CSCC

Minutes of October 13, 2010
Attendance:
Present: Paul D’Angelo, Dan Frieri, Lindsay Gagliano, Leona Harris (for Mark Woodford on sabbatical), Wayne Heisler, Jillian Irizarry, Jennifer Kass, Magda Manetas, Marc Meola, Jim Norfleet, Manish Paliwal, Sean Parsons, Janice Vermeychuk, Carol Wells.  
 Excused: Diane Gruenberg, Gregory Pogue
Minutes from September 22, 2010 reviewed and approved.  

1. Tom Mahoney was present to discuss questions relating to the Facilities Use Policy.  Section II of the policy was copied and distributed to the members as well as the minutes which included questions regarding the policy.  The attached table represents the Question and Answer Session.  The discussion column provides comments and suggestions.

2. The status of the Student Travel policy was discussed. Tom Mahoney stated that the policy remains pending review in the general counsel office.
3. Calendar Set:  Meeting Location to be announced:
	October 27

	November 10

	December 8


Respectively submitted by 

Carol J. Wells
	Question
	Response
	Discussion/Comments

	Context of the policy; Why is the policy being drafted?


	The policy was drafted to replace several existing Facilities Use Policies (none of which have gone through the governance process).   The existing policies may be interpreted as preventing the right of free speech on the campus.  The revision was an attempt at correcting the inadequacies, creating a balance between the College’s mission and the constitutional rights of citizens to use public property and to insure that TCNJ is not at risk of being held liable for preventing these constitutional rights.   Once this new version is approved the existing policy will be replaced with this one.
	Manish felt that it would have been helpful to have the old policy to compare with the revised policy.

	What is the hierarchy of this policy as it compares with other established college policies?  
	Regarding the use of facilities the “Facilities Use Policy” should supersede any other policy in place.  However Tom was not sure how many policies would be affected.
	

	Why is it named “Facilities Use Policy?”  Why not “Free Speech Policy” instead?
	It is called the Facilities Use Policy because that it what it represents – using the campus facilities.  Studies indicate people do not like policies entitled “Free Speech”.


	Paul stated he felt it should be named Free Speech Policy.  Carol thought that was appropriate and also stated that naming it a “Facilities Use Policy” is confusing since we do have a Facilities building/department on campus. 

 SUGGESTION: Perhaps a “Campus Use Policy” would be a less confusing name for the policy.

	What is real property and how does it relate to the campus?
	Real property is a legal definition that defines property that belongs to the College as opposed to personal property that belongs to a person.  Real property in this context is the entire campus.
	

	Clarification of property types (public, limited use, non-public).

If the entire campus is real property, what do the other areas such as Public Use, Limited Use, Non Public Use mean?  


	Public Use – open to all; Limited Use – have a clear purpose; Non Public – office invite.

These areas are defined in the policy to create the balance between the mission of the college and the right to free speech on the campus or public land.   These areas as depicted on the “map” would have different restrictions as they related to the college mission.  For example:  A classroom public area would be used for educational purposes first and foremost than for example the lawn area near the sundial.


	Marc asked for clarification in this area.

	Explain the difference between college user and non college user?
	It was agreed that the college user is self explanatory.  The non-college user needs to identify themselves to the Campus Police as to where they are going on the campus.


	· How does the public know they need to go to Campus Police?  

· What do they need to bring with them when they go to Campus Police?  

· What is the enforcement as it relates to non-college users? 

·  What will Campus Police ask the non-college user?

·  The lack of defined policy here as it relates to the Campus Police response/action creates an uneasy feeling for most of the group that bias will occur.

·  SUGGESTION:  Perhaps a clear SOP (Standard Operating Procedure) needs to be developed and referenced in this policy. 

·  Training regarding the SOP is strongly advised by the group. 

	Question
	Response
	Discussion/Comments

	Clarification of the Administrator role.
	The Administrator is determined by the President.  No criteria are in place and there is no term; it is at the Presidents will.  This is not a new job opportunity; the person would be internal.  

Tom stated that Campus Police could not be the Administrator since they must be the enforcer.
	Carol inquired about the criteria used to install the Administrator.  James stated that he thought it might be the Vice Provost [Mark Kiselica); but that is not confirmed. Manish asked whether this would be a new position. Wayne also asked questions regarding where the Administrator would be coming from. Wayne did not state where the individual should come from.  

The emphasis was that the Administrator has such a large role perhaps another process should be in place as to how the Administrator is determined.

SUGGESTION:  Perhaps the committee should make a recommendation as to where (dept.) the Administration should come from.  



	Questions regarding the RPUC.  


	The RPUC will be in charge of making the map to define the property areas.  


	

	Clarification on Noise, Sound, Dissemination, Time.

Magda stated that residence halls not noted here. Why?


	Tom agreed that although the policy does not cover any or all circumstances that it comes as close as possible.

James Norfleet spoke regarding this and other issues highlighting the fact that there will be concerns both with this group and others on campus regarding the role and enforcement of Campus Police.  Perhaps a committee like the PSAC (Police Safety Advisory Committee) could be established to address these concerns. 
	· What is too much noise?  

· What are normal hours?

· Who determines what is disseminated?

· How is it enforced? 

· What procedure is in place for enforcement?  

· Will it be equally enforced regardless of material being presented? 

· The lack of defined policy here as it relates to the Campus Police response/action creates an uneasy feeling for most of the group that bias will occur.

·  SUGGESTION:  Perhaps a clear SOP (Standard Operating Procedure) needs to be developed and referenced in this policy. 

·  Training regarding the SOP is strongly advised by the group. 



	Question
	Response
	Discussion/Comments

	Clarification on how appeals are handled?

Who decides; how many members of appellate board?
	The appeal is handled by someone other than the person making the decision.  For example:  If Tim Asher has denied access to a group in the student center and the group appeals the Administrator would then be tasked with the appeal.

If the Administrator has denied access then the President would appoint an Ad Hoc appointee to review the appeal.

One individual is needed to make a quick decision.  James Norfleet interjected that Student Affairs has one person that is making the decision and that works out okay.  He also stated perhaps having a PSAC style board to review the decision made would be a checks and balance approach.

Tom Mahoney stated many appeals processes on campus are only one person.


	The group stressed that the appeal process should have more than one individual.  Carol felt the appeals process should be similar to the parking ticket appeals process which is an assembled board meeting once a month.

Wayne stated that AD HOC appointment is in contrast with the current practice and mission of the college.  

	Free speech is placed too much in the background of this policy.
	Tom Mahoney pointed to the introduction and purpose of the policy as providing enough information regarding the college’s goal of providing a public platform for free speech as well as achieving its core mission of education.
	Wayne did not feel that the free speech is as protected as it should be within the framework of the policy.  Citing areas of generalization and restrictions, it seemed as though free speech was being drowned out and lost its forefront position in the policy.  More needed to be done other than the introduction to address this concern.  


RPUC – provides the map/plans





 Administrator (appointed by President)
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