Honor Committee Meeting

October 30, 2011
I. Roll Call  

II. Community Concerns

· Garrett Lyons: 

· Expresses his support for the Informed Retraction 

· Believes that the single sanction goes against the principles of Honor 

· Wants to urge the Committee to keep engaging in discussion about the IR, the debate over this could go a long way in reconnecting students with the values of Honor  

III. Officer Reports
A. Jack Valentine—Vice Chair Community Relations, SEAS

· IT gave us a model to experiment with 

· Presented to men’s soccer and wrestling, which went well. Men’s lacrosse and women’s basketball (Thursday 4:30pm) are still open 

· Trick-or-treating on the lawn in Ann Marie’s room from 4-6pm 

· Alex, Emily and Jack contacted library workers about hosting citation workshops 


B. Carter Haughton—Vice Chair Education, SCC

· Nursing School mock trial November 1st at 6pm in McLeod – will be more situation based rather than a full trial 

· Continued first year education, working with Res Life

· October newsletter will be coming out soon 

· Finals are coming up, she can help assign educators to help with this in each particular school 

C. Liz Rosenberg—Vice Chair Investigations, CLAS

· 5 active investigations 

· Still doing training which is going well, also continuing education with current support officers 


D. Anna Mohan—Vice Chair Trials, BATT

· No trials this weekend, a couple are coming up 

· New support officers are about to enter the mock trial phase of training 


E. Ann Marie McKenzie—Chair, CLAS

· Went to the speech given by Theresa Sullivan on Saturday for Parents Weekend 

· Spoke with California State University about how to improve their Honor system and what our Honor system entails 

IV. School Representative Reports

A. This Week: 

· School of Engineering and Applied Sciences – Sam Hewitt and Jack Valentine 

a. Set up office hours every Friday morning at 11am 

b. Talked about doing a mock trial in the Engineering School, will get in touch with Carter about that 

· Graduate School of Arts and Sciences – Emily Charnock and Erich Merkel Significant number of Darden support officers picked this year 

a. Sent out the TA guide on Friday October 21st to all of the graduate students through the email list serve. Thought about putting it in a different format (i.e. html) or a website with up to date information about Honor. 

b. Talked to someone at the writing center about where to send students for advice about Honor 

B. This Week: Diversity Advisory Board: Alex Eschenroeder, Ellie Perkins, and Remy Wheat, CLAS  

a. Alex: Currently have 26 students on DAB, only two of which are support officers; all three of them are undertaking a major task – Alex is working on the workshops; will be attending a networking session with some prominent UVA faculty, will be a panel discussion followed by a cocktail hour 

b. Remy: had a lot of fruitful discussion in their meetings so far, especially on the informed retraction; want to add resources to the website to keep students updated; last Friday night attended a diversity speed dating event 

c. Ellie: Rotunda dinner will be next Wednesday, there are 80 people that will be attending, Dean Apre will be speaking about the importance of diversity at UVA and how Honor fits into that; thank you to Katie who attended the meetings and met with groups 

C. Next Week: School of Law – Barlow Mann and Brendan Staley; School of Medicine – Chase Bennett and Nishant Patel 

V. Old Business

A. Discussion on Overall Informed Retraction Idea 

a. Ann Marie: The informed retraction addresses the current incentive to lie your way through the system; the idea that Honor is more than the single sanction, which was instituted when the school was only 3,000 students and it could be maintained at a more productive rate. The current process is very lengthy because we (rightfully) afford students a lot of rights; we need to ensure that we are preserving fundamental fairness

b. Liz: remember that we are not expressing our own opinions but we are speaking as a representative that has been voted into office to represent the student body 

c. Barlow: this system is overexclusive – it kicks people out who might actually be committed to the system, it’s almost like a tragedy of the commons situation where there are people taking advantage of the system; however we don’t want to turn it into a system that is under inclusive, it’s about striking a balance 

d. Kelly: maybe there should be certain conditions to the IR – if a student steals something from the bookstore, is that different from making a mistake in a citation in a paper

e. John Mark: this is a way to reengage our students and our community, we need to gage more of the students’ opinions; this wouldn’t cause more Honor offenses because there still is a severe punishment

f. Chase: when these principles were putting in place it was a very different time, not sure if that’s the nation we currently live in; this is a great opportunity to embrace people from different backgrounds 

g. Michael: if you could create an ideal Honor offense at a school where 9/10 Honor offenses are reported with a lesser punishment, or 1/10 reported with a harsher punishment? 

h. Whitney: this is more a question of faculty buy-in and a good way to appease faculty, pushes back more on the student buy-in part 

i. Carter: in terms of jury conviction rates, many of the jury members take the perspective of the accused student when they are making their decisions so this could have an impact on conviction rates

j. Ellie: we might need to open this up to a much broader talk on alternatives to the single sanction; if you’re changing the system this much you have to know what you’re changing it over; this punishment might be more severe than the single sanction itself and if that really is the case then is this really achieving our goals?

k. Jack: more legislation is not going to achieve more buy-ins, we don’t get many CRs now and we still don’t get many reports; the general student doesn’t have any idea what Honor does; the discussion on single sanction should probably come before the discussion on IR 

l. Brian: the goal of the Committee is to promote the values of Honor, we need to have more of a debate over what those are; he’s a promoter of single sanction but he would support multiple sanctions if it promoted the values of Honor; in the real world a dishonest mistake will get you in a lot of trouble and you won’t have the option of an IR 

m. Erich: if we had a discussion about the value of the single sanction we would never get to the legislation; most people don’t have confidence in the community of trust right now, the IR would shorten the process because for every IR that’s one less I-Panel/pre-trial/trial 

n. Nishant: do we need to shift fundamentally with the times and realize that we are a university that is training people for the real world? Should we have a training rather than a punishing environment? If we do this successfully through PR; if we all agree on this change then we can start discussing the IR but we need to sort that out first 

o. Barlow: two points – the Honor system has held throughout the years because it stays true to the idea that the community of trust is more important than one single student, by trying to make it more relevant we might destroy its fundamental values; does having an IR get any more people or does it just get people who are going to repeatedly commit Honor offenses? 

p. Liz: from discussions with faculty, they all went into teaching to impart wisdom and the single sanction takes away the opportunity for a teachable moment, it takes the person out of the process; you won’t get faculty or student buy-in until they feel like they are a part of the system 

q. Emily: our goal should not be about increasing reports, if faculty buy-in is important this might not alter the current system; we would have to combine this with a lot more outreach to faculty 

r. Carter: our job is to educate about prevention, students would never have to deal with an IR unless they were in a reported situation, so this wouldn’t add a level of complexity on the education side of it 

s. Ellie: even if you are a proponent of the single sanction we are representatives of people who have expressed dissatisfaction with the current system so we have an obligation to discuss the alternatives even if they are voted to be really horrible ideas; this might take years to have any measurable effect on the community, it can’t necessarily be done in a year 

B. Discussion of Section A of informed Retraction: Legislative Working Group – John Mark DiGrazia, Sam Hewitt, Barlow Mann, Ann Marie McKenzie, and Liz Rosenberg 

C. Discussion of Section B of Informed Retraction: Legislative Working Group 

VI. New Business

A. Discussion of new project ideas 

VII. Closed Session
PAGE  
3

