
Board of Trustees  
Meeting of Wednesday, March 15, 2017 • 12:15 P.M.  

San Diego Law Library 
1105 Front St., San Diego, CA  92101 

AGENDA

**Items with asterisks will be discussion items only**
Persons wishing to make public comment at the meeting are requested to make arrangements with the Administrative Office prior to the meeting at (619) 531-4449.  Persons desiring to 
comment on an agenda item will speak when that item comes up for discussion.  An individual desiring to bring another  matter to the Board's attention should be prepared to speak at the beginning of 
the meeting.  Members of the public should limit remarks to five minutes.  Materials for each agenda item, except closed session items, are available for public inspection from the San Diego Law Library 
Administrative Office, 1150 Front Street, San Diego, CA 92101-3904 

1) Call to Order  

2) Opportunity for General Public Comment  

3) Minutes of Previous Meetings 
A. Approval of Minutes of February 15, 2017 

4) Financial Report
A. January 2017 Financial Report 

5) Board Committees 
A. List of Standing and Ad Hoc Committees and Committee Members 

6)  Patron Rules of Conduct 
A. Discussion and Review of the SDLL Policy

7) Staff Insight: Q&A 
A. Luz Villalobos, Library Associate 

8) Other Reports  
A. Foundation Liaison Report (Judge Gill, Low) 
B. Legislative Committee (Adkins) 
C. Membership Committee (Adkins) 

9) Director’s Report 
A. Library Update 

(1) “What’s New?” …at the Law Library 
B. Law Library press & praise 
C. Outreach activities 
D. Facilities maintenance reports 
E. Patron compliments/ complaints 
F. Incident reports 
G. Internet/Web Report 
H. Monthly Activity Report 

10) Board Member Reports 
A. Any new business not an Agenda Item. 

11) Adjournment
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San Diego County Public Law Library 
Board of Trustees 

San Diego Law Library 
1105 Front Street, San Diego, CA 92101 

March 15, 2017 • 12:15 p.m. 

AGENDA SUMMARY AND ACTION REQUESTED 

NO. ITEM SUMMARY RECOMMEND

1. Call to Order Action. 

2.* 
Opportunity for General 
Public Comment N/A

3. Minutes of Previous Meetings A. Approval of Minutes of February 15, 2017 Action. 

4. Financial Report A. January 2017 Financial Report Information. 

5. Board Committees 
A. List Of Standing And Ad Hoc Committees and 

Committee Members Action.

6. Patron Rules of Conduct A. Discussion and Review of the SDLL Policy Action.

7. Staff Insight: Q&A  A. Luz Villalobos, Library Associate Information. 

8. Other Reports

A.  Foundation Liaison Report (Judge Gill, Low) Information. 

B. Legislative Committee (Adkins) Information. 

C. Membership Committee (Adkins) Information. 

9. Director’s Report

A. Library Update Information. 

(1) “What’s New?” …at the Law Library Information. 

B. Law Library press & praise Information. 

C. Outreach activities Information. 

D. Facilities maintenance reports Information. 

E. Patron compliments/ complaints Information. 

F. Incident reports Information. 

G. Internet/Web Report  Information. 

H. Monthly Activity Report Information. 

10. Board Member Reports A. Any new business not an Agenda Item. Information.

11. Adjournment Action. 

BOT Packet Page 2 of 55



BOT Packet Page 3 of 55



Law Library Board of Trustees 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 15, 2017 

1 4

February 15, 2017 San Diego Law Library,  1105 Front St., San 
Diego, CA 92101. 

Present The following Board members were present: 

Absent

Also Present

Guests

1. Call to Order  

2. * Opportunity for General Public Comment
A.

3. Minutes 
A.

MOTION (1):

Correction 1: On page 3, Item 6.A.(6), correct the minutes to show that Judge Berry asked about Border law and 
not Ms. Elliott. 

Correction 2: The spelling of the meeting guest’s name and title. Correct Name: Mayra. Title: USD Law Intern. 

4. Financial Report (O’Hara)
A.

(1)
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Law Library Board of Trustees 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 15, 2017 

2 4

5. Featured Speaker, Michael Roddy, Superior Court CEO 
A.

(1)

B.

6. Patron Rules of Conduct 
A.

B.

7. Staff Insight Q & A 
A. Christine Mathias, San Diego Law Library Reference Librarian 

(1) Background 

(2) Tasks/duties 
(a)
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Law Library Board of Trustees 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 15, 2017 

3 4

(b)

(c)
(d)
(e) Law Made Public 

(f)

(g)
(h)

(i)
(j)

8. Other Reports 
A.

(1)
B.

(1) Included in agenda packet: s Courts Desperately Seek More Space, 
Proposal to Move Law Library Sparks Concern About Access to Equal Justice” 

(2)
(a)

C.
(1)

(2) Included in agenda packet: 

(3) Included in agenda packet: INSIDER NEWS, 

(4) Included in agenda packet: 
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Law Library Board of Trustees 
Minutes of the Meeting 

February 15, 2017 

4 4

9. Director’s Report
A.

(1)

(2) Included in agenda packet: 

(3) Included in agenda packet: 

(4)

(5)

(6) Included in agenda packet: 

B.
C.

D.

E.

F.

G.
(1)

(2)

10. Board Member Reports 
A.
B.

11. Adjournment 
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Revised: 3/9/2017 10:27 AM 
CQ 

Jeffrey D. Cawdrey 
Judge David Gill 
Judge Julia Kelety 

Jeffrey D. Cawdrey 
Judge David M. Gill 
Judge Julia Kelety 
Lorena Slomanson, Board Treasurer 

John Adkins, Director of Libraries 
Marcia O’Hara, Assistant Director Finance & Personnel 

Judge David Berry, Board President 
Jeffrey D. Cawdrey 
Judge Julia Kelety 

John Adkins, Director of Libraries 

Mara Elliott, Board Vice President 
Lorena Slomanson, Board Treasurer
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MEMORANDUM 

TO:  BOARD OF TRUSTEES, SAN DIEGO LAW LIBRARY  

FROM:  JOHN ADKINS 

RE:  PATRON SUSPENSION GUIDELINES – OVERVIEW & RECOMMENDATIONS 

DATE:  February 2017

After reviewing our rules/policies/procedures, patron incident database, and comments from our colleagues at other 
California county law libraries, we have drafted revisions to the guidelines. Numerous factors come into play when 
dealing with patrons who bend or break the rules, are unruly or angry, or who verbally or physically attack staff or other 
patrons. We have tried to take into account the great variety of possible infractions in creating these guidelines and 
recommendations. 

Background: 

Patron behavior: Although it is true that multiple offenses often warrant increased deterrence measures, a person’s 
behavior can rise to the level of suspension with just one incident depending on their actions.  

Staff behavior: We must also take into consideration that the way a situation is handled may make the difference 
between a simple explanation of our rules and someone becoming disruptive.  

After reviewing all patron incidents (see ‘Patron Suspension Background’ excel sheet), it is important to note the 
following: 

1) Since 2008 we have had approximately 265 documented patron incidents.   
2) Of those 265 incidents, only 95 resulted in any kind of suspension of library privileges. 
3) Repeat violations by problem patrons dramatically decreased when we started suspending privileges for 5 and 

30 days 
4) Breakdown of violations and suspensions from May 2008 to September 2016: 

Number of patrons Suspension Period Notes 
32 1 day 
17 5 days 
15 30 days 
1 6 months 
10 1 year 
5 Lifetime Lewd behavior, 

assault on staff, 
threaten violence on 
staff 

15 Unknown Suspension period 
not documented in 
database 2008-2012 
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2

Recommended Suspension Guidelines based on current Rules of Conduct: 

Automatic 1 year suspension* 

1) Verbally or physically threatening or assaulting staff/patrons  

2) Viewing pornography on our computers or via our wifi 

3) Lewd behavior as defined in California Penal Code 647(a) 

4) Any criminal behavior (including theft or destruction of library property) 

*At the discretion of the Director, the Library may pursue a restraining order to prohibit library usage. 

General Guidelines:

1) For anything other than an automatic one year suspension: 

First advise patron of our rules/policies and ask the patron to stop the unwanted behavior.  

2) If patron refuses to stop behavior or argues with staff, ask patron to leave for the day (“cooling off” period) –
give a copy of our rules/policies.  

3) If patron engages in conduct that disrupts or interferes with the normal library operation, or disturbs staff or 
library users, patron may be suspended for 5 days – give a copy of rules and suspension letter. 

4) If patron uses abusive or obscene language, intimidates or harasses staff or other patrons, patron may be 
suspended for 30 days - give a copy of rules, suspension letter, and appeals process. 

5) If patron refuses to stop behavior or refuses to leave the library when asked forcing us to call the police, patron 
may be suspended for 1 year - give a copy of rules, suspension letter, and appeals process. 

6) For any activity requiring staff to ask a patron to leave, the incident should be documented in the Patron 
Incident Database.  

7)  Suspension of library privileges, for more than one day, should be documented with a suspension letter, a copy 
given to the patron, and a digital copy saved to the Patron Incident folder on the library’s network. 

Note: All suspensions are discretionary and require public service experience and the use of good judgment. All 
suspensions over 5 days are appealable. 
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Progressive suspension for repeated violations:

Two or more advisals of library rules within a one year period, patron can be suspended for a 5 day period - - give a copy 
of rules and suspension letter (document in database). 

Two or more violations of 5 days or longer within a one year period, patron can be suspended for a 30 day period - give 
a copy of rules and suspension letter (document in database). 

Two or more violations of 30 days or longer within a one year period, patron can be suspended for a 1 year period - give 
a copy of rules and suspension letter (document in database). 

Behavior 1st Occurrence 2nd Occurrence 3rd Occurrence 
Note: Multiple occurrences 
can happen within one 
encounter to escalate 
suspension period 
Verbally or physically 
threatening staff/patrons 

1 year  

Viewing pornography on 
our computers or via our 
wifi

1 year  

Lewd behavior as defined 
in California Penal Code 
647(a)

1 year  

Any criminal behavior 
(including theft or 
destruction of library 
property) 

1 year  

Refuses to stop behavior or 
refuses to leave the library 
when asked forcing us to 
call the police 

1 year  

Abusive or obscene 
language, intimidates or 
harasses staff or other 
patrons 

30 days 1 year 

Engages in conduct that 
disrupts or interferes with 
the normal library 
operation, or disturbs staff 
or library users, 

5 days 30 days 1 year 

Patron refuses to stop 
behavior or argues with 
staff

1 day  5 days (unless behavior 
escalates into a different 
violation warranting longer 
suspension) 

Anything other than an 
automatic one year, 30 
day, 5 day suspension, or 

Advise of policy  5 days 

BOT Packet Page 18 of 55



4

hygiene/baggage: 
advise patron of our 
Rules/policies and ask the 
patron to stop the 
unwanted behavior 
Violation of Hygiene policy 
or dress code 

Advise of policy – ask to 
leave and clean up – patron 
can return with good 
hygiene 

Violation of Baggage policy Advise of policy – ask to 
leave and come back when  
they can comply with 
baggage policy 

Reasoning behind language used: 

1) Lewd Behavior Background: PC 647(a) as interpreted by Pryor v. Municipal Court (1979) 25 C.3d 238, 256, “the 
terms ‘lewd’ and ‘dissolute’…are synonymous, and refer to conduct which involves the touching of the genitals, 
buttocks, or female breast for the purpose of sexual arousal, gratification, annoyance or offense, if the actor 
knows or should know of the presence of persons who may be offended by his conduct.” (from Witkin California 
Criminal Law) 

2) Engages in conduct that disrupts or interferes with normal library operation or disturbs staff and library users –
examples: 

-  Blocks entry way to library or blocks access to the iDesk for other patrons   

- Creation of unreasonable noise so as to disturb other library users (yelling, loud talking, slamming of 
 books/chairs, hitting walls/desks) 

-  Staring for prolonged periods of time at staff or other patrons 

-  Using restrooms inappropriately (e.g., washing clothes, bathing) 

Our guiding message: SDLL is a safe and peaceful environment both for patrons and staff. Our Patron Rules of Conduct 
govern the behavior of those using the law library. They are posted prominently at the entrance and at the Computer 
training area. Disruptive behavior, harassment, and violence are taken seriously and will not be tolerated. Law library 
privileges may be suspended for violations of our Patron Rules of Conduct. You have the right to appeal any suspension 
of library privileges. 

Legal research from LA County stresses the importance of due process/adequate procedural protections:  

1) notice of rules  

2) written letter w/ violations  

3) appeal procedure  

Based on our rules and procedures, I am confident that we meet all these due process requirements. 
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ADDITIONAL FACTORS & INFORMATION, 
INCLUDING LEGAL RESEARCH & STORIES FROM 

OTHER LAW LIBRARIES 

Since we have a full-time uniformed security officer, I try to keep staff out of the 
security business.  If staff sees a problem they report it to security.  I prefer that the 
public see the reference staff as purely helpful.  Sometimes that is not possible, but 
it is worth trying. 

In addition, any subjective rules are based upon disturbing others (or more 
technically, disturbing a ‘reasonable person’…), so my preference is that we don’t 
enforce unless someone is being disturbed (complains).  If a security officer sees a 
violation that s/he thinks likely is disturbing others but no one has complained, 
they will ask the patrons nearby, “Is that bothering you?  I can ask them to quiet 
down if you’d like.”  The response from offenders is generally pretty cooperative 
because we let them know they are disturbing others and most people don’t really 
intend to be a bother.   And if we are ever challenged we have a record that 
someone complained. 

As for the problem of enforcing the rules against those who won’t (or can’t) 
comply, there is a fair amount of research – legal, social, library policy, mental 
health, etc – out there.  My conclusion is that a well-drafted and clear set of rules is  
important. Having an appeals process is important. Having a good record to 
support your actions is important. 

BOT Packet Page 20 of 55



CASE LAW 
Below are a couple of cases of interest:  

At least some courts have been pretty stringent in the standard they apply to rules 
of conduct within libraries.  For example, while the court found in favor of the 
library Spreadbury v. Bitterroot Pub. Library, 862 F. Supp. 2d 1054, 1056-57 (D. 
Mont. 2012) held that patrons have a “limited liberty interest” in using a public
library and therefore due process must be afforded: 

A. Termination of Library Privileges
Spreadbury was not wrongfully deprived of his statutory and constitutional 
liberty interest in the right to use a public library when the Library 
Defendants2 banned him from the premises. The record demonstrates that he 
intimidated various library staff and patrons after the Library refused his 
request to include a letter he had written to President Obama in its 
collection. We all have a right to use our public libraries. Kreimer v. Bureau 
of Police for the Town of Morristown, 958 F.2d 1242, 1255 (3rd Cir.1992) 
(recognizing “the right to some level of access to a public library, the 
quintessential locus of the receipt of information”). But the right is not 
unqualified. Id. A person may be constitutionally deprived of a liberty 
interest if afforded due process, and Spreadbury was granted adequate 
procedural protections. Pinnacle Armor, Inc. v. United States, 648 F.3d 708, 
716 (9th Cir.2011). 

Judge Lynch properly identified the Library as a limited public forum. 
[A]s a limited public forum, the Library is obligated only to permit the 
public to exercise rights that are consistent with the nature of the Library and 
consistent with the government's intent in designating the Library as a public 
forum. Other activities need not be tolerated. Kreimer, 958 F.2d at 1262. A 
public library may refuse service to anyone who willfully violates a library 
policy. Mont.Code Ann. § 22–1–311. The relevant Library Operation Policy 
in place at the time stated: 

Patron behavior that becomes disruptive to other library users or staff 
or constitutes a public nuisance is not allowed and the person(s) will 
be asked to leave. The library reserves the right to refuse service to 
anyone not complying with established library policies. 
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(Quoted in doc. 152–10). Contrary to Spreadbury's assertions, the policy 
does not state that the Library may only refuse service to a disruptive patron 
if it has previously asked the patron to leave. Such an interpretation would 
require the Court to insert words in the policy that are not there. 
Spreadbury willfully engaged in behavior that became disruptive. On at least 
two occasions prior to the termination of his library privileges, he confronted 
staff in an intimidating manner. (Docs. 152–1, –7, –8, –9; 158–1, –2.)
Additionally, his reference to the Unabomber in a letter to the Library 
director could reasonably be construed as threatening. (Doc. 152–4.)
Willfulness “does not require any intent to violate the law [or] to injure 
another.” Mont.Code Ann. § 1–1–204(5). It is enough that Spreadbury had a 
“purpose or willingness,” id., to confront staff and reference the Unabomber, 
and a reasonable person would see his behavior as disruptive. Accordingly, 
Spreadbury violated a Library policy, and the Library could refuse him 
service so long as it provided him the minimum due process requirement of 
notice and an opportunity to be heard. See Hill v. Derrick, 2006 WL 
1620226, *8 (M.D.Pa.2006). 

1 The Library provided adequate procedural protections. See Mathews v. 
Eldridge, 424 U.S. 319, 334–35, 96 S.Ct. 893, 47 L.Ed.2d 18 (1976) 
(describing the three factors a court must weigh in determining the adequacy 
of the process by *1057 which a person was deprived of a liberty interest). 
Based on repeated disruptive incidents that frightened staff, he was given 
written notice that he was banned from the premises and told the reason 
why. (Doc. 152–10). He was also afforded an opportunity to be heard. He 
emailed a member of the Board of Trustees requesting permission to attend a 
meeting to argue that his rights should be restored, and he submitted a 
Reconsideration Request Form to Library staff again demanding his letter be 
accepted into the Library's collection. (Docs. 152–6, –13, –14). The Library 
considered and denied his requests for reconsideration, and the Library 
Board supported the decisions. (Doc. 152–6). Finally, the ban furthered the 
government's significant interest in maintaining the peaceful character of a 
library. Brown v. State of Louisiana, 383 U.S. 131, 142, 86 S.Ct. 719, 15 
L.Ed.2d 637 (1966) (noting a library is “a place dedicated to quiet, to 
knowledge, and to beauty”). The Library was not required to follow the 
specific procedures Spreadbury believes it should have, and it provided 
sufficient process to protect Spreadbury's limited liberty interest. 
“Prohibiting disruptive behavior is perhaps the clearest and most direct way 
to achieve maximum Library use.” Kreimer, 958 F.2d at 1263 (upholding a 
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library rule prohibiting disruptive behavior). Unfortunately, Spreadbury has 
continued to engage in disruptive behavior, resulting in a criminal trespass 
charge, an order of protection that has been affirmed by the Montana 
Supreme Court,3 and his nolo contendere plea to felony intimidation. 

In Armstrong v. D.C. Pub. Library, 154 F. Supp. 2d 67, 77 (D.D.C. 2001) the court 
held that the Library’s restrictions on hygiene of patrons were subject to the 
“narrowly tailored” standard, not a reasonableness standard, because ejection from 
a library results in deprivation of first amendment rights: 

Although defendants attempt to minimize the distinction made in Kreimer
between treatment of conduct rules versus hygiene rules, the instant case 
clearly raises questions concerning the constitutionality of a hygiene rule, 
not a conduct rule. Moreover, defendants concede that plaintiff's need to 
“clean up,” and not his anticipated use of the library, triggered enforcement 
of the appearance regulation. Thus, under the unique circumstances of this 
case, plaintiff's intended use of the Library is irrelevant since the appearance 
regulation, and its enforcement here, prevented him from engaging in any
conduct or activity within the Library. To be sure, First Amendment 
protections extend to access to information and ideas, see Stanley, 394 U.S. 
at 564, 89 S.Ct. 1243; Griswold, 381 U.S. at 482–483, 85 S.Ct. 1678; 
Kreimer, 958 F.2d at 1256. Accordingly, because plaintiff's access to the 
Library was restricted based upon his appearance, the appropriate standard 
to apply in this case is the stricter, “narrowly tailored” standard of review. 
Perry Educ. Ass'n, 460 U.S. at 46, 103 S.Ct. 948. 
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STORIES FROM OTHER LAW LIBRARIES 

Subject: RE: Rationale for suspension & other punishments 

We had Rules of Conduct and it was so negative that recently we abandoned it. The two items 
left are don’t disturb others and we foster a safe environment for staff and patrons. 

We went way overboard on enforcement. IT set up an incidents database six years ago and staff 
would enter that Suzy got a warning for food and then Suzy got a warning for sleeping and then 
at three warnings for these infractions of the Rules of Conduct Suzy would get a letter from 
Kelly telling her she may lose library privileges.  NEVER use the word BANNED. It will bite 
you in the butt. If you want more info ask me later.  Enforcement for these minor things were 
very punitive. SCPLL keeps score!!!  Staff were becoming yard monitors. Jumping up for every 
little thing and then patrons would push back some harder than others and it was demoralizing to 
staff. I finally said enough. Let’s not sweat the small stuff. 

So now if someone is out of line we ask them to leave for the day. We don’t document it in a 
database. No longer keeping score and giving warning letters. Of course if they don’t leave we 
call the non emergency SPD number. Sometimes they arrive quickly but usually more than two 
hours. One SPD officer on Thursday told staff that if the person refused to leave we would either 
need to do a citizen’s arrest or a no trespass. For the citizen’s arrest they would be escorted out 
and we could at a later time make it a no trespass. The no trespass could result in arrest. The no 
trespass means they can’t come in ever again. Which is harsh, but sometime necessary. Mainly 
we just want folks to leave for the day.  

Subject: RE: Rationale for suspension & other punishments 

Ours is a sort of “progressive discipline” for documented violations of the Rules of Conduct that 
impact other patrons: 

1st offense: warning 
2nd offense: removal from library for remainder of day 
3rd offense: removal for one week 
4th offense: removal for two weeks 
More: protective order banning them 

The exception is any violence or threat of violence which jumps immediately to a higher level.  
That said, we rarely go beyond removal for a day. Occasionally, we have to call the police to get 
someone to leave. 
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