Honor Committee Meeting

October 31, 2010

I. Roll Call 
- Rubana Masood
- Renee Howell
- Jeff Rudnicki
- Amy Bly
- Ruth Kidane 
II. Community Concerns
- ann marie mackenzie ( west point ethics conference; serving with integrity; making ethical decisions is difficult; heard from various speakers; discussion of s survey about people living ethically; spoke to people representing honor committees at different schools; got a good feel of what different honor systems do; a lot of what they do we do as well; other people’s investigation processes seem more expedited, but none of the schools had strictly single sanction policies; one thing that another school does to expedite investigations is putting people on lockdown; not entirely realistic, but something to think about; spoke about jury reform with several schools; wake forest honor chair jury ( honor committee students, two random students, and faculty; something to think about is that if your goal is consistency, then you need to pull from a small pool to serve on the jury; very few trials could be perfectly consistent just with jury reform; the conference was very beneficial, but it wasn’t only focused on Honor Committees; Ann Marie and Anna spoke about a potential conference just for Honor Committees at UVA; at one school, the student represents himself with an advisor for help; student and reporter can ask each other questions; other schools don’t really have active counsel roles, but have very active advisor roles; fewer support officers, but very well trained 
III. Officer Reports
A. Danielle MacGregor---Vice Chair Community Relations, ARCH
- tying up loose ends; working with McKenzie on Mock Trials
- great discussions with scenarios at athletics info sessions
- first Community Relations Committee meeting this week

B. McKenzie Furber—Vice Chair Education, CLAS
- working on Mock Trial scheduling; November 10th in the Physics building; 16th in McLeod; 17th in Commerce School
- met with librarians to talk about educational initiative in the libraries; very enthusiastic; table tents with resources with students; link to style guides and references; info about CRs and Honor; will be in Alderman and Clark; marketing on library website with a link to Honor; reference information on library website ( will expand next semester if it is successful 
- trick-or-treated on the lawn today


C. Page Dunbar—Vice Chair Investigations, NURS
- 8 active investigations
- worked with Taylor, Weldon, and Kelly on Health Sciences mock trial 

D. Whitney Johnson—Vice Chair Trials, SCC
- one trial today; SCPS student not guilty of cheating, reported by a professor and tried by a random student jury 

E. Charles Harris—Chair, LAW
- trial preparation for today’s trial
- went with Gordon to weekly probate class with University Guide Service; good conversation; generally very engaged 
- sat on two meetings for Gray-Carrington scholarship meeting and Lawn Selections Committee meeting (they will use Honor’s way of pulling random and willing students to serve on the Selections Committee)

IV. School Representative Reports

A. This Week: Graduate School of Arts and Sciences --- Wendy Ballard and Alexander R. Cohen
- Wendy to talk to teaching-intensive programs in order to focus on graduate students who have large teaching responsibilities

B. Next Week: Batten School of Public Policy --- Ruth Kidane and Eric Kimpton; School of Continuing and Professional Studies --- Kevin Bishop and Amy Bly; School of Architecture --- Kevin Kinsey and Danielle MacGregor. 
V. Old Business
A. Mixed Panel Juries Proposal – Motion to take from the table
- Charlie wants to come up with viable options and vote in two weeks 
- Vote till Verdict ( two types: unanimity and majority to acquit; unanimity makes sure that every issue under dispute is examined carefully and easier to sell to the community at large as it is easier to understand, also offers students a greater level of protection if accused, but the greater cost of long deliberations; for majority to acquit, everyone would know that the deadline is 1am, should probably include that a final vote must be taken at 12:55; both systems will promote a greater understanding and a more thorough discussion
- Charlie: if the proposal has merit, then keep on the table if we want to see it voted on 
- Greg: why not make it 4/5 on both sides? 
- Page: serious concerns with declaring a mistrial; the fact that that possibility exists puts continuous and unnecessary stress on the student; jurors start wearing down at 5pm; time-wise, this doesn’t necessarily ensure better questioning at trials or focus closely on the By-Laws 
- Whit: creates an adversarial atmosphere; it’s a very serious issue at-hand; might leave jurors with a bad impression of Honor
- Page: shouldn’t compare too much to actual legal cases; once students have voted, it’s their final decision and they don’t really want to change their minds; would hate for someone to vote against their conscience just to get out of the room
- Taylor: has merit; understands that it shouldn’t be adversarial, but it’s always stressful; as a student, it’s clearer that all the details are discussed 
- Danielle: sees this as just increasing the number of hours that people talk, not necessarily increasing the quality of deliberations; when jurors have made up their mind they’ve made up their mind 
- Greg: unanimity is the best and is what we should go for; adversarial juries will always exist
- Weldon: you’re going to talk longer, but some of that talk might give you better deliberations when you defend your vote
- Page: problem with mistrial; the next trial won’t necessarily take place the next weekend; the idea of a second trial not coming from an appeal is a concern
- Alexander: don’t think we should be focused on the mistrial issue right now; can’t be sure something doesn’t work if it hasn’t been tried yet
- Whit: don’t think it works towards our objectives of having better quality discussions 
- Kelly: we’re deciding whether we’re going to talk about it more; would recommend looking at Barlow’s work as well 
- Alex: thinks that this does go with the goals of the Honor system in terms of fairness 
- Vote: yes to put it on the voting calendar, no to drop it 
- first vote to keep the whole proposal on the table ( 20 yes; 2 no; 1 abstaining to put it on the voting calendar
- vote for unanimity as a proposal ( 3 yes; 17 no; 2 abstain 


· Jury Facilitators ( would identify jury facilitators; carefully selected and supervised support officers; trial chair should not be given facilitator role; expect trial chair to supervise the facilitators; support officer facilitators would be less influential than Committee members; By-Law amendment 
- Alex: better ways to go about doing this; better to not put students from Honor on the jury unless the student wants it
- Alexander: does anyone have any other proposal that involves having any other support officer or Committee member doing this type of facilitating? 
- What about expanding the trial chair role? 
- Page: wants to hear about what people think about tabling this
- Chris: as long as we’re considering dropping random student juries, this should stay as an option; if we have another conversation about mixed panels, this can compliment that 
B. Jury/Trial Quality Enhancement Alternatives
- Whit: move to bring the mixed panels jury proposals off the table and bring it back in discussion; in talking to a lot of people about this issue of mixed panel composition, we should give this more thought that we have; this accomplishes just about everything that we’re looking for; we need to have more discussions with the community about the idea; random students are absolutely peers, but can they speak as well as a Committee member could about By-Laws and procedures; this promotes better questions at trial and better discussions at deliberations 
- motion to bring it off the table ( 16 in favor; 5 not in favor; 1 abstain 
- Danielle: would like a description of exactly how this would work; would like answers to questions such as: is it 2 or 3 Committee members? Is it a default or an option? Would like white papers
- Alex: would be good to try to encourage community members to come to listen to our discussion
- Danielle: when we engage with people, we always offer the option to come to Community Concerns 
- Greg: two weeks ago we voted strongly to table this; what has changed people’s votes? 
- Page: gone through many options; voted to table to consider other options; now that we have done that, think that this is the best option
- Danielle: changed vote; tabled the white paper not the idea

VI. New Business
A. Diversity Advisory Board Report – Sarah Munford, CLAS
- two meetings; third meeting on Tuesday
- first meeting was mostly random students not involved in Honor; spoke about general structure
- second meeting had more educators
- creating long term goals; longitudinal institutional memory
- ensuring that talk become action 
- good responses from MRC; people to come out to each meeting 
- might not hold a diversity forum 
- try to get faculty more involved
- peer mentoring; assigning group liaisons for every group under the MRC 
- dinner with random students and having some sort of structured discussion 
- looked at student survey from 2008 
- will send out more detailed notes 
- Meeting is at 8pm in Monroe 111 


B. Barlow Mann: Special Verdicts 
- exhibits demonstrate clearly how this would work; instead of voting, students respond to interrogatories that apply to act, intent, triviality ( list if all affirmative responses renders a guilty verdict; or another way to use it could be to guide jury discussion; could also be used with Alexander’s proposal about raising the number of votes to acquit; counsel would know exactly what the ultimate questions are and would ask the right questions at trial; more competent and consistent interpretations; will quickly approach a good reflection of the By-Laws in every trial; jurors with be more able to wrestle with the By-Laws in this format; jurors more inclined to nullify will have to answer more specific questions and be more likely to vote
- Taylor: to what extent would jurors be able to discuss things that they think are important that aren’t in the interrogatories? 
- Barlow: option at the end of trial to move to modify jury instructions; trial chair to act as a facilitator and decide whether something is relevant 
- Greg: is there no rigidity that we can add to the By-Laws? 
- Page: does a good job at achieving our goals. Would the questions be available to students before the trial? Barlow: could be part of the evidence packet 
- Alexander: what about the interrogatories as a guide for deliberations 
- McKenzie: if these interrogatories guided the discussion, they would not limit the scope of discussion

VII. Closed Session
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