information about the children of EM.

The Hearing Tribunal finds that this allegation has been factually proven. Among other
things, by sharing both his picture, age and home address, the Member has clearly exposed
EM, and his family to potential harm. In addition EM’s privacy has been breached.

Based on this evidence, the Hearing Tribunal finds this Allegation factually proven and that
this allegation constitutes unprofessional conduct.

D. Allegation 3: Analysis

By sharing the post on her personal Facebook page, the Member reduced the public trust
in social work and social workers by identifying with an organization that promotes
vigilantism and endorses “killing pedophiles.”

The screen shots submitted in evidence clearly identify the Member by her picture and her
profile. She also named the school from which she obtained her Diploma in Social Work.



27.

28.

29.

30.

By sharing a link to a website of an organization that promotes vigilantism and sells
merchandise displaying a pictorial image of a person kneeing with hands behind their back
and being shoot in the back of the head, the Member has participated in behaviour
unacceptable to the profession of Social Work and inconsistent with her status as a
healthcare professional. Her conduct not only denigrates herself, a member of that
profession, but also other members of the Social Work profession. Such behaviour will most
surely reduce the public trust in the profession, most especially the trust of the most
vulnerable.

Based on this evidence, the Hearing Tribunal finds this Allegation factually proven and that
this allegation constitutes unprofessional conduct.

REASONS FOR DECISION: SANCTIONS

A.

The Joint Sanctions Proposal

As part of the Consent Order, the parties also presented an Orders as to Sanctions (the
“Sanction Orders”) recommendation as follows:

1.

2.

A Reprimand shall be issued as against Ms. [SC].

Ms. [SC] shall be required to work under supervision for a period of two (2) years
within her employment. This includes but extends the Supervision ordered by the
Hearing Tribunal on June 17, 2020. This supervision must be approved by the
ACSW and there shall be reporting to the ACSW as required.

Ms. [SC] shall undertake ten (10) consultations over two (2) years from the date of
this order with a senior RSW practitioner approved by the ACSW Complaints
Director (there is an approved list that will be provided to Ms. [SC]). The cost of
these consultations shall be the responsibility of Ms. [SC]. There shall be reporting
from the RSW consultant to the ACSW as required.

Ms. [SC] shall pay costs in the sum of FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($500.00) within
two (2) year of the date of this Order.

The Complaints Director shall maintain the discretion to suspend Ms. [SC]'s permit
to practice pending a Hearing or subsequently request the Registration Committee
to refuse any application for reinstatement or registration if in his/her sole
discretion, concludes that Ms. [SC] has breached this Order.

There shall be publication of this Consent Order on a “no names” basis on the
ACSW website.

After considering submissions from the parties, the Hearing Tribunal confirmed that it was
accepting the Sanction Orders but with reservations as described below.
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32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

B. The Sanction Orders and the Public Interest Test

The Hearing Tribunal acknowledges the significant efforts of the parties in preparing the
Consent Order and the Sanction Orders. The Hearing Tribunal is also aware of the well-
established legal principles indicating that deference should be shown to joint
submissions on penalties as they promote certainty for both the member and the
regulatory body, reduce the time and cost associated with contested hearings and are the
result of careful negotiation.

Although the Hearing Tribunal retains ultimate discretion in terms of making penalty
orders, it is aware of the legal principles which establish that a decision-maker (such as
this Hearing Tribunal) should not depart from a joint submission on sanction unless the
joint submission is unfit, unreasonable or contrary to the public interest.

For the reasons discussed during the hearing and as set out in this decision, the Hearing
Tribunal found that the public interest test for accepting the Sanction Orders was met.
Having said that, and as reflected in the discussions at the November 3, 2022 hearing, the
Hearing Tribunal has significant concerns about the Member's recognition of the
seriousness of her unprofessional conduct and about her apparent lack of understanding
of the role of the College as her regulatory body.

The Hearing Tribunal came very close to modifying the joint penalty proposal and imposing
more severe penalties. However, the Hearing Tribunal understands the very high test for
interfering with a carefully negotiated joint penalty proposal and, with a level of reluctance,
decided to accept the penalty orders that have been proposed.

More particularly, the Hearing Tribunal’'s concerns arise from a failure to comply with prior
discipline orders and a pattern of serious unprofessional conduct. The Hearing Tribunal
is very concerned that the Member may not understand or fully appreciate the seriousness
of her actions and is very concerned that Member is ungovernable.

Given that the Member did not have legal representation and to ensure that the Member
had a complete and detailed understanding of the agreed-on Sanction Orders, their
application and compliance with them, a fulsome discussion of the sanctions was
undertaken by the Hearing Tribunal with the parties. This discussion revolved around
following:

* The status of penalty orders imposed by a previous hearing for unprofessional
conduct in June 17, 2020.

* The current Agreed Sanction 2 which requires the Member to work under
supervision for a period of two (2) years within her employment. This sanction
includes but also extends the supervision ordered by the Hearing Tribunal on
June 17, 2020.

» The current Agreed Sanction 3, which requires the Member to undertake ten (10)
consultations over two (2) years from the date of this order, with a senior
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38.

39.

40.

practitioner approved by the ACSW Complaints Director. The costs of these
consultations shall be the responsibility of the Member.

Of particular concern to the Tribunal, was the implementation, process and follow-up, by
the ACSW Complaints Director of the supervision and consultation required in Agreed
Sanction 2 and 3. The ACSW Complaints Director provided a detailed description of how
these would be applied. Given the detailed and lengthy discussion of these matters, the
Hearing Tribunal advised the Member that the penalty orders negotiated by her, and the
Complaints Director would be accepted by the Hearing Tribunal. The Hearing Tribunal
expects full enforcement of and compliance with the penalty orders.

The Hearing Tribunal wished to be certain that the Sanctions would protect the public and
restore the public confidence in the profession, while at the same time, would deter the
Member specifically and would deter all members of the profession from this type of
conduct. At the same time, the Hearing Tribunal wished to be fair to the Member and allow
for appropriate and effective remediation. While the Hearing Tribunal seriously considered
amending the agreed Sanction Orders, it acknowledged the efforts of the parties to reach
a joint penalty proposal.

Ultimately, the Hearing Tribunal concluded that the sanctions set out in this decision are
fair, reasonable and appropriate and reflect the seriousness of the Member’s conduct as
well as her acceptance of responsibility for those actions. They also reflect her efforts in
resolving these matters by way of a consent hearing.

In summary, the Hearing Tribunal makes the following orders in accordance with s. 82 of
the Act:

1. A Reprimand shall be issued as against Ms. [SC].

2. Ms. [SC] shall be required to work under supervision for a period of two (2) years
within her employment. This includes but extends the Supervision ordered by the
Hearing Tribunal on June 17, 2020. This supervision must be approved by the
ACSW and there shall be reporting to the ACSW as required.

3. Ms. [SC] shall undertake ten (10) consultations over two (2) years from the date of
this order with a senior RSW practitioner approved by the ACSW Complaints
Director (there is an approved list that will be provided to Ms. [SC]). The cost of
these consultations shall be the responsibility of Ms. [SC]. There shall be reporting
from the RSW consultant to the ACSW as required.

4, Ms. [SC] shall pay costs in the sum of FIVE HUNDRED DOLLARS ($500.00) within
two (2) year of the date of this Order.

5. The Complaints Director shall maintain the discretion to suspend Ms. [SC]'s permit
to practice pending a Hearing or subsequently request the Registration Committee
to refuse any application for reinstatement or registration if in his/her sole
discretion, concludes that Ms. [SC] has breached this Order.



6. There shall be publication of this Consent Order on a “no names” basis on the
ACSW website.

Dated this 13" day of February 2023

Pat Matusko
Chair on behalf of the Hearing Tribunal



