
Community Council Meeting 17 [3.8.16] 

 

Present: Emma Bliska, Dan Adamek, Tiff Chang, Katy Smith Abbott, Clair Beltran, 

Theresa Hinman, Nick Garber, Tim Parsons, Jessica Morales, Myles Kamisher-Koch, 

Durga Jayaraman, Solon Coburn, Ethan Brady, Ilana Gratch, Alejandra Gil, Vignesh 

Ramachandran, Matt Witkin, Alden Cowap, Brandon Baird, Karen Guttentag, AJ Place, 

Charles Rainey 

 

 

Not present: Marybeth Nevins, Fiona Mohamed, Doug Adams, Sarah Laursen 

 

Greendot announcement from Kati Mayopoulos  

 

KM: Each of you received an email about the last green dot training of the year. We want 

to get our campus leaders involved in this—we’re looking for people who hold social 

weight and can be allies on this campus. It’s six hours on Friday, but I promise you it’s 

worth it. Just send me an email if you have any questions or follow the link. Greendot is 

the Middlebury sexual assault prevention program. We focus on bystander intervention. 

We work with your skills to find the way that’s easiest for you to intervene when 

someone is in harm. The training is 3-9 this Friday.  

 

KG: We are here because one of CC’s responsibilities is to donate two members to the 

judicial selection committee for student members of next year’s academic and judicial 

board. Each has 6-8 students and these are boards that hear allegations of policy 

violations and figure out what happened and what the outcome should be. The process of 

selecting involves a student and a staff/faculty from CC to join us on a team of six to re-

envision our criteria as a group of qualities we’re looking for, tweak the application, 

review the applications, and make a determination about who we want to interview. Then 

some combination would interview each of those. It’s a time commitment in a fairly 

condensed period. It would entail one meeting before break about criteria and the 

application and then AJ and I send out the application. Then you read them all the first 

week in April and we decide who we want to interview, put together a schedule, and get 

it done late April, early May.  

 

KSA: Do you remember who the representatives were last year? 

 

KG: Nobody who is here has done it before. For people who have, it’s a really interesting 

way to get perspective on the community and concerns. The questions tend to be about 

what are the qualities, what should we be trying to do, what are we looking for in 

students we would trust to serve. Participating is a really exciting and enlightening lens 



into how the community is working and how different members see it and experience it. 

Particularly for students, the experience of being on the other side of the interview 

process is helpful and instructive.  

 

CB: What does re-envisioning the guidelines mean? 

 

KG: For those of us who do this every year, we have a set of criteria we learned to look 

for but we don’t benefit from recycling it. We invite people with fresh eyes to create that 

list on their own to make sure we’re having good, rich conversation about what we think 

is important. 

 

CR: In terms of the application process, are you looking for more experienced candidates, 

as in more experienced on campus? Freshmen often feel disadvantaged because questions 

are geared toward experience. Will freshmen have questions on the applications that 

allow them to fully exercise and express their experience? 

 

KG: Looking at the questions is the responsibility of the selection committee. What’s 

always included is representation from all classes and we almost always have people who 

have just arrived. Your perspective doesn’t need to draw on experience in the Middlebury 

community and can draw instead on your experience about how community functions 

well and what person you want in a position of responsibility.  

 

We’ve done this in different ways. Sometimes CC gets back to us later with who will 

represent. It’s always CC’s decision. 

 

KSA: We’re also missing people. How soon? 

 

KG: Ideally by the end of the week is fine for us.  

 

KSA: It feels like that’s what we need to do. 

 

TC: How many hours total? 

 

KG: Between now and break, it’s two hours or so and some emails about understanding 

the process and schedules. Maybe 2-3. After the break, 2-3 hours for applications and 

then interviewing candidates. We try to interview 30 and no more than two hours in a 

row. We expect that everyone will do about the same number of hours but at that point 

maybe about 7 hours. A total of 10-12 hours between now and the end of April.  

 

TC: Updates 



We don’t have any athletes on CC. That is because we meet 4:30-6 and no varsity athlete 

can commit to that. I spoke to Mike Morgan, the woman’s tennis coach and to the chair 

of the SAC. We came up with a process where they could recommend a student who has 

an off season in the fall and one who has an off season in jterm and the spring. For the 

rest of the year, we were thinking about a student who could sit in, but not vote.  

 

IG: How would it work? 

 

TC: Ideally, get a few recommendations who go through the process of applying and next 

co-chair can choose 

 

IG: So it’s just heavily encouraging? 

 

TC: Yeah and making sure we get one. I reached out at the beginning and we didn’t 

really get applications.  

 

CB: You reached out and no coaches emailed back so how are you going—how would 

you assure they would actually offer someone up? 

 

TC: Mike Morgan and the leaders of the SAC would work together to nominate people 

 

KSA: For this semester, what are we hoping to achieve by having an athlete here?  

 

TC: Athletes experience stress in a very different way. There are also tendencies of 

athletes vs. non-athletes on campus and it’s important to have someone here. The athlete 

experience and demographic is one that may be different and that can offer a different 

perspective on almost every issue we talk about here.  

 

TP: There was one example a few years ago about transportation and how so many 

student athletes drove to the gym and the thought had never occurred to me that if you 

swim you don’t want to walk back in -10 degree weather with a wet head—little things 

that athletes deal with. 

 

DJ: An additional perspective can only be positive. They are a large part of our student 

body. Their stresses are things I can never understand. It’s a big part of our campus and 

it’s non-academic.  

 

KSA: Is it fair to require someone to participate this spring without a vote? 

 

DJ: Didn’t we have an extra voting member in the fall?  



 

TC: Yes 

 

KSA: We still do.  

 

IG: I’m wondering if the justification is that the meeting is during practice so that’s why 

we’re going out of our way. I feel a little weird about institutionalizing it just for that 

group. If the justification is that it’s the one group that would have a time conflict, I get it. 

 

TC: If the question is why don’t we do it for other groups, the idea is that yes there is 

outreach we can do to traditionally underrepresented students and we did get a lot of 

applications there but as much outreach as we did to athletes, we couldn’t get it. They are 

structurally prevented from joining things 

 

CR: I agree with Ilana that I’m not sure this is the best way to go about it. The issue we 

have in terms of representation can be dealt with in other ways by having a dialogue. It 

does raise a question in terms of having a slot for other groups on campus. I understand 

that athletes aren’t in the room but there are a lot of other groups that aren’t too. Why 

specifically athletes? Can creating an additional slot be avoided by more vigorous 

outreach and creating more conversation?  

 

DJ: I think the reason is that even if an athlete applies, they can’t come because of the 

time. The reason is because Middlebury always structures their varsity practices exactly 

the same.  

 

TC: Do you feel like there are groups we should be representing better? 

 

CR: Yes, but that’s a derailment. Is it specifically a varsity athlete’s perspective we want 

because JV has a lot of commonalities. I could be wrong but I would assume. There are a 

lot of club athletes but I know that’s different. There are a litany of ways we can 

approach making sure that voice is here. 

 

TC: To answer the question—as someone who has been part of club sports, the structure 

is very different. There’s a huge structure, money flows into varsity athletics. The club 

sports are potentially about to have funding docked. They do a lot of fundraising to be 

here.  

 

CR: But then you could make the point that a club sport athlete should be here 

 



EVB: the reality is that a lot of the issues we’ve dealt with have involved a demographic 

that encompasses varsity athletes and when we discuss issues like cultural appropriation, 

especially in regards recruited varsity athletes, they need a voice in the room. 

 

TP: Let’s say they give you three names, there’s still no guarantee the next co chair 

would pick one of them? 

 

TC: We would stipulate that 

 

SC: The varsity athlete is very much a construct. I think we need to make an allowance 

for them and if it doesn’t work we should see what value there is in it. This college pours 

so much money into that—it would be interesting to know about 

 

TC: They have so much power—maybe we need to talk about that from a diversity 

standpoint. What about the issue of having someone from that perspective who can’t vote 

for the rest of this year? 

 

DLJA: 25% of students are varsity athletes. 

 

TC: There is a totally different admissions process. Can we talk about that without those 

people in the room?  

 

MKK: The point about asking someone to come for the rest of the year who can’t vote, if 

they’re passionate about representing, I think we can only strongly encourage for the rest 

of the year but should put it in our bylaws.  

 

CR: I think there have been lots of reasons for why we need this and I’m not 

discouraging it. If this has traditionally been a view missing from our discussion, then we 

can also make the case for other groups—do we need a reserved spot for LGBT 

community, minority, low income. The core problem I’m hearing is the meeting time but 

there are also a lot of things about this space that conflict with other people not wanting 

to come here. I think those are important things to consider. When do we justify when to 

reserve a voting spot? 

 

KSA: Given Charles’ observations and the questions that have surfaced, I wonder if we 

could hold on a decision this week and circulate to everyone the description of CC, what 

we have talked about and what’s missing. How this might change or strengthen our 

conversation? Ho we might strengthen how our values are expressed to the campus?  

 



EB: I agree. I would like to say that the editorial board on the campus is writing about 

energy drinks and they raise some questions about the structure of CC and I think this 

would be timely and that comes out on Thursday. I think there is room for broader 

conversation. 

 

CB: I will say that I think Tiff has done a good job with outreach. I think in other years 

CC hasn’t been like this and this year it is so well represented. 

 

CR: I agree. Tiff has done a great job representing minorities on this campus but this is an 

anomaly. We are lucky but we can’t guarantee that in the future. I am confident in saying 

if we run how CC and SGA did in the past these conversations won’t happen. If we’re 

doing to do this for varsity, maybe we should do it for other groups 

 

EVB: I think we’re running over time. This issue is best tabled.  

 

 

Recommendation from Chromatic president Alden Cowap and vice president Matt 

Witkin 

 

AC: We’re here to talk about changing the number of sophomores allowed to live in a 

social house. A social house is a student organization on campus that anyone can join 

after spending a semester on campus. They’re kind of like frats or sororities except you 

can’t exclude people, there’s no rush or process. We have a physical house on campus. 

 

MW: As chromatic we’re the arts house so we have social events like parties and house 

events like brunch, figure drawing, etc. 

 

AC: We’re going to go over the rule and why we want to change it. 

 

MW: We are looking to change—in the social house handbook, up to two rising 

sophomores can draw into Tavern or Chromatic and one into the Mill or Xenia. 

 

SC: Two per each house? 

 

MW: Exactly. We want to change it to six into the bigger houses and two into the 

smaller. To make amendments into the social house handbook, we have to go through 

CC. We acknowledge this is pretty small, but we see a lot of positive effects. It won’t 

affect the majority, but it would only affect those it does positively. 

 



History of the rule: Before 2013 sophomores weren’t allowed to live in social houses, but 

the leadership of KDR petitioned about filling their last double and went with just two. 

Now it’s a different campus climate and we see benefits. We’ve talked with other houses 

and realized this is a level that we feel we might not get every year but it’s good. We do 

realize we don’t want to draw too many sophomores out of the commons.  

 

AC: We still want them as predominately upperclassmen houses.  

Social houses now are looking a little more like academic and interest houses, which are 

allowed to have as many sophomores as they want. Social houses provide a deliberate 

and diverse place. There are leadership opportunities and allowing more sophomores 

makes them more engaged and active so we don’t only have juniors and seniors as 

leadership. We also have significant interest form sophomores looking to live in the 

house. Tavern has one sophomore currently and they don’t see the numbers expanding. 

The mill and xenia have none and don’t see it changing. The fact that chromatic is more 

academic interested related is maybe why we have more interest. 

 

MW: There are a lot of benefits with adding more sophomores. More invested 

membership, more experienced leadership, and continuity when juniors go abroad—

we’ve seen a lot of struggle with culture changing semester to semester. It’s really 

important to have this continuity. With Ridgeline housing, we’re seeing a loss of interest 

form seniors. It’s especially helpful in filling the doubles because sophomores don’t feel 

entitled to a single the same way older students do. Chromatic is a 30 bed house and 16 

are doubles. Our housing deadline is March 15 so that’s why we’re here now to hopefully 

pass this before then. We’re going to be scrambling to fill those beds. We’ve done a lot of 

outreach—unanimous support from all social house leaders, sophomore senators.  

 

AC: We anticipated pushback but Doug supported us and I talked to dean of Ross and she 

didn’t originally support it but by the end of the meeting she did.  

 

MW: I talked to Dean Longman and he was completely in support. If this had come up 

when social house culture was different, he wouldn’t have supported it.  

 

CR: I think this is really good. It also gives me more confidence because you have 

support. You mentioned something about the culture that originally was why deans didn’t 

support it. What’s to insuring the culture doesn’t shift back to that? 

 

MW: There are a couple things in place to make sure that doesn’t happen: 1. Doug 

Adams and the biannual review process to make sure social houses contribute positively. 

2. That culture is worse than the existing one—less inclusive, less enjoyable, less 

fulfilling so I don’t see a reason to go back to that 



 

AC: we see a lot of residential life members who are in social houses so with that in mind 

we are looking for better communities 

 

TH: Why from two to six? 

 

MW: This is the number we anticipate getting demand for and we don’t want more than 

it. We considered asking to abolish the limit but saw problems there because we like the 

commons system and believe there is value to staying in it.  

 

AC: Six is the upper limit we think we will ever meet. It’s just so we don’t come back 

again next year 

 

KSA: You acknowledged that there is an impact to the commons system, so this is up to 

16 sophomores leaving—now we have empty beds in sophomore housing, so who lives 

there?  

 

MW: The potential for sophomores outside the commons has always exceeded demands. 

We don’t expect demand to reach 16. I think Tavern has never had interest from more 

than 2. The Mill and Xenia haven’t had sophomores in years so we don’t anticipate heavy 

exodus.  

 

AC: Also, a lot of sophomores end up in summer draw so there is definitely a shortage 

anyway 

 

IG: The roster still has to be approved by Karen so she could always point it out 

 

MKK: Initially I was concerned that Doug wasn’t here, so its good to hear he’s in 

support. As a former student who moved out of the commons sophomore year, I support 

it. Having the option to do so was really helpful.  

 

VR: What happens if beds are left unfilled? 

 

AC: The social house loses the space and we don’t have a building anymore.  

 

MW: If we don’t fill our roster, Prescott goes into summer draw and we lose the space 

 

IG: I thought members could be forced? 

 

MW: If we can’t do that, we lose the space.  



 

AC: With juniors going abroad, we shrink the population by half and have to substitute.  

 

CR: I think that in terms of this notion that sophomores moving out is a bad thing and as 

someone who has had a negative experience in the commons and applied out, I think 

more opportunities to sophomores is really good because I sense among freshmen there 

are a lot of people applying for Palana and other options. Expanding those and giving 

sophomores the ability, I completely support.  

 

TC: I was thinking we should vote. Does anyone think we shouldn’t?  

 

IG: We’re sure Doug is on board? 

 

MW: Yes.  

 

MKK: I propose a friendly amendment to capitalize fall.  

 

SC: Is there a provision for adding social houses? 

 

AC: It would fall under large or small building. The division between small and large 

happens at 10 but that’s somewhere else.  

 

MW: Brooker might become a social house. They’re in support too. 

 

EVB: This isn’t going to put too much pressure on the mill or xenia, right?  

 

MW: It only gives them more freedom if they want sophomores.  

 

TC: All those in favor of voting?  

 

Majority are in favor of voting.  

 

All those in favor: 13 Against: 1 Abstain: 2  

 

It passes.  

 

DJ: We’re making a Facebook page for publicity. I stole an idea from middsafe where 

they have pictures and write about their members and also posting minutes, agenda so 

people know what is going on. I got a student photographer to take photos but now with 

the energy drink thing, I might wait and let this die down. Anyway, we have a page so 

people can know about us.  



 

KSA: Justalks debrief. Thoughts? Reflections?  

 

The website has also been updated. Any suggestions there are very welcome.  

 

TC: Any thoughts on Justalks? 

 

SC: Glad we did it.  

 

TC: How did we all feel after it? (Thumb scale).  

 

Ethan’s recommendation: 

 

EB: I posed a recommendation on trustee transparency. I met with Dave Donahue and he 

explained how the board works. He had indicated as well as Katy that President Patton is 

proposing a conversations first method, which is why I tried to meet with her. What Dave 

suggested is that it may be possible that the end goals can be achieved through 

communicating with President Patton and that a recommendation might not be necessary. 

I’m not sure I agree but I think it’s worth looking at that. I have another meeting with him 

next Monday but I still think it would be helpful to get the backing of CC. He was of the 

opinion that this is very significant and recommending to the President that they change 

the board structure in this way is almost attempting to compel the President to do 

something.  

 

I’m going to meet with Dave. Before that, I’m going to redraft and see what he says. If 

you guys still think it’s worthwhile to bring the recommendation back here or not, let me 

know.  

 

TC: Straw poll about recommendation? 

 

EB: All those in favor of me bringing the recommendation back after my meeting?  

 

TC: Even if there is a conversation, there is still a recommendation from CC 

 

KSA: I’m not against this but until I know the content, I know we had a first view but I’m 

sure it’s shifting 

 

SC: I felt the same reservation, but I want to have that backboard here. It would be good 

to do both.  

 

MKK: Sounds like this is very comprehensive and I look forward to hearing back. I think 

we can make a very informed decision. 

 

 

 

 


