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STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA


IN THE GENERAL COURT OF JUSTICE


COUNTY OF ________



         DISTRICT COURT DIVISION








   

 19 JB 001









*****************************************

IN THE MATTER OF:


)







)

_________________



)

*****************************************

MOTION TO DISMISS

*****************************************

NOW COMES ____________, by and through counsel, and moves this Court to dismiss the petition filed in the above-captioned case.  In support of this motion, ___________ shows the following:

PROCEDURAL HISTORY
On ______, the juvenile court counselor approved the filing of a petition against _____________ alleging that ____________ committed the offense of possessing a firearm on educational property under N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b).  The petition alleged that _________ committed the offense by _______________________.  [Add any other relevant information regarding the underlying facts of the case.]

ARGUMENT
I. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2 is a facially unconstitutional criminalization of conduct historically protected by the Second Amendment.
N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) is facially unconstitutional under the Second and Fourteenth Amendments to the United States Constitution.  In 2008, the Supreme Court reaffirmed the constitutional protection of an individual’s right to keep and bear arms. District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 570, 635 (2008); see also McDonald v. Chicago, 561 U.S. 742 (2010) (holding that the Fourteenth Amendment incorporated the Second Amendment right against the states). Since then, state and federal courts across the country considered and frequently affirmed the constitutionality of gun regulations by weighing the burden on a person’s rights against the government’s stated interest. In 2022, the Supreme Court squarely rejected this type of weighing approach. See New York State Rifle & Pistol Assoc., Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111, 2126-27 (2022).
In Bruen, the Supreme Court held that courts may not engage in means-end scrutiny when considering Second Amendment challenges. Id. Instead, “when the Second Amendment’s plain text covers an individual’s conduct, the Constitution presumptively protects that conduct.” Id. at 2126. Rather than applying a balancing test, courts must hold the government to the burden of “affirmatively prov[ing] that its firearms regulation is part of the historical tradition that delimits the outer bounds of the right to keep and bear arms.” Id. at 2127. “[I]f a statute is inconsistent with the Second Amendment’s text and historical understanding, then it fails under any circumstances.” United States v. Rahimi, 61 F.4th 443, 453 (5th Cir. 2023) (emphasis added). Because N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) is inconsistent with both the Second Amendment and the historical understanding of the right protected therein, it is facially unconstitutional.

A. N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) burdens core Second Amendment rights and is therefore presumptively unconstitutional.
N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b) creates criminal liability for “any person knowingly to possess or carry, whether openly or concealed, any gun, rifle, pistol, or other firearm of any kind on educational property.” By its plain text, the statute burdens conduct protected by the Second Amendment: the right of the “people” to “keep and bear arms” does not change because of their presence on “any kind of educational property.”  Indeed, “the people” have a right not just to keep but to bear arms, including in public places for self-defense. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. at 2126; see also Heller, 554 U.S. at 582 (explaining that “keep Arms” means to “have weapons” “in custody”).

B. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b) is not part of the historical tradition of firearms regulation.
The government bears the burden of demonstrating that the firearms on educational property statute is consistent with our nation’s historical tradition. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. at 2135 TA \s "New York State Rifle & Pistol Assoc., Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111 (2022)" . It cannot do so here. 

As our nation approaches its 250th year, N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) is just over fifty years old. The underlying enacting bill was one of a group of bills introduced in 1971 in response to “legislative discontent with student activism and morality.” Popular Government, UNC Institute of Government, 55 (Sept. 1971) TA \l "Popular Government, UNC Institute of Government, 55 (Sept. 1971)" \s "Popular Government, UNC Institute of Government, 55 (Sept. 1971)" \c 3 ; see also SL1971-241 (H. B. 499) TA \l "SL1971-241 (H. B. 499)" \s "SL1971-241 (H. B. 499)" \c 2  (enacting legislation); SL1971-1224 (S. B. 942) TA \l "SL1971-1224 (S. B. 942)" \s "SL1971-1224 (S. B. 942)" \c 2  (amended enacting legislation). The bills followed an even larger group of related bills introduced in 1969 that purported to address campus unrest and disruption and maintain student control during that peak of the civil rights and Black liberation movements as well as demonstrations against the war in Vietnam. Id. TA \s "SL1971-1224 (S. B. 942)"  

The relatively recent student control aims underlying N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b) cannot be considered part of the history and tradition of firearms regulations. See, e.g., Range v. Att’y Gen. United States of America, 69 F.4th 96, 104 (3d Cir. 2023) TA \l "Range v. Att’y Gen. United States of America, 69 F.4th 96, 104 (3d Cir. 2023)" \s "Range v. Att’y Gen. United States of America, 69 F.4th 96, 104 (3d Cir. 2023)" \c 1  (en banc) (“Whatever timeframe the Supreme Court might establish in a future case, we are confident that a law passed in 1961—some 170 years after the Second Amendment’s ratification and nearly a century after the Fourteenth Amendment’s ratification—falls well short of ‘longstanding’ for purposes of demarcating the scope of a constitutional right.”). Indeed, N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) lacks any historical analogues. 

When the Second Amendment was adopted in 1791, public schools did not exist in large sections of the country and were not widespread the way schools exist today.  Brown v. Bd. of Educ., 347 U.S. 483, 490 (1954). Further, “during most of America’s history, there were no particular restrictions on the possession of firearms on school property.” See Pretend “Gun-Free” School Zones: A Deadly Legal Fiction, 42 Conn. L. Rev. 515, 518 (Dec. 2009) TA \l "Pretend \“Gun-Free\” School Zones: A Deadly Legal Fiction, 42 Conn. L. Rev. 515, 518 (Dec. 2009)" \s "Pretend \"Gun-Free\" School Zones: A Deadly Legal Fiction, 42 Conn. L. Rev. 515, 518 (Dec. 2009)" \c 3 . This remained true for those with recognized constitutional rights through Reconstruction and well into the 20th century.
 “It was not uncommon for students to bring guns to school, stored in their lockers or automobiles, to use for hunting or target shooting after school.” See Pretend TA \s "Pretend \"Gun-Free\" School Zones: A Deadly Legal Fiction, 42 Conn. L. Rev. 515, 518 (Dec. 2009)" , supra, (citing John Lane, Permit Guns in School to Stop Massacres, Charlotte Observer (Jan. 22, 2008) TA \l "John Lane, Permit Guns in School to Stop Massacres, Charlotte Observer (Jan. 22, 2008)" \s "John Lane, Permit Guns in School to Stop Massacres, Charlotte Observer (Jan. 22, 2008)" \c 3 ).
 For example, “[w]hen Antonin Scalia was growing up in New York City in the 1950s, he would carry a rifle on the subway on his way to school, for use as a member of his school’s rifle team.” Id. TA \s "John Lane, Permit Guns in School to Stop Massacres, Charlotte Observer (Jan. 22, 2008)"  (citing Associated Press, Scalia Says Don’t Link Guns Only to Crime, Seattle Times (Feb. 27, 2006) TA \l "Associated Press, Scalia Says Don’t Link Guns Only to Crime, Seattle Times (Feb. 27, 2006)" \s "Associated Press, Scalia Says Don’t Link Guns Only to Crime, Seattle Times (Feb. 27, 2006)" \c 3  (reporting Scalia’s speech to an annual meeting of the National Wild Turkey Federation);
 cf. NRA v. Bondi, No. 21-12314, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 17960 (11th Cir. July 14, 2023) TA \l "NRA v. Bondi, No. 21-12314, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 17960 (11th Cir. July 14, 2023)" \s "NRA v. Bondi, No. 21-12314, 2023 U.S. App. LEXIS 17960 (11th Cir. July 14, 2023)" \c 1  (granting en banc review of panel decision finding Florida state law banning sale of guns to 18- to 20-year-olds constitutional).

While Bruen leaves intact certain carve-outs for “sensitive places,” N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b) finds no analog in any recognized sensitive place. To determine whether a place is a sensitive place, the Bruen Court advised: 

Although the historical record yields relatively few 18th-and 19th-century ‘sensitive places’ where weapons were altogether prohibited—e.g., legislative assemblies, polling places, and courthouses—we are also aware of no disputes regarding the lawfulness of such prohibitions . . . .  And courts can use analogies to those historical regulations of ‘sensitive places’ to determine that modern regulations prohibiting the carry of firearms in new and analogous sensitive places are constitutionally permissible.

Bruen, 142 S. Ct. at 2132. TA \s "New York State Rifle & Pistol Assoc., Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111 (2022)"  

Traditional sensitive places – like legislative assemblies,Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 85235 at *139-40, 144-45, 149-50 (N.D.N.J. May 16, 2023)" \s "Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 85235 at *139-40, 144-45, 149-50 (N.D.N.J. May 16, 2023)" \c 1  polling places, and courthouses – are civic locations that are sporadically visited by the public and where an ill-intentioned armed person could disrupt key functions of democracy. By contrast, schools often include fields and playgrounds that are generally unsecured places that members of the public frequent as part of day-to-day life. See Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 85235 at *139-40, 144-45, 149-50 (N.D.N.J. May 16, 2023) (enjoining enforcement of New Jersey statute prohibiting carrying handguns in vehicles and sensitive places, including public libraries and museums). School campuses, therefore, are more akin to churches and other places of worship as opposed to recognized sensitive places like polling places and courthouses. See, e.g., Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *33-34 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022) TA \l "Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *33-34 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022)" \s "Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *33-34 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022)" \c 1  (enjoining enforcement of New York statute prohibiting carrying of firearms in places of worship). The campus Second Amendment exclusion found in N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) thus finds no analogy in Bruen’s recognized sensitive places and is therefore a facially unconstitutional burden on citizens’ Second Amendment rights.

Further, historical traditional limitations on the possession or carrying of weapons at colleges and universities were (1) limited to students, and (2) not mandated by law but instead confined to moral codes of conduct. At UNC, for example, the 1838 code of moral and religious conduct of students, and their conduct toward faculty stated that, “No Student shall keep a dog, or fire arms, or gunpowder. He shall not carry, keep, or own at the College, a sword, dirk, sword-cane, or any deadly weapon; nor shall he use fire arms without permission from the President.”
 By the plain text of this guideline, the moral ban on student carrying was not complete: the Second Amendment rights of faculty or the public were not curtailed, students could obtain permission from the President of the college and no criminal punishment was prescribed for violations.
While policy decisions about controlling students may have driven the enactment of N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2(b),
 and more recently, policy decisions about protecting students and staff have been used to justify its continued enforcement,
 those policy concerns—legitimate as they may be—cannot infringe on constitutional rights. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. at 2126 TA \s "New York State Rifle & Pistol Assoc., Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111 (2022)" . Rather, “[t]he enshrinement of constitutional rights necessarily takes certain policy choices off the table.” Heller, 554 U.S. at 636 TA \s "District of Columbia v. Heller, 554 U.S. 570, 635 (2008)" ; see Bruen, 142 S. Ct. at 2157 TA \s "New York State Rifle & Pistol Assoc., Inc. v. Bruen, 142 S. Ct. 2111 (2022)"  (Alito, J., concurring) (explaining that “statistics on children and adolescents killed by guns” have nothing to do with the question of whether an adult can carry a handgun outside the home). Bruen “forecloses any [policy] analysis in favor of a historical analogical inquiry into the scope of the allowable burden on the Second Amendment right.” Rahimi, 61 F.4th at 461 TA \s "United States v. Rahimi, 61 F.4th 443, 453 (5th Cir. 2023)" . 

“Bruen clearly ‘fundamentally change[d]’ our analysis of laws that implicate the Second Amendment.” Id. at 450 TA \s "United States v. Rahimi, 61 F.4th 443, 453 (5th Cir. 2023)"  (internal citation omitted). In the year since Bruen was announced, courts across the country have struck down or enjoined dozens of state and federal regulations regarding firearms, including statutes that had been challenged unsuccessfully prior to Bruen. See, e.g., id. at 461 TA \s "United States v. Rahimi, 61 F.4th 443, 453 (5th Cir. 2023)"  (federal statute prohibiting possession of firearms by person subject to domestic violence restraining order); Range, 69 F.4th at 99 TA \s "Range v. Att’y Gen. United States of America, 69 F.4th 96, 104 (3d Cir. 2023)"   (federal statute prohibiting possession of firearms unconstitutional as applied to person who committed a nonviolent state misdemeanor); Frein v. Penn. State Police, 47 F.4th 247, 254 (3d. Cir. 2022) TA \l "Frein v. Penn. State Police, 47 F.4th 247, 254 (3d. Cir. 2022)" \s "Frein v. Penn. State Police, 47 F.4th 247, 254 (3d. Cir. 2022)" \c 1  (indefinite seizure of guns taken as part of a criminal case); Firearms Policy Coalition, Inc. v. McGraw, 623 F. Supp. 3d 740, 745 (N.D. Tx. 2022) TA \l "Firearms Policy Coalition, Inc. v. McGraw, 623 F. Supp. 3d 740, 745 (N.D. Tx. 2022)" \s "Firearms Policy Coalition, Inc. v. McGraw, 623 F. Supp. 3d 740, 745 (N.D. Tx. 2022)" \c 1  (Texas statute prohibiting 18 to 20-year-olds from carrying handguns in public); United States v. Harrison, Case No. CR-22-00328-PRW, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18397 at *10-11 (W.D. Okl. Feb. 3, 2023) TA \l "United States v. Harrison, Case No. CR-22-00328-PRW, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18397 at *10-11 (W.D. Okl. Feb. 3, 2023)" \s "United States v. Harrison, Case No. CR-22-00328-PRW, 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 18397 at *10-11 (W.D. Okl. Feb. 3, 2023)" \c 1  (federal statute prohibiting possession of firearms by marijuana user); Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3293 at *70-71 (N.D.N.J. Jan. 9, 2023) TA \l "Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3293 at *70-71 (N.D.N.J. Jan. 9, 2023)" \s "Koons v. Reynolds, Civil No. 22-7464 (RMB/EAP), 2023 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 3293 at *70-71 (N.D.N.J. Jan. 9, 2023)" \c 1  (New Jersey statute prohibiting carrying handguns in “sensitive” places and vehicles); Antonyuk v. Hochul, 1:22-CV-0986 (GTS/CFH), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 201944  at *194-95 (N.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 2022) TA \l "Antonyuk v. Hochul, 1:22-CV-0986 (GTS/CFH), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 201944  at *194-95 (N.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 2022)" \s "Antonyuk v. Hochul, 1:22-CV-0986 (GTS/CFH), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 201944  at *194-95 (N.D.N.Y. Nov. 7, 2022)" \c 1  (multiple provisions of New York statute regarding licensing restrictions for conceal/carry permits and prohibitions on conceal/carry in numerous locations, including preschools); Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *16 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022) TA \l "Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *16 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022)" \s "Hardaway v. Nigrelli, 22-CV-771 (JLS), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 200813 at *16 (W.D.N.Y. Nov. 3, 2022)" \c 1  (New York statute prohibiting carrying of firearms in places of worship); United States v. Price, 2:22-CR-00097, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 186571 at *16-17 (S.D.W.V. Oct. 12, 2022) TA \l "United States v. Price, 2:22-CR-00097, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 186571 at *16-17 (S.D.W.V. Oct. 12, 2022)" \s "United States v. Price, 2:22-CR-00097, 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 186571 at *16-17 (S.D.W.V. Oct. 12, 2022)" \c 1  (federal statute prohibiting possession of guns with altered or removed serial numbers); Rigby v. Jennings, C.A. No. 21-1523 (MN), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 172375 at *17-19 (D. Del. Sept. 23, 2022) TA \l "Rigby v. Jennings, C.A. No. 21-1523 (MN), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 172375 at *17-19 (D. Del. Sept. 23, 2022)" \s "Rigby v. Jennings, C.A. No. 21-1523 (MN), 2022 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 172375 at *17-19 (D. Del. Sept. 23, 2022)" \c 1  (multiple provisions of Delaware statute prohibiting possession and manufacture of various firearms, including untraceable “ghost guns”); United States v. Quiroz, 629 F. Supp. 3d 511, 527 (W.D. Tx. 2022) TA \l "United States v. Quiroz, 629 F. Supp. 3d 511, 527 (W.D. Tx. 2022)" \s "United States v. Quiroz, 629 F. Supp. 3d 511, 527 (W.D. Tx. 2022)" \c 1  (federal statute prohibiting individuals under felony indictment from obtaining firearms).

Bruen did not resolve all questions about the constitutionality of regulations regarding the right to keep and bear arms inside and outside the home, but the statute at issue here is not close: it significantly infringes on the right to keep and bear arms and is a relatively recent statute with no historical analogs. The State cannot demonstrate that such a regulation is part of our nation’s history and tradition. Under the framework prescribed by the Supreme Court in Bruen, the statute is facially unconstitutional. The petition charging a violation of N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) must therefore be dismissed.

II. N.C. GEN. STAT. § 14-269.2 IS A FACIALLY UNCONSTITUTIONAL CRIMINALIZATION OF CONDUCT HISTORICALLY PROTECTED BY THE ARTICLE I, § 30 OF THE NORTH CAROLINA CONSTITUTION.

In addition to violating the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2 also violates Article I, § 30 of the North Carolina Constitution, which states that “the right of the people to keep and bear arms shall not be infringed.” The federal constitution “sets the floor, not the ceiling” for the protection of rights.  Florida v. Powell, 559 U.S. 50, 71 (2010) (quoting Rigterink v. State, 2 So. 3d 221, 241 (2009)).  In other words, a State may “adopt in its own Constitution individual liberties more expansive than those conferred by the Federal Constitution.” Pruneyard Shopping Ctr. v. Robins, 447 U.S. 74, 81 (1980).  North Carolina has done just that with the right to bear arms.  See State v. Fennell, 95 N.C. App. 140, 143 (1989) (observing that “the North Carolina Constitution has been interpreted to guarantee a broader right to individuals to keep and bear arms”).  Moreover, protections under the state constitution must be given a “liberal interpretation in favor of its citizens . . . .”  Corum v. Univ. of N.C., 330 N.C. 761, 783 (1992). For the reasons stated above in Issue I, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14‑269.2 also violates Article I, § 30 of the North Carolina Constitution.  

III. N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2 IS UNCONSTITUTIONAL UNDER THE SECOND AMENDMENT to the united states constitution AND ARTICLE I, § 30 of the north carolina constitution AS APPLIED TO __________.
In addition to its facial unconstitutionality, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2 is also unconstitutional under the Second Amendment to the United States Constitution and Article I, § 30 of the North Carolina Constitution as applied to ________. [Insert relevant facts / consider explaining why the client possessed a firearm on educational property] In light of these circumstances, N.C. Gen. Stat. § 14-269.2 is an “unreasonable regulation.” Britt v. State, 363 N.C. 546, 550 (2009).  The petition charging a violation of N.C. Gen. Stat.  § 14-269.2(b) must therefore be dismissed.

WHEREFORE, for the above reasons, ________ respectfully requests that this Court dismiss the petition filed in this case.
Respectfully submitted, this the ____ day of ____________, 20__.






______________________________________________






[Name]





[Title]






[Address]





[Address]

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE


I hereby certify that a copy of the foregoing motion was served on _____________, [Address] by deposit in the United States mail, first-class and postage prepaid.



This the ____ day of ____________, 20__.






___________________________________________






[Name]





[Title]
� Unsurprisingly, laws targeting Black people who attempted to exercise their Second Amendment rights did impose various penalties. See, e.g., � HYPERLINK "https://firearmslaw.duke.edu/laws/james-iredell-a-digested-manual-of-the-acts-of-the-general-assembly-of-north-carolina-from-the-year-1838-to-the-year-1846-inclusive-omitting-all-the-acts-of-a-private-and-local-nature-and-such-as/" �https://firearmslaw.duke.edu/laws/james-iredell-a-digested-manual-of-the-acts-of-the-general-assembly-of-north-carolina-from-the-year-1838-to-the-year-1846-inclusive-omitting-all-the-acts-of-a-private-and-local-nature-and-such-as/� (criminalizing carrying a weapon when Black without a permit).  


� Available at � HYPERLINK "http://web.archive.org/web/20080127100554/http://www.charlotte.com/171/story/456971.html" �http://web.archive.org/web/20080127100554/‌http://www.‌charlotte.‌‌com/‌171/story/456971.html�.


� Available at � HYPERLINK "https://archive.seattletimes.com/archive/?date=20060227&slug=scalia27" �https://archive.seattletimes.com/‌archive/‌?date=‌20060227‌&slug=scalia27�. 


� See Acts of the General Assembly and Ordinances of the Trustees, for the Organization and Government of the University of North Carolina, Laws for the Government of the University, at 15, Chapter V (1838)� TA \l "See Acts of the General Assembly and Ordinances of the Trustees, for the Organization and Government of the University of North Carolina, Laws for the Government of the University, at 15, Chapter V (1838)" \s "See Acts of the General Assembly and Ordinances of the Trustees, for the Organization and Government of the University of North Carolina, Laws for the Government of the University, at 15, Chapter V (1838)" \c 3 � (emphasis added), available at � HYPERLINK "https://tinyurl.com/UNCCodeConduct" �https://tinyurl.com/UNCCodeConduct�; see also, e.g., UVA Code of Conduct (1824� TA \l "UVA Code of Conduct (1824)" \s "UVA Code of Conduct (1824)" \c 3 �) (“No Student shall, within the precincts of the University, introduce, keep or use any spirituous or vinous liquors, keep or use weapons or arms of any kind, or gunpowder, keep a servant, horse or dog, appear in school with a stick, or any weapon, nor, while in school, be covered without permission of the Professor, nor use tobacco by smoking or chewing, on pain of any of the minor punishments, at the discretion of the Faculty, or of the board of Censors, approved by the Faculty.”), available at � HYPERLINK "https://tinyurl.com/UVACodeConduct" �https://tinyurl.com/UVACodeConduct�. 


� See Popular Government, UNC Institute of Government, 55 (Sept. 1971) (Br. App. 1)


� See, e.g., In re Cowley, 120 N.C. App. 274, 276 (1995) (“[T]he purpose of § 14-269.2(b) is to deter students and others from bringing any type of gun onto school grounds” because of “the increased necessity for safety in our schools.”).





