Honor Committee Notes – 2/10: (taken by John Griffin)

Community Concerns:
· None.

Officer Reports:
· JJ out of town, but:
· Has been working on alumni news letter
· Flex exam team is nearing finalizing their proposal to pitch to COMM school
· Ask him more if your interested
· Rob Atkinson:
· Met with Leif/Jen and Darden educators to come up with Darden for the rest of this year and next year (current total of 5 educators, critical mass)
· Met with Dean Groves about first year education (for next year’s first years), he was quite enthusiastic to get something in place that standardizes their education (and for transfer students as well)
· Meeting with someone from ITC to discuss tutorial/test platform
· Groves – he can’t promise anything, but he looks forward to having something new for the class of 2014
· New idea: need to get the word out about community concerns seeing as we never have any. Need to let everyone know we have open meetings.
· Mary Siegel:
· 3 I-panels: 1 drop, 2 accuse (2 CR’s, 2 new investigation)
· Went to the Bio department and gave an Honor
· Alex Carroll:
· Case processing: need to work through I-Panel accusations
· Something coming back from CMD panel, case going to CMD panel
· David Truetzel:
· Final meeting between UBE, UJC, and StudCo – formulated plan of attack:
· Passed previous election committee giving UBE power, StudCo and UJC followed suit
· UBE will establish (in consultation with the above 3 organizations) what the setup will be and what “entire student body” means and will put these definitions in their constitutions so it will not change year to year in the future.
· Will be coordinated by 2/14
· Continuing with selection committee work
· Interested in putting on an information session about those who plan on running for the Honor committee (sooner rather than later)
· Alexander R. Cohen – UJC/StudCo have 5% threshold rather than the far more strict threshold of 10%
· Law School Update – Charlie/Thomas:
· Thomas:
· Blast email reminding 1 L’s of benefits and responsibilities of Honor system.
· Did a coffee/bodos hand out for the 1 L’s before one of their exams
· Started off this semester with a similar email – re-introduced ourselves and invited concerns and questions from anyone
· Charlie:
· President of the Student Bar Association raised concerns of certain professors who claim that using a laptop inappropriately in class (i.e., gchat) is an Honor offense
· Professors using Honor as a big stick
· Charlie has outlined the arguments regarding the concerns surrounding these issues and presented this to the academic dean.
· He plans on following up with particular students as well as with professors
· For the future, this is most likely the result of a lack of education in the faculty at the Law school
· Started a short (~5 pages) mini-green book for the faculty that they can breeze through
· Thomas – we’re in a tough spot with our constituents because we can’t 
· tell professors what to do or they will just ban laptops even though laptops are a near necessity for taking notes
· Alexander R. Cohen:
· Could have students sign a pledge periodically that states that they have not inappropriately used their laptops

· School of Medicine – Taylor/Regan:
· We had a bagel/coffee session, and got another support officer from the medical school (current total of 3)

Old Business:
· Public Summary of Cases (presented by Alexander)
· Review of proposal of last week’s New Business item (with addition of additional language according to advice from Barry Meek, Associate General Counsel)
· This proposal puts forth, in part f), that the summaries will not be published until the end of the semester
· Discussion:
· Issue of appeals (and when the summaries ought to be released)
· Thomas – appeals board operates with strict confidentiality
· Charlie – from a timing standpoint, when someone files an expedited appeal it maybe should halt the release (although at the same time releasing the results of a trial that goes to appeal still is valuable)
· Thomas – the value in this is providing the student body with contemporaneous information on what the trials are like and what the arguments contained
· Honor – (further discussion of part b) beginning with “a reasonable person in the school community…”) The nursing school is small, so how much detail would be needed in identifying students in small schools
· ARC – very likely the summaries coming out of small schools would be quite smaller and provide less detail than the ones coming out of larger schools
· John – same confidentiality should be provided to all witnesses (not just students.) See last sentence in section b).
· David – even if the current amendment proposed were passed, the summaries would involve the discretion of the official observer preparing the summary as well as the Chair in editing/approving it
· Alex – section 4h3c not necessary as this could be taken care of with jury instructions and in the trial script. This is something the VCT could take care of
· Motion to vote on Constitutional Amendment – it passes 21-0 (David abstained)
· By-law changes will be dealt with later
· ARC – presented two versions of “Explanations to Reporting Witnesses” Constitutional amendment + bylaws.
· Thomas – we should only be debating whether or not we speak with witnesses after dropped at I-panel (the report approved above covers the other parts)
· Mary – this is something that VCI’s currently take care of and could do so according to what they feel most comfortable with (phone, email, etc.)
· Can work to develop a list of requirements about why a VCI should
· Charlie – agree with others after I-Panel. After trial he doesn’t see what information you could give the witnesses that would not be jury information (which they should not have access to). We should tread lightly on explanations to witnesses after trial, and he we stand lightly that we should stand adamant to protect jurors and their deliberations
· John – we need something on the scale of a constitutional amendment. I don’t agree with this one, but there is a snowball effect of bad experiences within departments and schools in terms of the faculty that needs something bold and direct to address
· ARC – willing to go along with only 
· Andy – agree with this only taking place after an I-panel drop.
· David – should be either a bylaw change or VCI materials (not a constitutional amendment)
· Alex – adopting this would result in different information provided to witnesses that we currently do
· Thomas – he thinks this constitutional amendment attempts to codify personality
· Taylor – he agrees that something like this is needed, but that the first and most appropriate place to address this is with the advisor for the reporting witness
· ARC – it is because we have different types of people in vice-chair offices that we should codify this procedure so that future committees/VC’s/support officers were bound to uphold them.
· Alex – New Business of changes made to “Guaranteed Juror Amendment”
· Changes to address issues with getting jurors from a small school (like Batten)
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