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Agenda: 
- Housing Design Workshop debrief 
- updates on ESF security plans 
- discussion on Rush funding and protocols 

 
Roll call: All present. 
 
Housing Design Workshop debrief 
 
This occured on Saturday, Mar 2. Each dorm sent a group of 6-8 people, and a few members of 
DSL were there. The following are the given presentation topics. The DormCon Housing 
Logistics Working Group was discussing ways to make the logistics of coming to MIT easier for 
freshmen. Each dorm presented their current housing process as well as suggestions for a 
revised housing process. The takeaways are that we have ways in which we can improve our 
system, and we feel like we provided an extensive overview in our submitted proposal. It was 
interesting to see that many other dorms’ single-sided selection methods also combined 
freshman preferences with upperclassmen knowledge (many dorms have multiple RACs 
working together). We are looking to test out RSD+ (you can read about it in the EC proposal). 
DSL is apparently offering to pay people to write the code for this. Reach out if interested. 
 
Q: When will we know the final housing decisions? A: Cindy and Suzy are meeting will all the 
dorm execs in the next month, and we will discuss how we are moving forward then. 
 
Q: Do we have EC-specific data on the complaints given after the 2017 post-REX survey? A: 
Yes, we have this data, and we performed quite well on it. We received 2018 post-REX survey 
data today, and Adriana will be presenting this at next housecomm. 
 
Updates on ESF security plans 
 
ESF chairs met w/ admin last Friday. The primary topic of discussion concerns security during 
the event. Takeaways of the meeting are 1) Residents will have to wear wristbands. 2) Last 
year, some residents were concerned about being uncertain about whether or not someone is a 
resident. The plan for entrances to the courtyard from outside is to have two student entrance 
near Wood and Goodale and a guest entrance, where guest wristband pickup will occur, near 
Munroe. ESF chairs are discussing holding dorm tours for people who won’t necessarily have 
access to the building all day. Clothing-optionality will be suspended. Alcohol consumption in 
lounges will be suspended, it will remain permissible in private rooms. 
 
Q: Have we considered that wristbands are very easy to overcome as a security measure? A: 
ESF chairs would appreciate smarter suggestions to help with this. ‘I live here’ face tattoos? 
Cattle ear tags? 
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Q: What is the process for obtaining wristbands? A: ESF chairs will send out a guest list form for 
residents to fill out if they plan to let people into the building during the event. Wristbands will be 
distributed to the residents prior to the weekend. 
 
Discussion on Rush funding and protocols 
 
An explanation of the current Rush funding. Every year, Rush seeks outside donations to fund 
projects not covered by what is alloted by the EC budget. We accepted $7000 from Bezos as a 
personal donation in exchange for making the ferris wheel project Blue Origin themed. Rush 
chairs want to gather the opinions of residents on the matter, as well as discuss what the role of 
Rush, Rush funding, and Rush chairs should be moving forward. 
 
Q: What would be the mechanism for giving it back? A: We are not sure if this is feasible. 
Q: What documentation is associated w donations from individuals and organizations? A: We 
have a sponsorship form. Money is transferred through the MIT Giving website. We have the 
receipt for Bezos’s donation 
Q: What are the standards for whether or not we accept a donation? A: We don’t have a 
precedent for this. 
Q: Who makes the final decision in Rush funding affairs? A: The precedent is that rush chairs 
handle this. 
Q: What should we do moving forward if we receive a donation this controversial? A: That’s for 
EC to decide. 
C: We should perhaps make a list of people that we are reaching out to for funding, and then 
allow people to discuss whether or not the entities on it align with EC’s values. We should have 
guidelines for how we make these decisions so that this conversation doesn’t devolve into a 
screaming match. 
C: We elect the Rush chairs to be representative of EC and trust in their judgement when 
organizing Rush. Creating a static set of guidelines may constrict us in the future, as our 
opinions and views as a community may change in the future. 
C: We should trust in the Rush chairs, but we should set up some form of resident accountability 
and opinion gathering. 
C: We should set up a system where we can collect student input within a 24-hour period and 
afterwards leave decisions up to the discretion of the Rush chairs. 
C: Two concerns about leaving things to the discretion of Rush chairs. 1) We don’t select Rush 
chairs on the basis of ethics or being able to evaluate who we should be accept. 2) We do elect 
Rush chairs partially on the basis of being excited about. 
C: It is worth examining and reevaluating transparency about funding and project approval. We 
have been spending a lot, a lot of money in recent, often on projects that prefrosh can’t help out 
with. 
C: We should consider a mechanism for vetoing decisions like these. The sponsor signs we put 
up during Rush will be public facing and in a sense an expression of EC’s values. EC residents 
should have the capability to divest if 90% of residents say they want to do so. 
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C: We do have a referendum process. It would take too long as a vetoing method, but perhaps 
helpful as a method for approving a potential sponsor request list. 
C: Often those who care about this matter are the ones who bother to be informed about it. A 
majority of people may not care, nor will they ever care, and this is why we have Rush chairs to 
represent us and deliberate on the matter. 
C: As a counter to having the sponsor list being voted on, I don’t like the idea of Rush funding 
being controlled by a small majority of people who care vehemently about the sponsors, and 
overpowering a majority that just cares about Rush happening. 
Sandy: Both refusal and acceptance can be read as a statement of ethics. Perhaps taking this 
money and using it for good could be the thing we are going for. 
C: We would be advertising in exchange, and we are not necessarily doing a “good” thing. 
C: Displaying a sign or logo is not necessarily and endorsement of what they do, as we display 
signs from the de Florez fund as well as WMBR. 
C: We speak with money, as money is power. When we exchange money with an entity such as 
Bezos’s, I feel like we are maintaining that entities power though capital because outsiders 
observers will see this endorsement. I personally don’t want this as a facet of my community, 
but this is for the community-at-large to decide. 
C: I think that outside observers will not focus on our sponsors, but instead the cool projects that 
we are funding. 
C: Could we give EC the chance to formulate coherent strategies on how to approach this 
matter and allow people to present ideas on how we should handle this in the future at an 
upcoming HouseComm. 
Adriana: Yeah, that’s exactly what we were hoping to do in order to have better. Maybe two 
housecomms from now, we can let people present their ideas. 
 
Shifting the discussion, does anyone have any thoughts on how we move forward on the current 
matter? Rush chairs: We will continue as usual, but we will leave future protocols up to the 
discretion of the future Rush chairs. Add yourselves to choo-choo@mit.edu to read updates on 
Rush. 
 
Before we conclude, reminder that if you’re interested in coding the RP+/RSD+ housing 
algorithm, please reach out to exec. 
 
Hall chairs, please complete your hall descriptions for CPW. 
 
HouseComm adjourned. 
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