
Community Council Minutes Meeting 13 [2/2/16] 
 
Present: Nick Garber, Theresa Hinman, Fiona Mohamed, Douglas Adams, Myles 
Kamisher-Koch, Tim Parsons, Emma Bliska, Ethan Brady, Sarah Laursen, Dan Adamek, 
Solon Coburn, Tiff Chang, Ilana Gratch, Katy Smith Abbott, Clair Beltran, Charles Rainey, 
Brandon Baird 
 
Minutes approved. 
The first item on the agenda is vote on Myles Kamisher-Koch’s Recommendation: 
Banning Energy Drinks 
 
MKK: Since our last discussion, Barbara McCall reached out and shared concern on the 
issue and was excited we were addressing it and hopefully doing something about it. I 
took out the specific list of retail locations to make the document more sustainable and 
in the last paragraph I added that the definition of energy drinks falls on Dan Detora so 
that rather than deal in definitions this body would leave that to the food experts. 
 
TC: We also wanted information from Barbara and she sent it in. She’s not a fan. She 
worked to cease bringing them to campus. She is concerned about high consumption of 
caffeine and that they are at odds with negative health outcomes. The combination of 
caffeine and alcohol can mask signs of alcohol poisoning. Dr. Mike Peluso from Parton 
also reached out. He is against energy drinks and would not like the industry brought to 
campus.  
 
MKK: We also sent around peer-reviewed literature highlighting the risks present in this 
recommendation 
 
TC: Obviously these things from Barbara McCall and Dr. Peluso don’t necessarily 
represent our opinions.  
 
CR: I know CC is still voting on this today but I’m still curious about when we talked 
about this in SGA. I’m still interested in hearing what the student body has to say about 
it. I did some of the reading and energy drinks are very bad but I still want to see what 
the student body thinks. 
 
KSA: Did SGA do a poll? 
 
TC: I asked them to, they did not. The opinions were of concern. People voiced that they 
do not want their personal right infringed upon. 
 
CR: A popular thing in the senate was maybe they are sold but with a label with a 
summary of warnings. In terms of my constituency, it did seem with those who showed 
up agreed they don’t really drink them and after reading the literature they didn’t like 
the idea of consuming them.   



 
KSA: if CC approves this, we send it off to Dan Detora.  
 
EVB: I’m not sure a survey is necessary. I understand why SGA is concerned but we’re 
here to do the right thing and the right thing is to pass this because energy drinks 
shouldn’t be on this campus. People who are upset about it will get over it. 
 
SC: If we tell people they’re bad and still sell them, that’s not really the right answer. It’s 
not our responsibility to educated everyone 
 
DLJA: There are precedents all around the country. In NY, you can’t even sell soda in 
public schools 
 
CR: But banning sodas brings up that argument of where we draw the line 
 
DLJA: I’m not saying we should ban soda. I’m just saying there’s a precedent 
 
CR: That was a concern in the SGA that this could lead to not knowing where to draw 
the line.  
 
TC: I think it would be cool if we went around and anyone who has a thought could 
share it.  
 
DA: I wanted to make a recommendation on some of the language. I don’t support the 
language of the last paragraph. I would like something like “community council supports 
dining services…” I support the recommendation but I think it should reflect that we are 
following dining’s recommendation 
 
MKK: I don’t believe dining is making this recommendation and we are filling the void. 
The internal conversation was we don’t want to put this forward, we have to have this 
outside push.  
 
DA: I think maybe I misunderstood the first time in that I thought it was part of the 
dining services mission. I think that’s a very appropriate support but it’s up to dining to 
decide what is dangerous and as long as it fits in their mission and vision. 
 
MKK: In terms of sourcing and ingredients, those decisions are made daily. Because this 
is broader and potentially affects campus culture and is potentially sensitive, they are 
waiting on an outside push. 
 
TC: What SGA does is you can ask for a friendly amendment and if there’s a no we can 
vote to make the change. So do you propose a friendly amendment? 
 
DA: Yes. Change the last paragraph to say CC supports dining services 



 
MKK: I do not support it at risk of this being an erroneous recommendation because I 
don’t think dining is making a recommendation 
 
DA: Panera made a decision to not do certain things. So there is a list of things they 
deemed not appropriate for health. I put this in that same vain. Maybe I was projecting 
into this document 
 
TP: I would like to make a motion to table this and invite Dan 
 
DA: I second that 
 
TC: Let’s keep going around the room 
 
FH: I support this. I’ve been hearing arguments that we’re not restricting use on campus. 
We’re recommending a healthy lifestyle.  
 
CR: I would invite Dan and encourage him to call for an all student poll because I think 
that’s important for what students want. Even thought I think it’s harmful, without that 
poll I don’t feel comfortable supporting it. 
 
SL: I have a question for Myles—have you talked to Dan and feel he would be in 
support? 
 
MKK: Yes, I showed him the document and his only question was on the format. I do in 
good faith believe he would support it. 
 
SL: In that case, my personal opinion would be to move forward with something 
because I think everyone is in support and adding another speaker would delay things 
we’ve been putting off. 
 
BB: I’m not in support. From a personal statement, I agree with all the literature. I do 
think it’s a personal infringement on rights. I don’t drink energy drinks, alcohol, or coffee 
but I don’t think it’s my place to tell someone else. 
 
CB: I support it. 
 
SC: I support it. Doug, would the friendly amendment be us in support of dining’s vision 
statement instead of it being their recommendation? 
 
DA: Yes 
 
MKK: and the paragraph before references to that 
 



TH: You’ve talked to dining and know they support it? 
 
MKK: Yes 
 
SL: Instead of “in line with” could it be “in support of”  
 
MKK: I echo Sarah’s sentiment that this is actionable.  
 
DLJA: Support. We should pass now if we want to make that change Sarah put in I’m 
welcome to that 
 
EB: I think it’s a no brainer and I encourage us to take a vote now. 
 
EVB: I’m also in support 
 
TC: So if we’re in support of voting, we agree we are going to vote and then we vote. If 
there are ethical qualms we consider them. Majority decides to vote and if there’s 
something really big we won’t vote.  
 
KSA: In the interest of time we will make the change that Sarah proposed that people 
seem to support—from “is not in line with” to “does not support” 
 
TC: Myles, how do you feel about that? 
 
MKK: Great 
 
TC: Any qualms? 
 
CR: Include the views of the students 
 
TC: It could be part of this 
 
CR: Would you oppose that, Myles? 
 
MKK: Yes because this is actionable. This body with student, faculty, and staff 
representatives can act as a proxy. I don’t think you need hard data to make decisions 
about wellbeing. I think this has been addressed enough in that we are not 
recommending consumption but we aren’t banning them 
 
CR: That doesn’t mean it’s the right way to make decisions 
 
DLJA: SGA was invited and there are two SGA members here so I think they could have 
been represented. Polls aren’t always very accurate. The people who would respond 
would be skewed 



 
EVB: Polls are kind of a waste of time. The one SGA one at the end of the year is widely 
answered but most of it would just cause—people would get upset without realizing 
what it meant. The whole point of a representative body is that you don’t have to poll 
everyone 
 
DA: Motion to vote 
 
EB: second 
 
BB: I have a question—are there certain events where this college provides alcohol? 
 
KSA: yes 
 
BB: that’s where I see a problem because there are similar effects 
 
KSA: We don’t sell alcohol and the consumption at a college event is monitored pretty 
differently from student monitoring. I would say that would be the distinction from a 
policy standpoint.  
 
TC: To remind people who have changes—you can ask the creator for a friendly 
amendment and if they say no you can motion that we vote to amend 
 
CR: I would like to see a poll for a student survey 
 
Poll: majority is against.  
 
Second for a vote. 
 
Vote to vote: majority in favor of voting 
 
TC: Now we vote—in favor, not in favor, abstain as it stands on the screen. 
 
In favor: 11 opposed: 1 abstain: 2  
 
KSA: We passed our first recommendation and that will be forwarded to Dan and copy 
the President. Are there other folks people think need to be copied on this email?  
 
TP: I’d like to recommend Dan do some education piece.  
 
KSA: Moving on to surveillance cameras. One slight adjustment—Michael would like us 
to vote just on installation in spaces outside Proctor and Ross, not right now on 
residence halls. Just limiting it as a pilot to those spaces. He also asked me to convey 
gratitude for the thoughtful conversation and he has a lot of respect for this body’s 



decision. We are just voting on whether this body supports cameras in the entrances to 
these dining halls as a pilot zone. We’ve had a pretty robust discussion. I mentioned to 
Tiff that some people asked if we would do a paper ballot and I want to respect that. We 
can have conversation but we should probably try to limit it. 
 
TP: I don’t think we had time to discuss. My feeling is I think it might be ok because I’m 
pretty sure Lisa and Solon have a pretty good protocol for Public Safety drafted on using 
it and I don’t remember what it was and I would be a lot more comfortable if I did hear 
that 
 
SC: I was borrowing from a lot of people. I got approached over the summer by other 
departments who wanted cameras and I thought it would be good to have something 
out there. We had a protocol for card access so I have a strong feeling of what I want 
but don’t have the actual words down. If this vote came through, I would have 
something 
 
TP: I think we don’t want to blindly say it’s ok without the backup saying here is 
specifically how they will or won’t be used. Like the card access system—I feel pretty 
secure in Public Safety treating that with a lot of respect and I feel they would do the 
same thing but I think it’s our responsibility to see that first 
 
SL: Now that we have a great prototype I would feel more comfortable seeing it in 
writing. I think it would make it easier to have a discussion and vote 
 
DA: I would agree. In principle there is something there and I was wondering if we have 
protocol from the museum 
 
SC: They do not have one. We have protocol for emergencies guarding valuables but 
that’s a very different system. The review protocols aren’t as robust.  
 
KSA: I think the closer parallel is the card access 
 
DA: it would be good to have differentiation because I have great respect for how card 
access works.  
 
SC: I agree. It would be good to have a protocol. I want Michael’s actual words to vote 
on. 
 
MKK: I would advocate voting on whether we support the ideas and for those of us who 
were here, I think he presented what he wants and we’re not endorsing or proposing a 
recommendation—we’re supporting or not supporting his presentation.  
 
KSA: To follow Sarah’s idea, a CC member would have to write a recommendation. He’s 
not looking for a formal vote but a sense of this body. That’s outside what we normally 



do but including if this group wants to say this isn’t what we do, I can pass that back. 
He’s ready to hear we aren’t in support if that’s the case. I think he’s been waiting 
awhile. If people feel really strongly that we can’t do this without a recommendation, I 
can pass that back. 
 
SL: I put forward we do an informal poll and if we would like more formalized support, 
Solon could draft 
 
KSA: So what we call a straw poll. Reflecting that folks wanted a paper ballot, I’ll do that. 
If you could just write support or don’t support the idea or abstain, that’s fine too. 
 
EVB: So this is supporting the concept but not an ok? 
 
KSA: Yes, and I will communicate that 
 
KSA: 8 in support, 4 against, 2 abstaining. We have four members missing today. Tiff and 
I will communicate this to Michael not as a ringing endorsement but a straw poll. If it 
were to move to a stronger recommendation, this group would need to see more.  
 
SC: I would not feel comfortable with more cameras without more information 
 
CR: I think it would be wise to have the individuals trained who would be doing this.  
 
TC: I would love to get a reaction from him. Going back now to the recommendation 
proposed last time on the MLK today event with regards to President Patton sending an 
email, here is the recommendation. This particular recommendation was proposed to 
SGA and passed. There was another bill. 
 
CR: Two bills were passed. One was that SGA should send a statement denouncing the 
implication of Justice Scalia’s comments and the event. Another bill was a 
recommendation sent directly to President Patton. It’s much longer. That was about the 
same thing but directly from our President regarding the Scalia comments and also the 
MLK event and that was passed as well. Essentially, SGA did pass these bills and it would 
be nice if CC could also support that. Some members in this room, including the SGA 
members, will be having a meeting with President Patton tomorrow and support from 
CC would strengthen the immediacy. I’m very curious to hear what you think about the 
recommendation. We have a statement from BSU, Alianza, DMC, WOMC and all have 
supported the bill. Umoja hasn’t sent one but we will be getting their opinions before 
tomorrow. Majority of relevant cultural organizations support the statement.  
 
TC: The plan is to watch a video that has been going viral in some ways. It was created 
by a student named Tim Garcia who graduated in 2014 as his senior project. Is there a 
comment before we watch? 
 



SL: I feel strongly that I would like some follow up on the discussion of the event that 
took place Wednesday night. This can happen after the video but will someone please 
report.  
 
Watch 10 minutes of the video.  
 
KSA: For those of you who haven’t seen the whole thing, it’s important. We’ll send it 
around.  
 
TC: take one minutes to talk to the person next to you 
 
CR: We had a conversation with Dana Yetton post MLK event. It wasn’t a large event, 
about 20 people came. I think it was productive. We talked about white allyship, how 
we can make this solution oriented to talk about the future. We talked about President 
Patton’s email claiming it a success, her implication that people should be 
uncomfortable—who should be uncomfortable. People let out emotions, white allyship, 
that segued to oratory choir expressing concerns and intentions then we had that 
conversation. We talked about solutions like where we head in the future, should black 
students be involved, why they weren’t—because previous programs were even worse. 
How do we break the cycle of administration screws up, black students are isolated, 
don’t want to be part of next event, and it continues. Dana will not do next event but is 
happy to advise and would love oratory to be connected in some capacity.  
 
In terms of emails of support, I sent them to you (TC)—from Alianza, DMC, WOMC. Ilana 
has the one from BSU. I asked them would you like SGA to send an email and would you 
like our President to do that too?  
 
This is representative of a much larger issue, especially the POC community feeling the 
admin doesn’t have the best interest of black students in their minds at all times. This 
email is an opportunity for Middlebury as an institution to begin rebuilding and 
repairing the extremely damaged relationships between students of color, 
Administration, SGA, and CC. So that’s why I encourage you all to vote to support this 
recommendation—it has already been supported by SGA. There have been counter 
arguments—we heard Laurie’s points. Personally, I’m disappointed. The fact that we got 
an email about the trustees but not about the event feels like a slap in the face.  
 
SL: I think this is very important and I will watch the rest of the video and I don’t want 
anyone to misconstrue what I say but I feel like the statement mixes the things that are 
going on. Comparing MLK and Scalia feels like a personal attack at Dana Yetton that is 
not fair. I wonder if the wording could be addressed and these issues could be 
separated.  
 



BB: I agree with Sarah. Going onto the MLK event and the idea of recommending 
President Patton write an email, as she said she can’t respond to everything. In my 
opinion, she needs to respond to this because she called it a success. 
 
MKK: The Jan. 29 email did address the Fisher vs. Texas case 
 
DLJA: I’m looking at tools for being a white ally and there are two important things. One 
is notice how racism is denied, minimized, and justified. Also, to support leadership of 
people of color. It’s very clear in the messages we’ve received from major organizations 
of people of color at Middlebury that they support this. I think to be a white ally we 
must stand behind that. 
 
EB: I want to echo Sarah’s thoughts. I agree it seems to conflate issues that would be 
better served to address one after the other. I am not sure it’s the Presidents 
responsibility to pontificate and I wonder if we could recommend in regard to the 
comments maybe a discussion on the case in general with her present as opposed to 
having her email. Also, I move to vote on the recommendation. 
 
CR: I disagree fundamentally. It is the role of the President and the SGA and CC to affirm 
the academic capabilities of black students on this campus when they pay to this 
institution and put their time and energy into making it what it is. I echo Dan’s 
comments—I think putting the Scalia comments and the MLK comments don’t dilute 
anything or compare anything. I don’t think Dana’s name is used, especially in the SGA 
bill. These two events may need separate emails, I just think it would be more efficient 
to do it at once. They are similar in that they represent the African American community 
but I don’t think it implies we are comparing Dana to Scalia and I don’t think SGA who 
represent the students here got that as a majority as well. I think ultimately this is 
important to support because this is representative of a larger issue and if we are going 
to solve it this is the right step. Miguel talked about actions and that’s good but an 
affirmative statement is important. Myles mentioned an email that addresses the case. I 
don’t think that is a direct response to Scalia, which is what is important here--- it 
doesn’t equate to a stance.  
 
SL: I’m hearing a lot of differing opinions and I’m hearing resistance to changing the 
wording and content of this recommendation. For me, it feels bigger than one specific 
amendment. I would say there needs to be more buy-in from everyone around the table 
into the language and I would urge you to consider listening to feedback and making 
some changes and not resisting any change because in ‘ current form it might have 
some resistance. I’m encouraging flexibility.  
 
TC: Thinking about people’s time and the unique nature of this being discussed with 
President Patton tomorrow and the SGA bill, in this circumstance it makes sense to vote 
 
CR: Does anyone suggest a friendly amendment? 



 
BB: So in SGA you brought up both. 
 
CR: yes 
 
TP: I’d like to address the fact that this feels rushed. Sarah has good points and to try to 
address this in the last 10 minutes makes me uncomfortable. As a staff member, I’m 
pretty uncomfortable telling the President how to do her job. I find parts of her 
approach refreshing. I like the emphasis on conversation instead of the top heavy this is 
how the administration feels. I think seeing a deconsolidation of power is pleasant and I 
would like to see how it plays out and talk more.  
 
DLJA: We should listen to people of color—it’s not about white feelings and people of 
color have spoken on this 
 
EB: Motion to vote 
 
DLJA: second. 
 
In favor of voting: 5 not voting: 6 abstain: 1 
 
TC: So we won’t vote 
 
SC: Is there any way we can send support—it’s necessary we send support but I’m not 
sure if what I’m looking at on the screen is what I want to say.  
 
TC: What if my friendly amendment is would we feel better about voting if it were only 
on the event 
 
MKK: Conversations are good and need to be ongoing and I want to hear more before 
this body takes action 
 
TC: It’s likely this will have no impact given the talk is tomorrow and the SGA already 
passed a bill. 
 
CR: I will say we’ve talked extensively. We haven’t voted but I want everyone to reflect 
on the message it sends to the POC community if we don’t support 
 
TH: We’ve talked a lot but this is a 10 minutes conversation 
 
TP: we vaguely talked about it last week—not the actual language. I support you and the 
conversation. I have problems with the actual language and want more time.  
 
SC: I do feel she need to own up to it and needs to be brought up to her  



 
SL: In its present form, this is a censure to the President and while that could be part of 
a final, if we want a productive outcome it would be helpful to include suggestions that 
are moving in the right direction 
 
IG: Did this group read her email after the event? I just don’t know that it was so clear as 
a success 
 
SC: It was taken by the community that way 
 
KSA: Because a number of us will be at the conversation tomorrow morning, one 
suggestion is we can talk about the next step for CC given the conversation tomorrow. Is 
it to invite her here? We can talk about next steps.  
 
TP: It would be appropriate for CC to foster this conversation, to bring President Patton 
here to ask her 
 
CR: It’s this body’s job. It seems like not what CC is supposed to be. It’s supposed to be 
unbiased to send to the President without her influence.  
 
SL: It would be great to hear from representatives from these organizations to get more 
voices and I think you’re right this isn’t the most diverse room 
 
DLJA: How much more do we need to hear to make a decision? We’ve been talking 
about stress specifically of underrepresented students. We got emails from almost 
every cultural organization supporting it, SGA passed, how much more do we need?  
 
CR: It seems like delay 
 
BB: We have heard from these groups. We don’t need them to tell us what they’ve 
already said.  
 
KSA: I respect that. We can’t vote at 6:15.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


