Honor Committee Meeting

October 3, 2010

I. Roll Call 
- Greg Siegel
- Kelly O’Connell
II. Community Concerns

III. Officer Reports
A. Danielle MacGregor---Vice Chair Community Relations, ARCH
- athletics department ( athletics coordinator gave go-ahead for team presentations; joint effort with Educators and Committee; Google Doc will go out this week; outline, PowerPoint, scenarios
- support from athletics department to put up flyers about Honor in the team locker rooms that can change once per month
- Hindu Student Council requested co-sponsoring for Gandhi dinner (October 17th); did this last year; a great way to get Honor out there 

B. McKenzie Furber—Vice Chair Education, CLAS
- big push with athletics department
- something similar to the stall seat journal for places around grounds, such as library carrels
- Committee member and educator collaboration ( hoping that this will be a year-long project that can be continued next year; important to sign up and participate 
- first DAB meeting this week; Educators will be sent to help out (Tuesday at 8pm)
- people who did not make support officer pools were told about FAC and DAB; these are open meetings and people are encouraged to attend 

C. Page Dunbar—Vice Chair Investigations, NURS
- 15 active investigations
- new Advisor training starts next week; mentors and mentees  assigned 
- 3 CRs this week 

D. Whitney Johnson—Vice Chair Trials, SCC
- one trial; student in Commerce School found not guilty of cheating; reported by a professor and tried by a mixed jury panel 

E. Charles Harris—Chair, LAW
- furniture ( was in contact Bill Ashby runs Newcomb; wants some time to himself to finish the room before final judgments; there is already not enough space around the table; looked into what the student input was; some feelings that the room was fine before, but there was input from the other groups that share the room; people are welcome to be involved in these talks 
- Richmond on Tuesday; spoke to about 25 alumni; excited to hear about Honor initiatives; theme was about the student body (admissions, athletics); don’t hesitate to reach out to alumni if you need help 
- sending two delegates to National Conference on Ethics; about ten people are interested; will probably end up pulling from a hat
- picnic tonight was a success 
- conference about graduation speaker requests; one was a former chair; this year might well be the governor
- sitting on an appeal this week 
IV. School Representative Reports

A. This Week: School of Law --- Charles Harris and Barlow Mann
- recruitment; good tabling session at the activities fair followed up by emails and information sessions; law students in all three support officer pools
- awareness drive before first year exams; flyers
- Law School Honor information sessions at orientation
 
College of Arts and Sciences --- McKenzie Furber, Rubana Masood, Sarah Munford, Greg Siegel and Alex Solomon
- biggest school; both a blessing and challenge
- in the process of dividing up departments according to Committee member strengths; asking professors to put Honor on syllabi

B. Next Week: School of Engineering and Applied Science --- Christopher Marsh and Jack Valentine; School of Medicine --- Weldon Diana and Taylor Richardson.
V. Old Business

VI. New Business
A. Constitutional Amendment Consideration: Jury Composition
- Alex Solomon asks for potential advantages 
- Committee Members tend to prompt the rest of the panel to ask questions; having the panel ask questions is a more constructive format 
- another possible advantage ( even if Committee members don’t have any skills going into it, they gain institutional wisdom; not as many irrelevant conversations 
- idea is consistency of interpretation of the By-Laws; Committee would be helpful in interpreting By-Laws as they are defined; people who are simply familiar with the By-Laws 
- Committee members can hone jury members into what the standards are; some people are focused on the dictionary definition of intent 
- Committee member can answer more questions and have more interaction with other jury members; Chair and Observer may not 
- richer discussion
- how about presenting the goals we want to achieve and ask how we could best achieve them
- Alex doesn’t see this playing out; other changes might help ( instead of reading from a script, the Chair and Observer could have a more active role in orientation; perhaps Chair and Observer could have a greater role during deliberations; Committee members are more likely to say not guilty because of the way they interpret the standard of “beyond reasonable doubt” 
- consider perspective of: Committee members, students, and community 
- McKenzie encourages people not to think of the type of verdicts that should come out of jury reforms when making these decisions; as a student she would not want the Chair or Observer to play a bigger role or want them to steer the conversation 
- Rubana: Committee members do tend to let students steer the conversation
-  Page: was passed down steps for leading deliberations from a Committee member from last year; students seem to stop talking about things that are irrelevant; Chair emphasizes that students should participate in the trial; from her experience, jury panels have been involved 
- Alex: when you try to take someone’s right away, people react negatively; Committee members are not always seen as peers; students would not want Committee members on their jury 
- Jeff: do we have data on the outcomes of trials by panel type? No; from what Charlie has seen it is a mixed bag 
- fundamental standpoint: we are after a pursuit of the truth, which is why the jury reform has been proposed; any negative connotation is never intended; we are trying to pursue the truth in a more consistent manner; in the students’ best interests; could only put two or three Committee members on panels; critical to have Committee members add their level of understanding to the conversation 
- Sarah: students can understand the definitions; in terms of consistency, if only two people are on a trial, Committee members won’t see many trials; the fact that students have historically chosen random juries shows that that’s what they want
- Weldon: last year’s VCI thought that Committee members would sway the decision, so always go with random juries
- Charlie: historical perspective; used to be a panel of Committee members from school, gradually replaced; something that bothers him is the perception that random juries are chosen in order for students to get off
- Barlow: the right to an all-student jury is not an ancient right that is being taken away; if mixed panels produce better results in the long run, then that’s better; look at this in terms of institutional time; debate is about whether or not this is going to produce a better system in the long run, not bad perceptions in the short run; also if accused students typically favor random juries, it does not mean that ALL students prefer random juries
- Whitney: idea of perception; we need to have a conversation with the Community instead of assuming what its perception will be
- Anna: would it be possible to adjust questions asked of potential jury members? 
- all jurors must be willing to administer Single Sanction; this is the same for Committee members serving on a jury 
- Alex: overall goal is the pursuit of the truth; doesn’t believe that having Committee members on juries will bring about correct verdicts; they are more likely to follow the By-Laws
- Whitney: we’re hoping for people to follow  the By-Laws closely 
- Weldon: as a Committee member, you don’t think that deliberations had questions missed; as Committee members you’re asking all questions with Act, Intent, and Triviality in your mind; this can get other people thinking as well; Committee members try not to be the flag-bearer of one side 
- Alexander: important to remember that consistency comes not only from serving on jury panels, but also on I-Panels; richer discussion in deliberations of what the By-Laws are and what they mean when applied to a particular case 
- Gordon: doesn’t understand how reading “beyond reasonable doubt” so literally is a bad thing 

- no meeting next week: undergraduate fall break 
VII. Closed Session
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