The meeting was called to order at 8:01 PM (approx.) by Jess Huang (CLAS).   All members were present, with the exception of Samuel Buckley (SARC) and Andrew Lloyd (LAW). 
Honor Committee Meeting

October 5, 2008

I. Roll Call

II. Community Concerns

III. Officer Reports
A. Tyler Alexander—Vice Chair Community Relations, CLAS
a. Dividing tasks within the Community Relations Committee

b. More updates to come next week
B. Ryann Burke—Vice Chair Education, COMM
a. Training begins tonight at 9pm

b. Assigned mentors to new educators

c. Ensure that all experienced educators have seen trials
C. Blaire Hawkins—Vice Chair Investigations, CLAS
a. Training has begun for new advisors
D. Sophie Staples—Vice Chair Trials, CLAS
a. One trial this weekend

b. Two students in the graduate school of business were found not guilty

c. Training began today
E. Jess Huang—Chair, CLAS
a. Board of Visitors meeting to answer questions about Semester at Sea

b. Present at the Arts & Sciences Welcome 
IV. School Representative Reports
A. School of Commerce—Ryann Burke, Christina Polenta
a. New faculty presentation—explain the Honor system

b. Entire faculty presentation—logistics and contact information given

c. MS Commerce presentation

d. Meetings with Professor Bass 
B. Darden—Chuck Fellers, Seton Marshall
a. September 17th: Class long case study on the Honor system

b. Each section has signed a Darden pledge that is hung at Darden

c. Recruitment of support officers

d. Common Darden paragraph detailing the exam policy for classes

e. Sent reminder email to second year Darden students to explain plagiarism

f. Honor orientation with exchange students at Darden; walk through the role of Honor at UVa
C. Next Week: Engineering (SEAS) and Law School (LAW)
V. Old Business

A. Reporter Feedback Surveys—Blaire Hawkins, CLAS
a. Changes in the surveys, look forward to revised version soon

b. Looking for feedback on the surveys from Committee members; senior advisors involved in the drafting of the surveys
VI. New Business

A. Proposal to Amend the By-laws Re: SCPS—Blaire Hawkins, CLAS
a. Pertains to the place of origination of cases in the SCPS, detailing that Honor will investigate the online cases

b. If students have no geographic representation where the cases originate, it makes sense for us to deal with them

c. Before, the regional director would investigate cases that do not originate in Charlottesville; this new change includes online cases to have them investigated by Charlottesville Honor students

d. There is no advantage to having regional directors evaluate online cases when there is no advantage to being close to the student’s school

e. For consistency, if all cases are investigated the same way, they will be treated with the same by-laws, the same experience, and the same procedure that is done at UVa

f. Pirrung: We are still one more step removed from the course, aren’t we one more step removed than the people at the regional center?

g. Huang: Student is at a third location (not regional center or Charlottesville), but instead at their own home taking an online course

h. Alexander: Do you see the regional directors taking the first few steps and passing along the cases to us?

i. Hawkins: I don’t see them having a role at all because they are as much of a third party to the case as we are.  They have no role in administrating the case

j. Caruccio: This relates to two iterations ago with Semester at Sea.  I’m a little uncomfortable using consistency to justify these cases when there are other cases being investigated by regional directors.  Are there still areas when students are investigated by the regional directors?  They must be aware that they won’t get the same investigation procedure as students in Charlottesville/online course would.  We need to establish expectations and explain how the differences are being delineated for students at regional centers v. students who are taking online courses.  

k. Alston: Why wouldn’t we give all students involved in UVa programs the same treatment?  If the regional directors lack the training, why are they handling some of the cases?

l. Huang/Hawkins: Interaction can occur between students and regional directors to take care of the investigation process with personal interaction.

m. Trusner: Idea that just because students are taking online courses aren’t tied to the geographic location doesn’t sit well with him because he believes there may be cases when students take both online courses and courses at regional centers.  He votes to add  “may be” to add flexibility and allow some cases to be processed at the regional center if the student has ties to the regional center

B. Update on FAC—Christina Polenta, SCC

a. Ongoing discussion about the non-triviality of cheating in an academic environment

i. Polenta: Idea of having some sort of educational event or forum to discuss the issue with more students with the idea of putting it forth to referendum in the fall

ii. Staples: Understand the impetus behind it, disagree with making a change because students are given the ability to vote on that during a trial; Difficult to change when student opinion changes

iii. Polenta: Faculty members were truly in favor of this because of the philosophical reasoning as well as the general perception that triviality is something where students are found not guilty

iv. Caruccio: Even the faculty members who believe that the system is too harsh were in favor of the non-triviality of cheating

v. Trusner: In general, I agree with the idea that cheating in an academic environment is serious, but we just had a discussion about what plagiarism is, do we understand what cheating is?  Polling the students about cheating allows for students to make a bright line decision that could be made during the trial situation.

vi. Kallman: Question of the purpose?    

vii. Huang: philosophical stance on the issue, you can never say that cheating is trivial; believe at the bottom of their heart that cheating is non-trivial

viii. Burke: thinks it lies with the reporting rates, faculty members will not 

ix. Kallman: We’re here to serve the students, not faculty members

x. Polenta: Referendum would bring the issue to the students

xi. Kallman: Education and phrasing very important if the issue is brought to referendum

xii. Staples: If Honor Committee puts a referendum to the students, you need a 2/3rds approval for the approval (2/3rds of entire Committee, not just those present)
b. Discussion about changing the definition of plagiarism

i. Professors willing to entertain the discussion if there is a written definition given to them to review

VII. Closed Session
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