
Community Council 

December 1, 2014 

4:30pm – 6:00pm 

Ben Bogin ’15 (Co-Chair), Katy Smith Abbot (Co-Chair), Taylor Custer ’15, Tim Parsons, Maria 
Farnsworth, Linda Ross, Ilana Gratch ’16.5, Reid Manheim ’17, Blake Shapskinsky ’15, Lillie 
Hodges ’16, Emma Bliska ’18, Brook Escobedo, Doug Adams, Anna Jacobsen ’16, Helena Hlavaty ’16, 
Robert Schine, Katherine Brown 
 
Absent: Su Tan, James Fitzsimmons 

Agenda 

• Approval of minutes 

KSA: We’ll miss Linda a lot. 

• Discuss and vote on review proposal 

BB: Two different sheets: one is language I would like to add. Differences are bolded. Modeled 
after what they do at Haverford. Includes abstract discussion, then summary/pre-trial section, 
fact section, circumstances portion, charge section, resolution section, and discussion questions. 
There are a few things that as a consensus that are wrong with our honor code. Reporting doesn’t 
totally work. Discrepancy in cheating versus actual reporting. Transparency issue of the honor 
code and how the whole process works. I think there should be more of a conversation on 
campus. This proposal is to start tackling some of these issues. These hearings would be 
summarized and published online. Increase transparency for students and professors. If they’re 
published online then a 3rd party (uninvolved students) discussion could form. 

RS: clarification of purpose: 1) transparency 2) more cases than reported 3) lack of conversation 
of ethics on campus 

BB: this would be a new section to the honor code. 1) and 3) could secondarily increase 
reporting. There could be more formal discussions hosted through CJB or AJB.  

KSA: These reviews would be helpful in contrast to our current system because when you see a 
violation and then an outcome, it’s very hard to see what’s in between those two things. 
Especially when you see two violations that look similar with very different outcomes. 

BB: confidentiality obstacle – the judicial board could choose to substitute in names (versus 
person A and person B). It will be up to the board to publish or not within these guidelines. The 
complainant and respondent both have the liberty to delay the publication. CJB hearings (nature 
of the hearings are more public and common knowledge) could delay even longer.  

TC: Why should they have the ability to delay it if the board believes it’s already confidential? 

BB: Even with bare bones thing right now, if a very public trial closed and a bare bones review 
was published immediately after. You would still be able to know about it 



IG: I agree – the idea is not to further humiliate the people involved 

TP: Could this turn into a case law? 

BB: Could add disclaimer: this is an individual case and does not set a precedent 

TC: Delaying the release question: why should either party have the right to delay the release if 
they already forfeited (in my mind) their right by cheating? 

KSA: We don’t want the publication of reviews to begin to appear as part of a sanction for a 
student’s misstep. But because we recognize that students do make mistakes, if this publication is 
going to get in the way of any personal growth while at Middlebury then we want to give them 
the chance to delay it so that this is not an addition sanction in the judicial process 

TC: I don’t want to read these from last year or 2 years ago – they are not as relevant at that point 

BS: What if we published all of them from the academic year over the summer 

KB: What if we just build in the delay. That way students don’t have to continue to drag out the 
process. They already know it’s going to be published eventually. 

RS: I’m very wary that if we add stuff to procedures that we’re going to make things more 
complicated. So there needs to be very clear benefits to adding something new.  

What exactly is our purpose? Are we trying to address the fact that the judicial board is more 
accountable to the student public? Or is it the purpose to do something that’s educational for 
people? If it’s the latter then it shouldn’t matter whether the cases are from this year or last year 
or 2 years ago.  

I’m advocating for simplicity and avoiding this issue of delayed publication 

BB: I would argue that this is predominantly educational. 

DA: I would like to echo RS’s simplicity. Someone keeping records will vary over time – we 
need to think about consistency. 

BB: Reason this is coming up now versus a few months earlier…I’ve done extensive research. It 
would be more work for Karen G, but if that’s what we recommend she’s perfectly willing to go 
through with it. 

TC: If the delay has no effect what so ever, then looking at abstracts from 4 years ago should be 
fine. But these things are supposed to be confidential. If they’re truly confidential it shouldn’t be 
a problem to release them after one semester. I agree with BS, we should release them all at once. 
Pushing it out diminishes their educational value. 

RS: redact v. confidentiality  

KB: Is this for academic or community infractions? 

BB and KSA: both 



KB: Then I think confidentiality and delay is particularly important. 

KB: How many cases happen per semester? 

KSA/BB/DA: 30 total per year including both AJB and CJB 

IG: I don’t think releasing them at the end of the semester or end of the year will create that buzz. 
I also don’t honestly support this although I think it is very a thoughtful proposal. 

TP: Why don’t we talk to Karen and see what works for her? 

BB: In our recommendation, we could specify AJB with a default delay. For CJB, a default delay 
with an option to extend that delay. 

HH: I agree with IG. If the idea is to expand existing dialogue, then if you do it in the middle of 
July, I don’t think people will come back 2 months later and talk about it or talk about it the way 
we want them to. 

DA: I think the idea behind the educational component is more important than the buzz around 
the campus. We could do panels/discussions: e.g. in October we’ll discuss AJB infractions from 
last year.  

BS: I agree with DA. If it’s a buzz, then release them in September. I believe it should be more 
about learning from past mistakes than creating a buzz. 

AJ: Publishing them could be kind of cathartic. What you did was wrong, but it’s not hush-hush, 
we’ll keep learning from them. 

LH: Twice a year would be great and would keep the conversation going throughout the year 

AJ: Should we extend this to judicial hearings? Would this include sexual assault cases? 

BB: When I spoke to Karen she said “this is a really interesting idea – absolutely not for sexual 
assault cases.” 

Haverford actually posts sexual assault cases online, but that is not something we are looking to 
do. That would probably bring up traumatizing experiences.  

KB: In terms of education, are the community judicial board reviews educational? For instance, 
everyone knows that sexual assault is not a good thing to do. What learning would be done. Also, 
bullying could have a similar traumatizing effect as sexual assault.  

AJ: Maybe we should ask victims if they wanted their stories publish. Keeping it hush-hush is 
stigmatizing. 

IG: We don’t have a panel for sexual assault judicial processes anymore 

KSA: Correct. No panel.   

BB: For the CJB, some sort of September/January dump. CJB would have the discretion to delay 
it until graduation of those involved 



MF: We need to be very very careful about sexual assault. There are other people who might 
read something like that and triggers it for a third party. 

TC: Assume we pass this. What is the step after that? The judicial boards are accountable to us, 
but we can make recommendations to the president. If we pass this, do the judicial boards have 
to do this? 

BB: If we pass this, nothing happens immediately. A copy immediately goes to Pres. Liebowitz. 
He doesn’t really get a say in it.  

It goes to faculty council. Then they will recommend it to faculty, who will vote on it. Students 
do not have say in it in the way that President doesn’t have say it in. They have sway but they 
don’t vote.  

KSA: Faculty votes on all judicial processes or just academic?  

BB: I’ll double check that. 

BS: I would hate for this to get lost. I think we should figure out the voting process before we 
submit it so that the academic part does not get lost in logistics of the CJB decision making  

BE: Did you talk to Karen about how to use these? During orientation? 

BB: That has been less of the discussion right now 

TC: We should think very clearly about what we want the judicial board to do. 

BB: Basically, we still have this delay issue. Options: 

Just AJB – either a twice yearly dump (Sept/Jan), once yearly dump, or one year default 
(happened in Nov. therefore is published in Nov. next year) after the fact 

 Twice yearly: LH, DA, TC, HA, MF, EB  

One yearly dump: RS, AJ, LR, BS, BE 

One year default: TP – because of the work involved 

RS: We should really know how this should be used – a program that will result that will do 
good. 

TP: Concerns about the work involved; it would be easier for the people writing the reviews to 
have time to work on them 

HH: But the reviews should still be written immediately after the case, the publication is just 
delayed 

AJ: Or there is double-checking within two weeks of the trail 

EB: I think that’s already written in – within 4 weeks it will be submitted to the board 



TC: To get back to Tim’s point. It’s a valid concern, but it’s addressed. The board will pick two 
people whose job it will be to do this job. So long as they agree to do this, it’s fair to hold them 
to this standard. So it’s written in and fair. 

KSA: What do we see as the educational function? How are we going to operationalize 
education? For me that gets easier if we separate these.  

Is there an argument to be made just around the academic honor code as a pilot and then see if 
we want to come back and see if should be applied to the CJB 

We already have a venue to talk about the honor code during orientation with new students 

BB: I’m happy to at least split the issue. Maybe we’ll get to some of it today. Does anyone have 
any comments on the AJB stuff so far?  

Amendments include:  
• not include a petition 
• include a twice yearly dump 
• disclaimer that it was not precedent setting 
• at least once yearly open discussion 

 
IG: Logistically, if no one applies. We should address that… 

BB: To be clear: the person would be essentially a non-voting member of the panel 

AJ: There is a disconnect between what people know what’s wrong and how they perceive their 
actions. Therefore, although we know that bullying is wrong. Sometimes people don’t know 
what that looks like – especially in the case for sexual assault 

TC: The transparency is a justification for doing this 

BB: Anymore questions? 

RM: Is there a reason to cap it at two people? 

BB: No 

RM: I would vote for at least two appointed to the position 

MF: If we ease into this policy, it might be easier for students to digest. Then we can see: are we 
accomplishing what we hope to accomplish? 

TC: I actually don’t think the shock would be that big at all. The transparency about it so 
valuable that it makes it justifiable.  

IG: With the twice yearly release, what would the delay be exactly? Everything from the spring 
would be published in September? 

BB: Yes. It’s true. Graduation is for CJB language – not for AJB. 



TP: I think part of the hesitation with the CJB is some kind of nightmares not with 
confidentiality but legality. Maybe the Dean of Students should be required to sign off on the 
release. Writing in a fail safe. 

BB: We need to do a quick check with our lawyers, which we haven’t done yet 

TC: I think the legal check is a good suggestion. It should be vested in a group, not just a dean of 
students 

KB: The parties involved in the CJB are very aware that they can have some say in when they 
are published  

BB: Does anyone have anything else about the AJB? 

TC: The parties cannot petition to delay it longer than the semester or so? 

BB: Correct 

BB: Motion to vote on AJB language with the addition of non-precedent setting, once minimum 
discussion, twice yearly dump, minimum of two secretaries, and “summary shall include” 
statement. 

- 15 in favor 
-  2 against 
- doug abstains 

BB: we can move on to CJB language for ten minutes or so.  

AJ: I think that’s a pretty extensive conversation 

• Smoking 

BB: A ban is very much on the table. I rather not ban smoking or tobacco products this meeting. 
Barbara McCall and Mark Peluso want to be at the meeting, which is valid. Best practices are a 
multi-year long process. Phasing the ban. Plenty of support for people who are smokers in terms 
of quitting line and quitting assistance. One recommendation is based on Lisa Burchard’s 
response. We have these rules, so we don’t need new rules. Publicize the current rules, which we 
have, and enforce them. One thing we could talk about is some sort of fine or citation. 

MF: What about those who smoke in their room? 

DA: Currently there is a fine for smoking in your room and significant fine for covering your 
smoke detector. If it’s continual it means meeting with your dean. 

LR: What would the impact be on language school?  

BE: I was wondering that. Particularly for the faculty of language school 

TP: Two points I want to make are: I want to make sure that you’re real clear and establish that it 
is tobacco free and not smoke free. One more little side note, part of this school has already been 



tobacco free – with the larger sports center. During construction of the squash courts, the 
workers were not allowed to smoke or have chewing tobacco. 

HH: How do you implement this? Are there areas where some smoking is allowed? 

AJ: I’m curious why pub safe doesn’t enforce it now? I see alcohol rules being enforced all the 
time, but never tobacco rules being enforced. 

BB: I also want to say in these last five minutes, we could just recommend that pub safe enforce 
the rules 

EB: Are there other options on the table other than a complete ban? 

KSA: Have pub safe enforce the 25 foot ban is the “in between.” Push for stronger enforcement 
around the library and dining halls. 

LR: I think it’s unfair to ask pub safe to do that 

TC: What if we added a fine or some sort of weight 

KB: Moving the boxes for cigarette buds out 25 feet from the door? 

KSA/TP: People will still smoke right up to the door – and then they’ll drop their bud on the 
floor it he box is not right next to the door 

TP: Hasn’t community council tried this in the past? Or brought this up in the past? 

LR: Yes, but we never went for banning. That’s when we put up the bud boxes 

DA: Mark Peluso came and spoke about it when he first joined Middlebury 

KSA: What do you think CC should talk that it never has tackled that it should in the new year? 

LR: I think everything has surfaced.  

• Adjournment 
	  
 

 
 


