Honor Committee 01/31/2010
Absent:
· Jen Newsome 
· Jen Guimond 
· Yi Cai
· Thomas Worthy
· Honor Alston 
· Page Dunbar
· Nick Drauschak
Community concerns  none
Officer reports:
· JJ  nothing 
· Rob  Chairs from sub-committees (Andy: next Thursday 11th February at 5 or 5:30; Charlie: list of new things to look at, will work on meeting time; John: nothing is set yet); educator pool meeting  Constitutional amendments that are procedural (default jury) would benefit by having an educator campaign, but wants to be careful about having it look like the committee is advocating a certain position. 
· David agrees that it could be helpful
· Charlie says that an explanation on the UBE website would be helpful.
· Rob says UBE might allow something to be endorsed by the Committee.
· Alexander is hesitant. 
· Rob says to be sure to stick to things that are NOT as policy-focused.
· Mary  14 ongoing investigations; I-panel this past week was a drop; look for lots of activity in the next two weeks. 
· Alex  Case processing; CMDs, appeal; gearing up for I-panels 
· David  Trying to coordinate with UBE and Student Council  about election issues; petition for referendum requires 950 signatures, but anything that will change the constitution, the petition needs to follow what is outlined in that specific organization’s constitution. A petition for Honor  needs 10% of student body, so for Honor there are 2436 signatures needed; co-sponsorship request this week.
School reports:
· John (Engineering)  Sat down with people from many departments in the Engineering School; overall consensus was in support if the Honor System; one concern is that faculty feel as though only they, and never students, report; concern about academic fraud getting dismissed at trial or I-panel; crafted a letter for each Professor in the Engineering School inviting more feedback from them; no new faculty coming soon; focus on students from different backgrounds; two previous chairs wanted a focus on these groups due to cultural differences.
· Tom and Jeff (Batten)  Designing internal policies that relate to memo writing in Batten; these are internal documents, would only need to include sources as they would be needed by your boss directly; describing exactly what the professional standard is and how students are expected to do their citations; want it approved by Honor and will show drafts as it is written; another option to draft a resolution for this Committee to consider, saying that a memo is different in terms of citation and how it is written than a research paper is; anyone can help with this .
· Alexander  Why not put this in the by-laws?
· Jeff  Memos are very program-specific; wouldn’t rule it out as an option, but doesn’t think it’s necessary
· David  Not everything needs to be voted on by Honor; it could be confusing to put everything together.

Old Business:
· Article VII  UBE decides voting population, number of signatures needed; there are many numbers describing amount of student; the total number (non-degree and degree-seeking) is 24,000; UBE will decide the number of students it takes to have an issue on the ballot and how many students it takes for a referendum to pass. They will confer with Honor and make the decision after this election.
· Charlie  What if UBE makes the threshold too low or too high; maybe we should reserve the right to say what level of student participation is necessary.
· David  If they made it too low, they would be flooded; not too much of a concern; there is a more informal process by which this stuff is decided and it will be conferred with us; but it is something to consider to have control of the threshold.
· Rob  In regards to thresholds for getting something on the ballot; if this is too low, there would just be a lot of things on the ballot.
· Alexander  Not concerned with number being too low, but concerned with the number being too high; concerned as UBE is self-selecting and unaccountable.
· David clarifies that UBE is selected by appointed officials
· Alexander  UBE propagates the wrong information about the amount of signatures needed; still have his forms; not a great deal of confidence; should add a clause of ¾ vote of the Committee to take control of that number; the phrase “entire voting population” sounds ambiguous.
· David says that this term will be defined by the UBE  He  thinks that it will be the entire degree-seeking population (21,000) 
· Alexander  Should add the word “eligible” to read “the entire population eligible to vote”
· Taylor  Question about 2400 number for petitions
· David says that the UBE needs to set a number to base everything off of so that everything is more consistent; has spoken to UBE and they are discussing it.
· Alex  Regardless of our own feelings of UBE’s effectiveness, they have no reason to set unrealistic numbers.
· David moves to vote; motion seconded.
· JJ  Clarification on how it reads  “the entire eligible voting population”
· 2/3 of committee votes in support 

· Default Jury Panel Amendment 
· Alex  No changes and nothing new to talk about; more than one student in a trial and selecting different jury-panel compositions, we would go to a default 
· Charlie motions to vote; motion seconded; motion passed.

· Public summaries of cases (by Alexander)
· Item with the most support was to have a public summary of cases that go to trial
· Procedure for producing them  by official observer, present committee member, but not running everything; quick statement of what each side said and how it was resolved; basically like the model used at Washington & Lee.
· Identifying information is not made public to the community.
· The Chair is given the opportunity to look it over  informative, but not breaching confidentiality; can also get specific insight from Committee members of certain schools. 
· Sample public summaries  very short; not in any way based on real cases; 
· First one brings the issue of dishonest intent to the knowledge of the community.
· The next two deal with the “two different stories” issue.
· For those worried about confidentiality  it would be unlikely that readers would be able to figure out the class involved.
· JJ  Might be a good idea to give the Chair the power NOT to release the report if confidentiality is an issue; keep our box in the Cav Daily each week, but at the end of the semester or year, publish a whole bunch of public reports. 
· Alex  Agrees strongly with JJ’s second point; doesn’t think that information will be diminished by waiting; if this was done, jury training and selection would probably have to be changed.
·  Charlie  Simplify the constitutional language; section B “to the extend feasible”, Charlie says it SHOULD provide confidentiality to witnesses; if someone’s name was mentioned, they would be hounded with questions; agrees with the idea that these should be released once each semester.
· Rob  Does the student have any say? Or is this only done by the Official Observer
· Alexander- Doesn’t see the accused having a veto, but should be able to communicate with Official Observer (about identifying information, for example) 
· Rob doesn’t want this to become another venue for arguing the case.
· John  Student would probably avoid identification if waiting to publish until later; one concern is the discussion of previous public summaries.
· Alex  Other places would have to have written changes in regulations
· David  Public summaries are a good idea for education, but need to think carefully about whether people might appeal on the basis of a past decision; so think carefully about effects other than educational.
· Ed Doesn’t think that there needs to be a lot of detail about jury; it should only be the whether the jury voted guilty or not.
· Alex says that there could be a blanket statement.
· Alexander  The official observer could think about how jury felt; Charlie says that this is not needed. 
· No motion to extend time.
· David will show this to Rachel Setear.
· John   Would assume that W&L are not violating FERPA; the Board stipulates that Rachel must look at it, it is Honor policy.
· JJ asks for clarification; Alexander says that if either of his amendments is passed by the Committee to go on the ballot, then he will stop collecting signatures. 

· Explanations to Reporters (by Alexander) 
· Constitutional amendment would guarantee a right to student-reporting witnesses, but the by-laws don’t make a distinction.
· Vice-chair sends a message to the student about a potential meeting; one member from the I-Panel stage may attend  while exec member knows about what happened prior to the decision being made, he or she doesn’t know the reasons for the ultimate decision and that is what is being explained.
· At the meeting, the exec member explains that the case is closed; the person that was present when the decision was made, explains WHY the decision was made and assures the witness that his own character was not called into question.
· The trial chair has the option, if he/she thinks it would be useful, to approach the reporting witness after the trial and have the conversation.
· John: many professors have had this type of issue arise; the purpose is to be informative and not confrontational; thinks that someone who was present when the decision was made should NOT be present at the meeting with the reporter; this doesn’t leave any room for discussion about why this or that was done; if the purpose is information and feedback, then the I-Panel member shouldn’t need to be present. 
· Mary  Currently has a reporter fill out an evaluation after the I-Panel asking reporters about how they felt about their support officers; could add: would you like the VCI to sit down and discuss the outcome of the I-Panel with you.
· Charlie  Agrees with Mary; his position is that the default is innocence and as it stands there is no judgment about one’s honor in the process, and while a small portion of reporters may feel this way, it might be best to deal with it in the way Mary suggested; you must give the VCI discretion with how to deal with these things; this is a complicated change for a tiny fraction of problems.
· Andy: Agrees with John and Mary; it makes more sense to have VCI do this as the school representatives won’t know the specifics of the case. 
· Mary says that this is manageable and that it is quite normal for students and reporters to email her after an I-Panel. 
· Ed: Agrees with Mary, Andy, and Charlie, but as an instructor he might feel right in reporting despite the outcome, but that a face-to-face conversation could help a lot. 
· Alexander  Unless you were on the I-Panel, you might not know the specific reason that they dropped a case; doesn’t think that VCI or Chair (unless on the I-Panel) are in the position to say “this is why your case was dropped”; also thinks that this shouldn’t go through VCI without a by-law change; when his case was dropped, he went from liking Honor to questioning it, and thinks that there must be something formal to acknowledge the reporters .


