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(2) Filter children’s and teens area computers - Install filter program only on
computers located in children's and teens areas in libraries — parents may direct
their children to use only those computers in the libraries.

(3) User choice of using filters except at children’s and teens area computers -
Install filter program on all computers but in adult/general areas, have a start-up
selection by the customer of either filtered or unfiltered access.

(4) User choice of using filters for customers age 17 and over; filtered access
for children under age 17 and at children’s area computers; exemption
from filter for 8JSU cardholders — Install filter program on all computers.
SJSU students, faculty and staff cardholders would be exempt from filtered
access, and adult cardholders (age 17 and over) would have choice at start-up
of filtered or unfiltered access. Other cardholders under age 17 would have
filtered access, unless parent or guardian has requested permanent unfiltered
access for their child. Computers in children’s areas would be filtered at all
times, regardless of patron type or age of cardholder. :

(5) Basic filter always on and additional filter level for users under age 17 -
Install a basic level of filtering at all computers that is always in place, and an
additional level of filtering for youth under age 17. Requests to unblock specific
sites would he made to staff. For an urgent information need, staff would decide
whether to unblock; other requests would be reviewed by the vendor within 48
hours. From the policy reviewed by this Office, it is not clear what constitutes
‘urgency”’, nor what standards the software provider applies in determining
whether to unblock a particular site. Third party determinations as to what is
properly viewable may not insulate .a library from possible litigation challenge to
a particular determination.

For purposes of the legal analysis with regard to Martin Luther King Jr. Library, in view
of the provisions of the Joint Operating Agreement pertaining to that Library, any
changes in access which affects the network in that facility must be carefully
coordinated with SJSU. SJSU has certain rights under that Agreement which may
affect implementation of a filtering policy13

Option 1 is status quo and does not present a legal concern. [t would appear from the
decision of the U.S. Supreme Court in U.S. v. American Library Association (discussed
above) that options 2 through 4 above do not present significant risks of constitutional
challenges. Using the methods presented in these three options to guard against
exposure to obscene matter for children and teenagers 17 and under would be
permissible under current law. If computers are in adult areas, giving a choice for
filtered or unfiltered access at startup clearly complies with the concerns for unblocking
expressed by a majority of the Justices in the American Library Association case.
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Option 5 does present a basis for a First Amendment challenge, in that it inserts a staff
- decision about what may or may not be permissible to view into the process for an adult
user of the computer system. In terms of First: Amendment considerations, a prior
restraint on the dissemination of information is generally strongly disfavored and a
heavy burden is placed upon a governmental entity that imposes such a restraint,
Because of the emphasis in the American Library Association case on unblocking the
filter for adults in an expeditious manner, Option 5 is not recommended.

Conclusion

The options for internet filtering that permit an adult to unblock either at startup or upon
request would appear to be consistent with the Supreme Court's decision in the
American Library Association case. Option 5 would present the greatest vulnerability to
legal challenge, and thus is not recommended.

In any use of filtering at the Martin Luther King Jr. Joint Library, staff must coordinate
any such filtering program with San Jose State University so as not to interfere with the
policy of the University with regard to their users, as embodled in the Operating
Agreement between the City and SJSU.

RICHARD DOYLE
City Attorney

By

Evet Loewen
Chief Deputy City Attorney

Cc: City Council
Debra Figone, City Manager
Jane Light, Director, Library Services
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ATTACHMENT NO. 1

SAN JOSE ______Memorandum

CAPTTAL OF SILICON VALLEY .
TO: Rules and Open Government FROM: Rick Doyle
- Committee - City Attomey
.SUBJECT: - Preliminary Legal Issues— ~ DATE: November 8, 2007

__Internet Filters at City Libraries _

Background
: At the Rules- and Open Government Ccmmittee on October 24, 2007 this Office was

directed to provide information pertaining o legal issue with the proposal to implement - -

interniet filters at the Library. The policy proposed by Counclimember. Constant would
place internet filters on library computers in order to limit or avoid the display of obscene
or pomographic images ¢ on computer screens. '

The purpose of this:memorandum is to discuss some. of the broad parameters of the
.legal Issues. involved in internet usage at public libraries, to facilitate the Council policy -
discussién. Depending on 2he pohcy directicn of the Council, funher legal ana!ysis may
be necessary

Executwe Summa ml:g

The U.S. Supreme Court has addressed the matter of use of intemet filters in llbrarles
and has held that as a general prOposmon, internet fliters at libraries are not facially
invalid. In a divided plurality’ opinion, the Court upheld the “Children’s Internet
Protection Act" or CIPA against a facial First Amendment challenge to the constitutional

_ valldity of the Act. The'three Justicés.who participated in the plurality opinion, and the

. three Justices who issued separate concurring opinions; refied upon the avallability and
~‘relative ease of unblocking or disabling the filters for adult users as'a means. of

- protecting constitutional speech and thus to Justify the use of filters. The Court has not
addressed the conshtutlonaﬁty of specific internet filter policies in an “as applied”
chal!enge 80 aspects of spec;f ic policies mlght be subject to further challenge

. The Joint Operating Agreement with San Jose State - University contams provissons .
_ pertaining to Intellectual Freedom that would not allow the City to-unilaterally implement
" internet filters- that would affect Umversrty staff and students. Cooperation and
consultation with San Jose State University is necessary to implement any intemet filter
peizcy at Mamn Luther ng Jr. Library. ) :
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The City has policies in effect that address allegations of hostile work environment or
sexual harassment. In order to support.a claim of sexual harassment based on a
"hostile work environment,” the exposure of sexually explicit.images in the workplace
must be 'severe or pervasive, The totality of the circumstances must be evaluated ona
case-by-case basis; typically, a few isolated instances of exposure to sexualiy explicit -
images would not create an lllegal “hostile work environment,” Whether the "severe or
pervasive” burden will be met will depend on the facts, but the' duties-of library staff in
dealing with library customers, the extent of the City's control over library customers and
any Flrst Amendment responsibihties will be also be matters to be cons:dered ‘

Discussion .
- 1. First Amendz’neﬁt Concérns

. The subjéct of pfacing mternet f Iters at libraries has undergone ‘legal chalienge on, :
constitutional grounds, ‘Most recently, the United States Supremé Court ruled on the
facial validity under the U.S. Constitution of a federal law, the “Children’s Internet
Protection Act® (CIPA). -CIPA.required public libraries. to use intémet filters .as a
condition for receipt of federal subsidies, and was chaifenged on First Amendment ,
' grounds inU. S V. Ameﬁcan LfbralyAssoc;atron, inc., (2003) 539-U.S. '!94 T

The use of internet flters in public librarles was upheld, but In the plura!lty opinion the'

- Justices that agreed in the result issued three different legal analyses in three separate

- opinions as fothe bas:s for: upholdmg the use of filters. The-cominon thread in each of o s

the three concurring opinions Is that while use of Intemet filters at librarles were
constitutional, a critical pait of the legal anaiysis was that the filters couid be: d|sabled in .
~whole or in part for- adult users,

a. The Chlldren’s lnternet Protection Act

The Children’s intemet Protectian Act prowdes that a library may not receive two forms
- of federal assistance (discounted rates under the *E-rate program and grants under the
Library Services and Technology Act (LSTA) unless It has “a policy of Intemet Safety for
minors that includes the operation ofa technology protection measure ... that protects
against access” by all persons to “visyal depictions” that constitute “obscenlty or “child
pornography,” and that protects against access by- minors to “visual depictions” that are
“harmful to minors.”! A technology protec*tion measure mésans a specific technology
that blocks or filters internet access to material cavered by the Act, :

CIPA permits a hbrary to “disable” the filter "to enable access for bona fi de research or
other lawful purposes,” Under the E-rate progra, ‘'disabling Is permitted "during use by .
‘ an adult * Under the LSTA program, dlsabling is permltted dunng use by any person

- 20U.8.8. §§ 9134()(1)A)) and {B)(i) 470.8.C. 254(h)(6)(8)(i) and {C)().
220 U.S.C. § 9134(1)(3); 47 U.S.C. § 264 M)

S47 U.S.C.§264(MYOND). ¢
%20 U.S.C. § 9134((3). 3
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CIPA was chalienged by the American Library Association and the- Multhomah Counly
Public Library of Portiand, Oregon, as unconstitutional on its face, and these entities
sought to enjoln the US and govemment agenmes frcm mthho!dlng federal funds based

- Aupon ClPA

‘.The basss of this challenge was fundamentally that filters: are not technologlcelly exact K
as they do not filter visual images, but function on the’ basis of words on the web pagss,
" or by determinations made by the software provider as to’ what websites should. be
blocked, and thus exclude material that is not legally obscene nor child perhcgraphy

- The District Court below found that the Act violated the First Amendment noting that by
“providirg its patrons with internet access and the' broad range of Information on the
- Internet, essentially created a public forum, subject to strict scrutlny by the Courts,
_meaning that the government can only impose a content-based restriction If it shows a
- compelling. govemment interest and that there are.no less restrictive alternatives, .
‘The Dl_StrlCt Court in a long opinion, determined that’ the U.S. falled to meet this Jegal

b. Analysns of. the Supreme Court Declslon

 In a plurality opm}on the Supreme Court reversed the Dlstnct Court and allowed CIPA
to stand: _ . :

“Chief Justice Rehnquist and Justices O'Conner, Scalia, and Thomas issued an opinlen
" holding that libréries were not traditional public fors, and that in fact libraries Had:bread
discretion to make decisions about what to make available in their collections and have
tradttlona}iy excluded pornographic material.® - This opinion also’ condluded - that
Congress had authority to. broadly define the ‘conditions on which it weuld apprc)pnate
finds for a parttcular program.’ o

“The plurahty opinion also specfcally rioted that to the extent that erroneous'
““overblocking” occurred and thus denled access to constitutionally.protected speech,
constitutional difficulties were overcome by the ability of a patron to “only :ask a librarian
to unblock it or (at least In the case of adults) disable the fiiter.™ A library- could also
. disablé a filter alfogether to enable bona fide research or other lawful purposes, This -
" opinion further indicated that in the view of the plural:ty opinion, fliters were less
intrusive than-close monitoring of computer users, which “would risk transforming the
+ole of a librarian from a professional fo whom patrons tum for assistance Into a
cempliance ofﬁcer whom many patrons might prefer to avoid.”

® American Library Association, Inc. v. United Sfates 201F. Supp 2d 401 {E.D. Pemn, 2002) .
539 U.S. 194 at p. 205, _

" 539 U.S. 194 at pp. 208 ~ 209.

5530 U.8, 194 at p. 209.

539 U.S: 194atp 207 fn. 3.
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Justtce Kennedy, in a separate oplmon. concurred in the result but on the basis that if
“upon the request of an adult user," filtered material would be unblocked wnthout )
slgmf‘ cant delay, CtPA on its face was ot unconstitutlonaf o

Justice Breyer, in a separate op:mon, ‘also concurred in the result but on a- drfferent-
rationale that relled, as well, on the fact that the’ "Act.allows libraries to permit any adult
patron access-to an “overblocked. Web site” by simply askir;g for the site to be"v
unblocked temporanly or {0 request that the filter be dlsabled . :

- ¢. General Principles for Use of Filters

This decision ‘upheld a. First Amendment cha!lenge to use of filters at libraries The-
decision upheld the validity of CIPA against a challenge-that on its face, the statute was: -

L uficonstitutional, but this type of challenge does-not involve.how the statute is.applied- in

- particular situations. Thus, the Court’ left for future. determinations whether part}cu!ar
. methods of implementing filters. may have constitutional defects, without providing misch
- guidance as to such methods. Atleast six of the justices rélied upon statéments by the = .
‘Solicitor General that the filters could be readily: unblocked as to specific sifes, orasto
“adults, totally disabled. However, the *how, what and when” of unblocking of- disabling
filters, and whethér a particular policy - for -unblocking or disablirg would meet -

' j consﬂtutional or statutory requirements, has not been determined.

The plurehty oplruon does lndioate, though that the Court may well.be. conoemect wlth '_

use of ﬂitermg software as a iess mtrusive aiternative ‘For these reasons, a i iltering
policy whichIs relatively quick, and does: not place librarians in the position’ of making
determinations-as to whether a particular site can be viewed is likely-to be deemed less
" intrusive of the: indwxduel s rights and present fewerﬁsks of chelienge .

~ It should also be noted that, for purposes of determmmg what images are appropriately
" banned . under CIPA, the  statute relies upon definitions- of “chlld pornography”,
“obscenity” and “harmful to minors” that meet federal constitutional standards as to the
type of speech that is not protected by the. First Amendment. - Both federal and

Ca!nfomla law have provisions banning child pornography with particular definitions of
each,’® Similarly, both federal and California statutes define whet is deemed "harmful to
mmors* the federal Iaw is CIPA end state law is a criminal statute

: Federal statutes prohibzt the transmission of obscens matter as defined by state Iaw but

-have no federal definition of obscenity, as the Supreme Court has set forth a legal test
that relies on state law to specifically defi ne what is deemed obscene Thus each
state’s law may vary to some extent. .

" 439 U,S, 194atp 214. .
439 U.S. 194 at p. 219. '
" Faderal child pornography statute: 18 U.S.C. 2256 California child pemography statute: Penai Code §§
311 2~ 311,11 and 311.11; definition in § 311. ah).
2 20 U.5.C. § 254(h)(5)(B) and § 9134(1)(A); Galifornia Penal Code § 313
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- -Additionally, the US Supreme Courts ‘has held that governmental entities may adopt
.more stringent’ controls on communicative materials available to youths than on those
- avallable to adults." One California Court of Appeals has held that “(d)issemination of
- sexitally motivating matter which Is not classifiable as obscene also may be regulated,-
provided that the regulation-addrgsses only the time, p!ece and manner of speech and
is necessary to further a significant governmental- interest,™ Thrs |atter. decision held
that an ordinance that restficted access to adult magazines by requiring them.to be -
sealed or-removed from reach denied ‘access 10 adults as-well as children, was not
. constitutional. Thus, denying access to the internet for. material that is not cotisidered -
obscene for an adult under state law, but is considered harmful to minors, might present
legal difficulties: in terms.of structuring an internet filter policy . )

In establrshmg a policy pertaining to ﬂtters in selécting any such Ailters, and in :
. implementing a policy on & day-to-day basis, undetstanding these definitions is -
important In- order to be -able to distinguish between pretected and non-protected
expression. Additional legal research would be -necessary in order 1o deVeIop an'
actess policy that addresses constitutional concerns. :

2,. Joint Operating Agreement — Martin Luther King Jr lerary

On’ December 12, 1998, the City and the Trustees of the Cahfomta State Umverstty, on

. behalf of San ‘Jose State “University, entered into the “Agreement for Ownefship,and
Operation of Joint Library Building” that resuited m the construetlon and ;oint operetionA

. of Martin Luther King Jr: Library . e

: The Operattng Agreement with San José State Unlversity contains a section 5 4 entitled
h "Intellectuat Freedom ‘which reads as follows: .
54.1 Poltey, it s the intent of the University and the City to contmue to honer .
the current policy of both the University and City to provide for-unrestricted -
access to all Library Material within the Library Collections and services within
the Joint t_ibrary for’ atl Members of the General Public and the Umversrty Users

5.4, 2 Ghange in Po!tcy In the event that City ordtnanoes are paesed or ru!es
policies -or regulations- are imposed by the City that resirict access for certain
“groups of:users to Ltbrary Material within the City Library Collection or restrict
use for certain groups of users of City sponsored services or programs, the City
hereby agrees that it shall not restrict access to any Library Material within the

University Library Collection_or restrict use of any University- serviées or -
programs. It is the Intent of the Clty not to restrict University Users access 1o
Adbrary Collections. In addition, the University -shall ‘not be required to enforce, -

* Erznoznik v. City of Jacksonville {197'5) 422U, s 205 '
1% American Bookssflers Association v. Superior Court of Los Angeles County and Cily of Paramount

{1982) 129 Ca. App 3d 197
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through its employees, any such ordinances, rules, regulations or policies_
imposed by the City {Emphasis added.) :

- 5:4.3 Federal or State Laws. In the event that federal and/or state laws are
" passed that restrict access for certain groups of users to Library Materials within
-~ the City Library Collection;, but not Library Material within.the University Library
.=, Collection, it is the Intent of the Parties not to subject the University and the
' ‘University L;brary Colleetron to'such federal and/or state laws. - _

Thfs provision in the Operating Agreement was not expressly mentroned in the staff
.memorandum that went to Council when the Agfeement was ‘approved., However, on
' September 18, 1997, the City Council had reaffirmed the 1071 policy of unrestricted
‘access o -all-lbrary materials and services. The express conceérn brought before the
* Councjl at the time was pornography on the internet, When the 1998 Agreement was .

pi'e ented to the Councll for approva! City policy was well establlshed

. Giventhrs provision, a polrcy of internet ﬂlters at the joint Iibrary has inherent conflicts
. and practlcai complexities. Currently, the computers at the King Library are’ jointly

.. .-Owned -and operated; and are equally available to SJSU_Usérs and to the general
-'pubilc ln addition, the two staffs jointly serve SJSU Users and members of the general -

L publjc _

' 't may. well be that the Umversity would not agree to fi !tered internet servfce for its

L ‘Users. - Given the provision above, it is not clear whether the City could, block access to

' _.fthe "Umversrty collectien by any other parties, even if they were not Universrty students

We do not know whether software is available that would drstingulsh between
~Unwersrty Users and general public users for purposes of internet access As a legal
rnatter, it Is not clear whether such difference in access would present legalissuesasto -
- the use of Marliti Luther King Jr. Library. It would not. appear that the Unsversrty s~
Iegal}y obligated- to require its empfoyees to. participate in the imptementatlon of an

; internet f Iter policy. . :

leen the provrsions of this Agreement mrmmally a change in . Clty. pollcy requires‘
conseltation with and cooperat[on with SJ8U inthe Jornt Library. .

3. *Hostile Work Env:ronment" lssues

As provrded below, the Crtys Discrimination and Harassrnent Policy and current law
prohibit sexual harassment against City employees by third-parties. Sexual harassment
cases based on a “hostile- work environment” theory, however, are fact specific and,
typically, a few isolated instances of exposure to sexually explicit images would not
create an illegal "hostile work environment.” . We were unable to find any published case
on point, it is at least theoretically possible that under certain specific facts, there may
be liability for third party sexual harassment if a Irbrary patron'were to repeatedty display
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obscene material or pornography over the internet to library staff,, the City Is-aware of
should ha\re been aware of the actwlty and no remedial actions were teken

Thls ana1y91s is comp!icated by the fact that some sexually suggestive lmages may not
necessarlly be considered obscene or harmful to minors. Theré may - be a right, even -
under the U.S. Supremie Court's holdings, for material which is offensive to some
individuals buit not illegal to be viewed oveér the internet. If a staff member objects to this
materia); the Issue becomes whether that individual's work can be altered ina manner
that removes or reduces e><posure to the material, :

ﬁ;. The Caty s Discrimmatlon and Harassment Policy

The City’s Discriminatlon and Harassment Policy - provides that itis.the. pollcy of the Clty
to promote-and maintain a work environment free of illegal harassment in employment
Under-the Policy, “harassment” is defined by the existence of the following: (1) conduct
that is ‘based on a protected category/status®; (2) conduct that is unwelcome; and- (3)
workplace ‘harm that creates a hostile work environment .or’ results -in a tangible
employmient-action. .Examples of actions that may lead to a *hostile work.enivironment”
. '¢laim ‘and which.are prohibited under the'Policy include, but are not limited to, sexually
: suggestlve bictures _cartoons, and videos on computer systems in the workpiace

_' s_ 'Pohcy also protects employees. against séxual harassment by third- partles .
conductmg <busmess with the City. Employees are strongly encouraged to.immediately
report @ny-and all compleints and concems of harassment 10 a supervisor, Departnient
Dirgctor, -or the Office of Employee Relations.. Aliegations of harassment will be
promptly ‘and_objectively investigated by the -Office of Employes’ Relations. .The
investlgat;on and findings will be based upon the totality of- circumstarices and each
situation will be evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Upon a detenmnation of a
vio!eﬁon of the: Pohoy, immediate cerreetlve action is taken to resolve the situatioh.

© B.'.; " “Hostlle envnronment harassment” under Cahfornia and federai laws ‘

Title VIl of the Civil' Rights Act and Californlas Fair Empioymen’t and Housing Act

- {"FEHA") prohibit sexual harassment in"the - workplace. Indeed, FEHA requires that

employers take all reasonable steps to prevent harassment from eccurqng ‘Cal. Govt.’
Codé §120940(k). A “hostile work environment” sexual harassment claim under Title Vi

* or FEHA must. have the following elements: (1) the employee was subjected to
unwelcome sexual advances, conduct or comments; (2) the harassment compfained of .
. was based on sex; and (3).the harassment was “so severe or pervasive” as to “alter the )
condrt:ons of the victim's employment and create an abusive worklng environment ”

% The fol!owmg are identified as protected categories: race, ce!or. rellglon naﬂonal orlgin, ancestry, age
(40 and over), sex (gender, pregnancy, chiidbirth or related medical condition), sexual orientation, marita) .
status, disability (physical and mental, including HIV and AIDS), medical condillon (cancer/genelic
characteristics), and aclual or perceived gender ideni:ty)

o Menfor Savings Bank v. Vlnsonl 477U.8,. 57 (1986) Fisher v. Sen Pea‘ro Peninsufa Hosp;tal 214 Cal
App.3d. 530 (ieae) : : .
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" The lavel of severity or pervasiveness necessary to create a “hostile environment” is &
question of fact that will be determined by looking at the “totality of circumstances,”
including, frequency of the discriminatory conduct, its severily, whether it Is physically

* - threatening or humiliating, or merely offensive, and whether it unreasonably interferes

with the employee’s work perfonnance Harris v. Forkiift Systems, 510 U.S. 17 (1993).
. Further, whether the conduct is actionable as "hostile environment” sexual harassment
requires both an objectively hostile or abusive environment and the victim's subjective

perception' that the environment is abusive. fd. Accordmgty, it may be difficultto show
.. that harassment based on exposure to sexually explicit images is suffi ciently severe or
pervasive o support a claim; or that the exposure to such images created an objectweiy ’

hostile or abusive environment.

"Addit:onally, an employer may be responsible for the acts of nonemployees with respect
-to sexual harassment of employses in the workplace, “where the employer, or its agents

or supervisors, knows or.should have known of the conduct and fails to take immediate -

and appropriate corrective action.””® ‘The Government Code provides. *In cases
involving the acts of nonemployeses; the extent of the employer’s control and any other

legal responsibility which the employer may have with respect to the conduct of those *

nonemployees shall be considered.””® Thus, the Issue of whether First Amendment
responsibilities constrain the City’s ability to take certain remedial actton will ‘be
considered. by a court.

. Conclusion

is pnssible to.have a constatutlona! pohcy pertaining to mtemet fitters. How that pol:cy
is implemented is important, however, as the Suprems Court has not been presented

with a challenge to a specific’ internet-access policy at a_library and itis possnble for

‘additional "as applied” }egai challenges to be made,.

_ The restrictlons under the Martm Luther ng Jr. Library Jomt Operating Agreement
pose legal and technical issues pertalning to implementing a City policy that would also
- affect University Users, ‘absent SJSU express consent. A policy regarding internet
filters. at Branch libraries would not have the contractual 1ssues that apply 1o the Martin
Luther King Jr. Library.- i o .

= n order to sup‘p.orf a claim of sexual haréésment based on a “hostile work environment,”
the exposure of sexually explicit-images in the workplace must be severe or pervasive.

" 1 The Ninth Crcuil has adopiéd a “reasonable victim” standard that takes info account the victim's
gender, i.e., a hostile environment may exist where a woman plaintiff alleges conduct that a “redsonable
“woman® *wouild consider sufﬁcienlly severe or pervasive to alfer the conditions of employment. Efifson v.
Brady, 924 F.2d 872 (9" Cir. 1991). The “reasonable viclim's” stendard Is used in case brought under
_ California ‘s Falr Employment and Housing Act. Fisher v. San Pedro Peninsula Hospital 214 Ca! App.3d
- 590 (1989).
1% Cal. Govt. Code §12940{I), see also Folkerson v. Circus Circus En!erpnses, inc. 107 F.3d 754 (9”’ Clr
1997}, _
© ®gal. Govt, Code §12940(j)
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Whether the “severe or pervasave burden will be met will depend on the facts, but the

duties of librarians in dealing with library customers, the extént of the City’s control over

library customers and any First Amendment responsibihties will be also be matters to be
considered,. , _

“If Councii proceeds with developing a policy with regard to mtemet filters at libraﬂes, -
additional legal résearch and analysis will need.to be made with regard to the specif‘csr :
- of any partlcuiar proposed policy ' . : '

RICHARD DOYLE
' City Attorney

Evet3.Loswen = -
Chief Deputy:Cjty Attomey

By:

c Debra F’gone City Manager
Jane Light Library Director -
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