
Open Forum on OU Policies, Sept. 19th Event Notes: 
● Director of CLJC: Introduced self, CLJC, partnership with SLJC esp. On 

theme of Critical Resistance to Authoritarian Rule. SLJC initiated the forum 
as a student centered space to bring about dialogue on the new policies at 
OU. Obviously these policies are relevant to current events across the 
country and efforts made by various universities to address controversial 
events by implementing free speech zones, restricting student free speech, 
etc. Important to have these conversations and work together on these issues 
and development of policies like the ones currently in place at OU. Policies 
put into place in August and announced September 8 without consultation 
from students or faculty. The administration extended the feedback deadline 
to October 20 and issued a statement encouraging comments from the 
students and university community. Hopefully this forum will be part of a 
broader conversation across campus. 

● Moderator laid out agenda and how the forum will operate in terms of 
discussion, end of the week goal of a compiled report 

● Specific concern on justification given on the September 12 statement: 
Judge ruled after the arrest of Baker 70 that the university policies were 
inconsistent, and that’s given as a reason for the new policy. Ruled 
inconsistent because of 2014 protest when University cooperated with the 
protesters and interacted with the students. This could be resolved through 
the University consistently working with and cooperating with protesters.  

● Suggestion of mediators present between the University and protesters. 
Suggestion of mediators being people who can change policy, including the 
president. For spur of the moment protests, is it reasonable to expect the 
president, vp, or mediator to immediately be available and present. 
Conversely, with a University this size, should there be someone on call for 
situations like student protests or conflict?  

● Policy says you must have a permit but it’s also not necessary if the protest 
is nonviolent.  

● Concern that during the Baker incident, there was no person in contact with 
the students, and therefore no administrator or University person hearing and 
empathizing with the students. Not sure if de-escalation teams or mediators 



is what students want, more of a high-ranking administrator to communicate 
with students.  

● One student suggested throwing out the policy entirely instead of attempting 
reform. 

● To what degree should police be involved with student protests, if at all? 
Some suggested officers should not be present unless the situation is violent. 
Another said that calling in state police was very unnecessary. Another said 
that police should not be involved unless the law is being broken, however if 
the University clearly communicated with students productively and 
proactively, it will likely not escalate to that point. Another said police 
presence could be a deterrent to vandalism/law-breaking. Another said 
police presence and the large number of police escalated the situation. 
Another said having a policy is hard unless you wait until violence, because 
otherwise it is not clear when police should show up and leaves that decision 
up to police discretion. Another argued for police presence to not be on 
campus at all due to the history of violence by police onto students. 
Suggested mediators instead of police to prevent escalating situations.  

● One person wanted the policy to be more specific instead of leaving it up to 
the discretion of various enforcers (administration, police, etc.)  

● There is no current outline of consequences in the policy for transgressions. 
Important to have the University make that clearly communicated. 

● How do we as community members and students feel about the vagueness of 
the policy given that it is currently in effect? One person is concerned by the 
open-ended language of the policy. Another mentioned that the University 
can provide any reason for shutting down a protest. Another asked if other 
events going on at Baker could be shut down for “blocking exits”.  

● One student tried to reserve a public/outdoor space and was told he could 
not. He questioned: “What do we do when the policies are not being 
enforced as written?” A student responded that the policy is not being 
enforced as written because of how vague the policy is because it uses words 
like “reasonable” which is not clearly defined. Another responded that 
because of the ambiguity of the police, it gives University administrators 



discretionary power, something that these administrators have demonstrated 
as not being able to handle well (Baker 70 arrests). 

● Distinction between university business disruption and student right to 
instruction. Which should be the focus? One responder said he would hate to 
see students lose out on education because of a protest. Brought up how the 
point of a protest is to raise awareness of the issue and that the policy takes 
that away. Another person brought up the hypothetical situation of a protest 
going on in the way of a class that spontaneously wants to hold class outside. 
Who has priority? Landon Lama responded that whoever had the space 
reserved has the ultimate right to be there. Another person responded that the 
policy needs to start with a redefinition of values, putting students’ 
wellbeing and rights at the forefront. One person mentioned that the 
university’s values are in line with protest and that this policy places an 
undue burden on students. Another disagreed saying that the University has 
simply fumbled the handling of this policy and did not and does not attempt 
to violate the rights of its students. Another person agreed with this 
assessment, adding that the University should use its values when creating 
policy. Another student added that on a program that ranks how college 
policies affect their students rights, OU was yellow and will probably move 
to a negative red: Foundation for Individual Rights and Education. 

● Ideas on room reservation: One person said they do not disagree with having 
an organizational framework to protesting, but he questioned at what level 
can a space be reserved. His concern was with transparency over 
implementation, which already has issues as mentioned by the above 
speaker. Another student says what is the point of civil disobedience if you 
have to reserve a room? She disagreed with any form of organization. One 
person said they didn’t understand how the University could limit the First 
Amendment rights of its students. Another student agreed, arguing that the 
University is doing this to control how the University is perceived in public 
by limiting its students’ rights. Another student agreed that protesting is 
incompatible with reserving rooms, saying that a lot of the spaces used for 
reservation are not places you would use to protest. They said that the 
University is targeting people who would protest the University’s policies 



and brought up whether the policy is about the business interests/economics 
of the University. 

● One student believes this policy will be used against marginalized groups, 
regardless of how the policy is intended. Brought up the Escobedo protests 
and how the University seemed more concerned with its reputation than how 
students felt unsafe.  

● Another student brought up that there is a difference between protest and 
civil disobedience, and that the University is not wrong in trying to inhibit 
civil disobedience because it is illegal, but they are wrong if they are trying 
to inhibit protest that is not civil disobedience.  

● Another person said that the policy is not focusing on what is said but more 
on the hows and wheres of a protest. Wanted to clarify a line between the 
two. Another person disagreed because if they don’t have a place to speak 
then their speech is being squashed. Another person added that the policy 
could allow smaller and smaller spaces. Saying that if the policy was truly 
about free speech it would promise to do the most to keep students safe 
while they’re exercising their rights.  

● One person says that what they think the policy is trying to do is make sure 
everyone, including conservatives, have a safe place to speak. Another 
added to this that they felt the University was trying to prevent Milo 

Yiannopoulos from visiting, and was concerned with the suppression of 
specific groups. In response to this, another student suggested making sure 
the reservation process was blind, and also lenient. Argued that the idea that 
conservative voices are being suppressed is not true given that 70 liberal 
protesters were arrested.  

● One person suggested having a forum like this including police officers of 
Athens to try to reach more understanding between students and police. 
Someone said that the Joint Police Advisory Council is hosting Barbeque on 
the Bricks to allow for interactions between city and university police and 
community members. 

● President of Student Senate also mentioned that to reserve a space on 
campus in Baker requires the filling out of a form that asks what 



organization you are with that has the authority to book a space. OR an 
external party can book a room for a fee ($100). 

● Descutner: Thanked the group for having him and encouraged more 
comments and feedback from students. Appreciated the seriousness given by 
students. 

● How should we limit speech? 
● What are “similar assemblies”? Could it apply to solidarity pins/shirts/etc? 

One person emphasized that the line just needs to be more clear. President of 
Faculty Senate: this sentence is the most problematic for faculty. Also 
concerned because of the unscheduled use of indoor spaces not being 
addressed. A response to this said that the spontaneous use of a public space 
is an important part of the educational process, saying that protests can be 
educational for all involved. President of Faculty Senate mentioned the 
erosion of public spaces and how the University has made Baker Center to 
be more like a private business instead of a public area. One person 
suggested that protests are fine as long as they are not disrupting students 
from going to class. Another person disagreed because the definition of 
disrupting is discretionary.  

● One person argued in favor of a policy because it is dangerous to operate on 
a case by case basis. 

● President of Student Senate suggested going through student government if 
students have demands and commentary on policies. Reach out to 
representatives. 

● Revision vs. Rewrite 
● Note that despite the acknowledgement that the University mishandled this 

situation, we are still under it 
● One student suggested the policy comes from a University is granting you 

free speech instead of you already have free speech 
● Lack of defensiveness and immediate apology is refreshing -- President of 

Faculty Senate 
 
 
 



Recommendations: 
● The shorter, the better as we already have a Constitution that protects our 

rights 
● Mediation system policy, including a follow-up dialogue 
● Complete re-write with interests of students in mind over legal vulnerability 

of University and with shared values in mind 
● Distinction between mediation and de-escalation  
● Specific clause in policy of University’s obligations to protesters  
● Clarify language ambiguities 
● Consequences need to be clear for violating policy 
● More clarity on who has the power to implement this policy and what kinds 

of checks are on these people 
● C1 and C4 unclear 
● Clarify who has access to reservation process  
● Reformatting current policies before making new ones, centering them 

around student safety 
 

 
 
 

 
  



● Concern of the justification from the policies, Baker 70 ruling that the rules 
are inconsistent. 2014 protest reference.  

● Who do we want to respond? Mediator?  
○ People who can make policy changes should be there. 
○ Can that really be expressed? 

■ Someone should be on call from the university, someone with 
contact to the students.  

○ There should be a mediator.  
○ A policy for the first step in a incident. What are the steps in a 

situation? 
● Police involvement?  

○ Should police be involved and when?  
■ When there’s violence, a breach of the law, as a deterrent, not at 

all.  
○ Can police presents escalate the situation? 
○ Mediators rather than the police to prevent violence.  
○ A policy for police presence at events.  

● The policy’s vagueness and implementation  
○ Could be applied anywhere 
○ How is it enforced now? Problems with reserving space. 
○ The policies seem very focused on the Baker 70 
○ Taking issue with the process and we shouldn’t forget that. 
○ Why was this pushed? Was it Biancamano’s fault? 

● Right to learn v university business 
○ Policies ‘take the out teeth of protests’ 
○ Protests are going to interrupt, that’s the point. (This is sort of just my 

opinion) 
○ Priority of class v protests in unreserved outdoor spaces 
○ Policy needs to start with a redefinition of value, how to put students 

and rights at the forefront.  
● Reserve a room 

○ At what level can space be reserved? 
○ What’s the point of civil disobedience if you have to reserve a room?  



○ How can a public university over shadow the constitution? 
Suppression of speech.  

○ Puts an undue burden on students 
○ Foundation for Individual Rights and Education  
○ Feelings that it can and will be used against certain groups 

■ Professor protest 
○ Protest v civil disobedience  

■ Rectangle v square  
○ Policies aim to say here and when to speak but not what to speak?  

■ Inability to get a place inhibits speech 
○ Having processes in place and safe space to protest. [No to that guy 

though] 
○ Suggestion: a reservation process is blind, lenient terms  
○ A forum between police and students, how do the police feel 
○ Police and community event, Barbeque on the bricks 
○ Who has access to reserve a space?  

● Limiting speech? 
○ No one wanted to touch that one 

● What counts as demonstration and transgression?  
○ A blanket prohibition  
○ No policy on spontaneous protest  
○ “Baker Center is more like a shopping mall than it is like a public 

square” 
○ Define what is disturbing 

 
Recomandations:  
 

1. The shorter the better. A shorter document protect students’ rights. 
2. A policy or struction on mediation about safety.  
3. There should be a policy, it’s dangerous to be case-by-case. 
4. A complete rewritten, written by those with the concerns and rights of 

students in mind, the university legal counsel. 



5. Discussion post-protest as a follow-up to address the concerns of the 
students with administration.  

6. A statement of the University’s responsibility to protesters  
7. Use the Student and University government.  
8. Add the consequences.  
9. Clarity on who can implement the consequences and what are the checks on 

them. 
10.  Clarity for what counts as a demonstration.  
11.  The word ‘segregation’ is a no. 
12.  C-1 and C-4 don’t work together. 
13.  The policy should be written from the point of view of ‘you have all these 

free speech right, here’s some small restrictions we’re putting on it.’ 
14.  We should reform existing policies.  


