Honor Committee Meeting

October 24, 2010

I. Roll Call 
- Rubana Masood
- Greg Siegel 
- Chris Marsh 
II. Community Concerns
- none
III. Officer Reports
A. Danielle MacGregor---Vice Chair Community Relations, ARCH
- thank you to those who showed up for pumpkin carving with Black Student Alliance; informal event to build friendships; turned out well
- athletic team presentations to Women’s Crew by a senior educator; Danielle will give one on Saturday; need people to help with scenario-based presentations
- flex exams; faculty at Commerce School are looking into it; only concern is about falling into registrar’s requirements, but otherwise has support 

B. McKenzie Furber—Vice Chair Education, CLAS
- moving forward with Mock Trials ( November 10th Chemistry Auditorium; November 16th in McLeod; November 17th in Commerce School; all at 7pm; three educators are working on marketing and different ways to target schools 
- meeting with University librarian to talk about getting something put up; meeting with other librarians 
- educators have signed up to work with GSAS; all set on school rep-educator pairings 

C. Page Dunbar—Vice Chair Investigations, NURS
- 10 active investigations
- 2 students LAG-ged this week
- Whit and Page met with president of Minority Rights Coalition to talk about Jury reforms; meeting went well; got good feedback; they were under the impression that our decision was already made; clarified that if anything happened, it would just go on the ballot; good opportunity to sit down and actually explain to people why we want some changes in the system 

D. Whitney Johnson—Vice Chair Trials, SCC
- no trials this weekend
- good meeting with MRC; looking forward to more discussion 

E. Charles Harris—Chair, LAW
- met with lawyer in General Counsel’s office to talk about a faculty module to use for education for faculty
- met with Gordon and Dean Roberts in Admissions to talk about how Honor is portrayed in Admissions; idea of getting Honor essay questions back on the table
- met with association Deans; said they haven’t heard from Honor in about 5 years; got them up to date with policy changes; had some good input; engaging discussion 
IV. School Representative Reports

A. This Week: School of Medicine --- Weldon Diana and Taylor Richardson
- new students given an orientation by Charlie; one first year joined Honor
- presented to general faculty; smaller meeting with curriculum leaders; spoke about flex exams; some issues this year with Honor, so it is definitely part of the new curriculum; Honor on syllabi 

School of Nursing---Page Dunbar and Kelly O’Connell
- met with Mary Gibson, who teaches a required course for all first year nursing students; open dialogue about want Honor implies for the Nursing profession
- Nursing Leadership in Action ( mock trial will count for points for this class

School of Commerce---Gordon Crenshaw and Whitney Johnson
- attended first faculty meeting; met with mentors
- presented to Board of Trustees for McIntire; very receptive; many questions; interested in Honor within broader University community
- conversations with more involved professors about jury reform; good to get insight from them
- make sure Honor is in front of students before final exams 

B. Next Week: Graduate School of Arts and Sciences --- Wendy Ballard and Alexander R. Cohen; Batten School of Public Policy --- Ruth Kidane and Eric Kimpton.
V. Old Business
VI. New Business
A. Jury/Trial Quality Enhancement Alternatives
- thank you to Alexander for writing proposals; anyone is welcome to write up proposals 
- idea of “vote till verdict” ( some number of votes needed to convict and to acquit and some number in between for which deliberations would need to continue ( can improve accuracy; examine arguments and facts more closely; helps to avoid nullification; some people might vote to acquit due to not understanding the By-Laws; this is about getting the right acquittals and the right convictions ( Page likes that this might help to avoid nullification, but unanimity is difficult, needs to be completed ( Jack likes that people would have to defend their votes one way or another, but be careful with what standards are set; unanimity is difficult ( Jeff: what if it were 4/5 to convict and 4/5 to acquit? ( would be an improvement; help with nullification ( Alexander: what if we added the option to abstain? ( people have issues about how many jurors might choose to abstain ( how does this help to address the need for more thorough questions or a better understanding of the By-Laws? ( Alexander: this does nothing to promote better questioning; but in terms of By-Laws, jurors would have to explain the standards ( Whitney: not addressing deeper By-Law discussion; Chair and Observer still serve as impartial players; problem with introducing an adversarial system; doesn’t think that US system is necessarily best for the Honor system; would probably leave people with a bad feeling leaving a trial; does see this as a separate area of jury reform ( procedural, as opposed to jury composition ( Charlie: timing issues; not comprehensive in terms of our improvement goals; sleep on it and think about the 8-hour deliberation system, maybe think about a “vote 5 times” system; there are other creative possibilities to think about; difficult to say that jurors are deliberating in bad faith ( it would take an overt admission to dismiss a juror for their bias against the system; we do dismiss jurors who behave inappropriately 
- “arguments of interpretation” ( we do not give enough consideration to the question of what the By-Laws mean; the By-Laws do leave a lot of room for interpretation; we need to have discussion of this at some point during the process; we need to have counsel talking about whether a given set of facts would constitute an Honor offense or not; three ways to discuss this: 1) discussion of events in an open setting, without revealing the facts of any case, 2) do it as part of the pre-trial process, where a small number of Committee members would make the decision, 3) address these issues at some point during the trial either in a new opening statement, at the end, mixed in throughout; any way it is done addresses the panel’s understanding of the By-Laws; consistency of interpretation of the By-Laws ( Alex: the idea of interpretation is the reason we have a trial; the reason a student chooses a random student jury is that he/she wants them to interpret it their way ( Charlie: Committee members used to be the jurors, but we have released that power to the students; in this section it sounds like counsel who might not be making good arguments; what counsel should be doing is making the argument whether it is an Honor offense or not; maybe just improve the quality of Counsel ( Barlow: questions of fact and questions of interpretation; imbalance between what the essential question is and what’s being presented at trial; one way to improve the process is for the Chair and Observer to have a specific list of questions that they must answer (asked to expand on this in writing) ( Danielle: personal experience is that Counsel do bring up these issues, depends on what is going on in the case, understands that other people have different experiences; decisions before trial seen as a way of influencing the jury 
- motion to continue for fifteen minutes; all in agreement
- Whitney: fundamentally it is a jury issue; we are looking to enrich jurors’ ability to make decisions of interpretation; we need to figure out ways to help the jury to have richer discussion about the By-Laws and apply them to cases ( Weldon: we know that the By-Laws are complicated; could we make a green book for jurors to explain the By-Laws in ways that everyone can understand? ( Charlie: if the issue is an understanding of the By-Laws, then the By-Laws need to be changed ( Weldon: jury script in antiquated ( Alexander: doesn’t think it is ever possible to have perfect consistency without having a very careful procedure in place for jurors to understand what the By-Laws mean
- “jury facilitators” ( facilitators with the jury to help with questioning and interpretation; will not vote; tasked with staying neutral and promoting neutral questioning and deliberation ( Gordon: this proposal gets at most of the Committee’s goals; has concern about being a juror but not voting; how can this person not become biased? What do we think about the possibility of adding another Vice Chair and more support officers? ( Alex: people are, for the most part, pretty neutral; once in deliberations, ideas become more concrete; thinks that facilitators’ presence during the trial is a good idea, but not during deliberations as they might influence people’s votes ( Page has gotten some student support about Committee members writing “no vote” ( Charlie: the jury would know who the person is; their role could be deduced from their level of engagement ( Taylor: most skeptical of this proposal; thinks that mixed panels work when Committee members and random student jurors work together; doesn’t know what message it would send to jurors to have people on the panel who don’t have to take a stand; Committee members on mixed panels have to take a stand at the end ( Charlie: possibility of the ability of the Chair to ask questions ( Weldon: what if the Chair asked a question to the student, but not the reporter? ( Jeff: maybe the responsibility would lie more with the Observer ( Page: counsel are all present at pre-trial and ask questions at trial; thinks that the jury would lean on the Chair if the Chair could ask questions; all questions get answered as those that students don’t ask are asked by counsel ( Jack: maybe have the Chair just present some questions to the jury as an option 
VII. Closed Session
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