CJC Meeting Minutes

May 5, 2009

Present: Kathleen Rourke, Nighthawk Evensen, Kathy Zoner, Ari Epstein, Rachel Dorfman-Tandlich, Anna Ferry, Bob Kay

1. Minutes of last meeting

a. Accepted as written- 5 approved, 1 abstention

2. Update from UA

a. Laden: all recommendations passed (with a few minor grammatical changes).

3. Judicial Board Recommendations

a. Rourke: In the future the committee won’t have the help of the Assemblies office.  How are we going to do this?  Do we want to try to call people and interview them over the phone?  They need a judicial board for the fall, yet we don’t really have time to do this.  In the future can they do interviews on paper?

b. Kay: I think there are some people we can eliminate

c. Ferry: when is the next time these people are needed?

d. Rourke: in the fall.  Our recommendations go to the UA executive committee, which will meet in the summer to approve.  Maybe what we should do is see if there is anyone who is iffy and then they can be called. 

e. Kay: can we do a provisional list?

f. Rourke: we are going to eliminate 5 students, minimally.

g. Evensen: we may eliminate more, lets not just accept people because we need a spot filled. 

h. Kay: can’t we then ask them in the fall?

i. Dorfman-Tandlich: the issue was that Mary Beth Grant needs a full board ready to go by the fall. 

j. Rourke: I am asking you for a proposal for the next codes and judicial committee as to how to do the interviews.   Should we enlarge the application to include two of the scenarios?  We could have a 200 word limit. Then come up with definitely, maybes, and nos, and for the “maybes” go with Kathy’s suggestion and call them. 

k. Proposal for next fall: include 2 scenarios in the online application (the harassment and free speech scenario), they pick one and write 150-200 on it (in addition to the usual questions). Submitted to the committee, the committee splits them into yes, maybe, or no.  The committee will then personally call the “maybe” people to make a final decision. 

i. Vote: Unanimous in favor. 

4. Renewal of staff members

a. Rourke: do we want to automatically renew the two staff members who are up for renewal?

i. Vote is unanimous to re-appoint.

b. Tracy Thompson Discussion

i. Rourke: anyone object to appointing him?

ii. Vote is unanimous to accept Tracey Thompson

5. Student Board members

a. Zoner: do we have any recommendations for removal?

b. Irfan Zia

i. Kay: the discussion is much more moralistic than judicial.  This worries me. Taken at face value there are things that I think mean that this person doesn’t understand what is going on. 

ii. Epstein: its important to keep in mind that Mary Beth does do an orientation about ethics, etc. 

iii. Kay: we can talk about the propensity to educate them, but… 

iv. Decision- No

c. Jake walter-warner 

i. Ferry: he seemed very brief, like he was looking to say what we wanted to hear. This is part of the problem with this format.  

ii. Evensen: this is weak. 

iii. Dorfman-Tandlich:  I think this is him being a freshman, he shows quite a bit of immaturity.

d. Edelmen

i.  Evensen: she is talking a lot about academic integrity.  Does she actually just want to be on the academic integrity board?

ii. Kay: I felt like she was a little “preachy”

iii. Zoner: I do like her answers to number 3 and 4.  Is clear that its an opinion, not right or wrong. 

iv. Decide to keep her. 

e. Eric Gunther

i. Dorfman-Tandlich: I think he may see things as black and white

ii. Zoner: no, I don’t think so 

iii. Decide to keep him. 

f. Lin Zheng

i. Rourke: she didn’t get the question about what if you disagree with the code. 

ii. Kay: I have her as a 2 or 3

iii. Decision- pending

iv. Rourke: I don’t like that she said she would recommend a change to the code. 

v. Zoner: I am comfortable with this one. 

vi. Kay: Im ok with her

vii. Dorfman-Tandlich: I’m ok with her, she’s not my favorite, but she’s ok.

viii. Decision- yes

g. Michael Youngworth

i. Rourke: I gave him a 4+.  He said he is very good with time management. 

ii. Kay: I gave him a 3

iii. Ferry: I gave him a 4

iv. Epstein: this is one issue that Mary Beth has had- having students who actually show up. 

v. Zoner: he said he would be influenced by reading about something, but not by witnessing an event.

vi. Laden: he talks about not making a decision on the base of “age, race, sex”

vii. Zoner: I think it is a maturity issue.  He says “I don’t want to make a mistake in my judgment”. 

viii. Decision- no

h. Jeff Will

i. Evensen: I think he’s fine. I would approve him.

ii. Decide to keep him.

i. Andrew White

i. Rourke: his roommate was referred to the JA when he was found passed out in the bathroom. 

ii. Kay, Ferry: Vote to accept

iii. Decision- keep him

j. Ben Wegener

i. Rourke: I gave him a 4.5, is a member of the peer review board

ii. Kay: I liked him

iii. Evensen: Im fine with him

iv. Decision- keep him

k. Eve Shabto

i. Kay: I think it was a little too touchy-feely for me

ii. Rourke: I liked her answer about the respect of staff and students

iii. Zoner, Evensen, Dorfman-Tandlich approve

1. Decision- to approve

l. Stephen Santangelo

i. Dorfman-Tandlich: I like his answer to “read or heard about”

ii. Zoner: this seems like someone who Mary Beth may really want to have on there

iii. Decsion- keep

m. Rustin Rodewald

i. Ferry: he didn’t really expand upon his answers much

ii. Decision- pending

iii. Epstein- he believes in an efficient process

iv. Decision - yes

n. Catherine Riley

i. Rourke: I think she had the best answer to if she disagreed with the code.

ii. Decision- keep her

o. Ziaur Rahaman

i. Rourke: this person goes on at great length about the incident with the fire and the roommate

ii. Kay: I put “testimonial is a little strange”

iii. Rourke: I would say too young, no

iv. Zoner: I think if he doesn’t agree with the rules he won’t enforce them

v. Decision- No

p. Kevin Kho

i. Dorfman-Tandlich- I am pretty sure that we interviewed him last time and rejected him 

ii. Epstein: no, that was someone different

iii. Rourke: I like his answers

iv. Zoner: I like some people better

v. Ferry: I think it gets to the point of do we feel that we really need to fill the entire board or should we just go with people who we think are really good. 

vi. Decision – 5 yes, 1 no 

q. Mark Fontana

i. Laden: he is on the e-board of the UA, he’s good

ii. Zoner: yes, I like him.

iii. Ferry: I would feel more comfortable if we contacted him.

iv. Decision- pending

v. Laden: I know that law school is his main focus, he is done with the UA. 

vi. Rourke: what about him saying he was trying to change the code?

vii. Decision- yes

r. Elisa Cohen

i. Rourke: I think its interesting that one of the most important qualities she says she has is “mercy”

ii. Laden: I have to agree with Anna, something doesn’t seem right about her

iii. Rourke: she also wants to “determine whether or not the code works”

iv. Decision- no

s. Andrew Bernstein

i. Rourke: says he knows people who have been JAd for drinking but claims that he has not “witnessed their conduct”. 

ii. Decision 1- pending

iii. Rourke: what do we think?

iv. Dorfman-Tandlich: I feel like he’s slippery.  I don’t like him.

v. Decision- No (1 abstention)

t. Melanie Berdecia

i. Rourke: I gave her a 2, the lowest of anyone

ii. Dorfman-Tandlich: I think she is just using too many buzz words inappropriately 

iii. Rourke: she is just too young

iv. Decision- No

u. Nighthawk Evensen

i. Evensen: I will not be on the CJC next year.  Can I put in an oral application for the judicial board?

ii. Rourke: sure.  Reads scenario. 

iii. Decision- unanimous to accept.

