








































































 From: Larry de Quay  

Sent: Monday, October 23, 2023 3:36 PM 

To: lboc <lboc@stpl.us> 

Cc:  

 

Subject: [External] LBOC Resolutions to be Voted on at 23 October 2023 LBOC Meeting 

 To Whom It May Concern: 

I believe there is a typographical error on the resolution titled "Extension of time to allow for procedural 

due process of undecided Statements of Concern,"  on pp. 83 of 117 of the LBOC 'Board Packet' for the 

subject meeting.  The sentence immediately prior to the signature line of the Board President states 

'23rd DAY OF JUNE 2023' as the date of adoption, when I believe it should state '23rd DAY OF OCTOBER 

2023.' 

I am very grateful to the members of the LBOC for preparing both resolutions shown on pp. 82 and 83 

of 117 in the LBOC 'Board Packet.'  Thank you so very much for doing this! 

I also wish to state my strong support for voting 'YEA' for both of these proposed resolutions! 

My reasons are as follows: 

1. Voting 'YEA' brings the procedures and processes of the St. Tammany Parish Library back into 

conformance with the First  and Fourteenth Amendments of the U.S. Constitution; protecting the rights 

of all patrons as prescribed under these amendments.  I resubmit a document that I previously 

submitted to the LBOC, attached, to provide (or reiterate) further details to explain why I believe this is 

so. 

2.  Given the number of challenged books and the fact that any one person who is a citizen of St. 

Tammany Parish has the (virtually unbridled) power to challenge any book (literary work), regardless of 

the reasoning behind this person's actions and regardless if these actions violate Constitutional rights of 

other citizens; there is a clear need for reasonable time limits to be established for reviews and 

dispositioning of the challenged books.  As things stand now without passage of the proposed 

resolutions, there are no established time limits and the net result would likely be denial of access to 

literary works for multiple years, possibly spanning a person's childhood or important formative years. 

I regret that I will not be able to attend the subject meeting and trust that this e-mail will convey my 

views sufficiently for due consideration. 

Thank you. 

Laurence de Quay, Ph.D., P.E. 

Slidell Resident 

P.S. - I also attached a recent article from 'Church and State,' a monthly magazine published by 

Americans United.  I hope you find encouragement reading it.  I hope you also find further validation 

that you're taking the correct actions with the proposed resolutions that will hopefully be approved at 

tonight's meeting. 



Statement of Laurence de Quay, Ph.D., P.E.; resident of Slidell, LA dated 30 August 2023. 
 
The language in certain sections of Act No. 436 is problematic at best.  This language leaves wide-
open opportunities for those in authority, e.g. the Parish Council, to violate the First Amendment 
under the guise of ‘protecting children.’  This language also places an excessive burden on others; 
e.g. the Library Board of Control, librarians, and parish citizens; to expend resources, generally at 
the added expense of taxpayers, to assure First Amendment violations do not occur. 
 
This problematic language includes: 

1. The definition of ‘sexually explicit material’ as textual, visual, or audio material, produced in 
any medium that depicts or describes sexual conduct. 

2. The phrase ‘community standards for the population served by the library’ being undefined 
and left open to widely varying interpretations of what this phrase means, how it is 
determined or measured, and who makes these determinations and measurements. 

3. The mandate for the library board of control to make a determination of library material 
content as to whether or not it contains ‘sexually explicit material’ as defined above. 

 
Why is this language problematic?  The following excerpts from an American Civil Liberties Union 
(ACLU) open letter dated 23 March 2023 are quoted below with my added commentary in red font” 
to explain. 
 
“Even when a policy restricts access to library books without banning them outright, such as by 
removing certain titles from the children’s section and restricting them to the adult section, it can 
violate the First Amendment. When a library reshelves a children’s book into the adult section, it 
creates significant burdens on readers’ ability to access that book—children and parents searching 
for the book in the children’s section may never find it, children simply browsing for books that 
spark their interest will never come across it, and other patrons may avoid checking the book out of 
the library because the book’s relocation “attaches an unconstitutional stigma” to it. Id. at 550 
(citing Denver Area Educ. Telecomm. Consortium, Inc. v. FCC, 518 U.S. 727 (1996)).  
 
To the extent that removals, reclassifications, or other restrictions are based on the content or 

viewpoint expressed in the material, the action is even more likely to violate the Constitution. “Even 

where a regulation does not silence speech altogether, the Supreme Court has given ‘the most 

exacting scrutiny to regulations that suppress, disadvantage, or impose differential burdens upon 

speech because of its content.’” Id. at 549–50 (quoting Turner Broadcasting, Inc. v. FCC, 512 U.S. 

622, 641 (1994)).” 

The current situation has over 150 works of literature kept behind the library main desk where all 

patrons are required to request each of these while library board of control (LBOC) reviews are 

pending.  Given the pace of LBOC reviews to date, many of these works will remain restricted for 

years.  Per the two paragraphs above, an unconstitutional stigma has been attached to each of 

these works and the act of restricting access is likely to be a violation of the Constitution. 

Additionally, the requirement to make a determination and publically state that a literary work 

contains ‘sexually explicit material’ will likely lead many or most citizens of our parish to falsely 



believe that this work contains pornography or other material that can or will be harmful to 

children.  This is a violation of the Constitution per the excerpts above. 

“The First Amendment’s protections apply with immense force in both school libraries and public 
libraries. “The principles set forth in Pico —a school library case—have even greater force when 
applied to public libraries.” Sund, 121 F. Supp. 2d at 548. Local governments “cannot limit access to 
library materials solely on the basis of the content of those materials, unless the [government] can 
demonstrate that the restriction is necessary to achieve a compelling government interest and 
there are no less restrictive alternatives for achieving that interest.” Id.” 
 

There is no apparent compelling government interest that is protected by forcing a public disclosure 

that a literary work contains ‘sexually explicit material’ as defined in ACT No. 436, if this work does 

not contain pornography and if this work presents this material in a way that is harmless or 

beneficial to children or expands scientific knowledge and understanding of the reader/viewer.  This 

forced disclosure will lead many or most citizens to falsely conclude that a work is harmful to 

children, when it is not.  There are clearly alternatives that can be applied to protect children from 

material that is harmful to them and that are far less restrictive than putting books behind the 

library desk and declaring that a book contains ‘sexually explicit materials.’ 

“Courts have consistently ruled that censoring books because they express support or tolerance for 
lesbian, gay, bisexual, and transgender people is a form of viewpoint-based discrimination that 
violates the First and Fourteenth Amendments.  

• Censorship of LGBTQ-supportive websites in school library violated the First Amendment. 
Parents, Fams., & Friends of Lesbians & Gays, Inc. v. Camdenton R-III Sch. Dist., 853 F. Supp. 
2d 888, 897 (W.D. Mo. 2012).  

• Districts cannot allow members of the public to demand refusal of children’s library books 
with LGBTQ+ content. Sund v. City of Wichita Falls, Tex., 121 F. Supp. 2d 530, 532 (N.D. Tex. 
2000).  

• Removal of book depicting romance between two women from school libraries violated 
First Amendment. Case v. Unified Sch. Dist. No. 233, 908 F. Supp. 864, 875 (D. Kan. 1995).  

• Local school boards may not remove books from school library shelves simply because they 
dislike the ideas contained in those books. Bd. of Educ., Island Trees Union Free Sch. Dist. 
No. 26 v. Pico, 457 U.S. 853, 872 (1982) (plurality). “ 

 
“The government cannot selectively target LGBTQ+ books for removal without violating the First 
Amendment and the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment, both of which 
supersede conflicting state laws. “[L]ocal school boards may not remove books from school library 
shelves simply because they dislike the ideas contained in those books.” Pico, 457 U.S. at 867, 872 
(1982). Suppressing speech based on its perceived opinions—i.e., viewpoint-based discrimination—
is “an egregious form of content discrimination” that clearly violates the First Amendment. 
Rosenberger, 515 U.S. at 829.“ 
 
A large portion of the literary works, if not the majority of them, that have been placed under 
restricted access and are pending LBOC reviews are LBGTQ+ books.  Many or most of these books 
do not contain any ‘sexually explicit material’ even under the broad definition given in ACT No. 436.  



The state and parish governments are indirectly targeting LBGTQ+ books by their support and 
promotion of organizations and people who have moral and religious objections to LBGTQ+ people 
or their lifestyles; encouraging/telling them to actively seek out books that they deem to be 
offensive or harmful and essentially giving them unbridled power to effectively deny First 
Amendment rights to people who do not hold the same moral and religious views. 
 
“Notably, if all books in a public or school library were removed or restricted based on the 
expansive definition of “sexually explicit material” included in the recently filed Senate Bill 7 and 
House Bill 102 (and now in ACT No. 436), it would require the restriction of the Bible, many plays by 
William Shakespeare and others from antiquity, and novels like the Fountainhead. S.B. 7, 2023 Leg., 
Reg. Sess. (La. 2023); H.B. 102, 2023 Leg. Reg. Sess. (La. 2023). To focus primarily on LGBTQ+ books, 
and not include books which feature similarly explicit references to heterosexual acts or 
relationships is discriminatory. See Obergefell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. 644, 666, 135 S. Ct. 2584, 2599 
(2015) (homosexual relationships are entitled to the same dignity and respect as heterosexual 
relationships).” 
 
Don’t be surprised if parish citizens start filing complaints about Bibles and books authored by right-
wing zealots and political leaders.  Don’t be surprised if huge numbers of literary works, including 
the classics, excellent children’s literature, biographies, and political commentary, are restricted.  I 
can easily envision an ‘arms race’ (or race to the bottom) where huge numbers of literary works are 
not on the shelves readily accessible to the public. 
 
“In addition to the First Amendment, a library policy or local ordinance seeking to limit or regulate 

speech must also comport with the Due Process Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment. Specifically, 

vagueness in a policy’s definitions, scope, and criteria for enforcement will offend constitutional 

due process guarantees. Any policy or statute that dictates actions “in terms so vague that [people] 

of common intelligence must necessarily guess at its meaning and differ as to its application” will 

violate the Fourteenth Amendment’s guarantee of due process of law. Cramp v. Bd. of Pub. 

Instruction of Orange Cnty., Fla., 368 U.S. 278, 287 (1961) (quoting Connally v. Gen. Const. Co., 269 

U.S. 385, 391 (1926)). Vagueness in law and policy runs counter to due process principles because it 

invites arbitrary, discriminatory, and disparate enforcement. Keyishian v. Bd. of Regents of Univ. of 

State of N. Y., 385 U.S. 589, 604 (1967) (internal citation omitted); see also Cramp, 368 U.S. at 279; 

Sund, 121 F. Supp. 2d at 553. And when the policy or statute at issue could inhibit fundamental 

constitutional rights, such as free speech, a policy or statute will be subject to even stricter 

standards of vagueness. Id. at 281.” 

Again, the expansive definition of ‘sexually explicit materials’ now contained in ACT No. 436 could 

readily be interpreted to cover science textbooks describing and illustrating reproductive physiology 

and processes in animals (both human and non-human) in addition to all or nearly all translations of 

the Bible and other classic literary works mentioned above.  Also, the vague and undefined phrase, 

‘community standards for the population served by the library,’ and the requirement to consider 

this in all LBOC reviews related to minors having access, is a Fourteenth Amendment violation per 

the excerpt in the above paragraph. 

 







From: Sonnet Ireland  

Sent: Monday, October 23, 2023 4:51:44 PM 

To: lboc <lboc@stpl.us> 

Subject: [External] Agenda Item 3H Resolution to rescind December 13th, 2022 Resolution 

Dear LBOC, 

I greatly support you deciding to rescind the resolution passed on December 13th, 2022.  As you are 

aware, Act 436 does not require this, and this action has not placated any of the people filing 

complaints against books in the library.  Aside from the extra cost and the extra strain on staff, it 

has not helped the matter at all.  If the resolution is not rescinded, I suspect the Library will see an 

increase in book complaints from people who are actually against censorship in a misguided 

attempt to "break" the system that currently sees over a hundred books kept behind the circulation 

desk.  By rescinding this resolution, you are showing that the Library will not give in to bad faith 

actors who do not have legitimate and personal concerns about a title.  The reconsideration process 

was never meant to be used as a weapon, as we are seeing now.  It was meant to be used by 

thoughtful residents with legitimate concerns about a title who wanted to talk with someone about 

their concerns.  I encourage you to rectify that mistake made in December.  While you made this 

resolution in good faith, you were unfortunately extending a hand to people who are not seeking a 

compromise or a positive solution. 

Thank you, 

Sonnet Ireland 

(Slidell, La) 

 




