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Minutes
Codes and Judicial Committee
November 18, 2015
5:30pm – 6:30 pm
305 Day Hall


Call to Order 
G. Kaufman called the meeting to order at 5:30PM.

Introductions 
Members Present:
[bookmark: _GoBack]C. Hodges, L. Munguia, G. Kaufman, M. McBride, G. Mezey, R. Wayne, A. Molitoris, K. Zoner (on phone), G. Giambattista (on phone)

Community Bill of Rights 
Working Group
M. Battaglia said that the goal of the Community Bill of Rights is to take the University’s current policies and collate them into a document so the Cornell community knows what they can do, as opposed to what they cannot do. This is going to be a multiyear process. C. Hodges said he thinks that the process of staffing the Community Bill of Rights working group is something the CJC needs to discuss. He said there were some questions from students about what access to that working group would be like and how they could contribute their voices. G. Kaufman asked the CJC what they think the goal of the working group should be as well as what its constituents should be. L. Munguia said she thinks the working group should serve as a liaison between the field reps of the GPSA and the people drafting the Community Bill of Rights.  C. Hodges asked what mechanism they could leverage to get more access. L. Munguia suggested contacting the field reps in GPSA and to reach out to broader schools, especially those without many representatives.
G. Mezey said the first question they should think about is how they should make this a Bill of Rights for the whole community, as opposed to making this a Bill of Rights for just GPSA students. M. Battaglia agreed. He said this is supposed to be a universal Bill of Rights, not just a student Bill of Rights. This document is a rough draft, so there is a discussion to be had about the whole thing. He said the he CJC should focus on the entirety of the issue rather than look at the minutia for now. G. Kaufman said that all UA Resolution 9 establishes is that the CJC will maintain a Community Bill of Rights, so the floor is open for discussion. This committee has the opportunity to solicit feedback about what the optimal Bill of Rights should look like. G. Giambattista said this is almost a two-fold project. IT is organizing policies for the whole community so that anyone who is part of the community can find out what they can do and cannot do. M. McBride asked if the CJC should talk about what they want the community working group to look like.
M. Battaglia said their goal was to go wide because Cornell is such a large institution that you need a group of people who are dedicated. L. Munguia said she thinks it might be helpful to contact Deans in lower-level positions. G. Mezey said he thinks they should give the people who volunteer in this group to have a roadmap so they can move the ball a little bit further. G. Kaufman asked who they want to be in this working group. M. Battaglia said thinks they should make an outline first because he would rather come up with a quality outline and fit a working group to it, rather than have a working group and try to fit the outline to it. R. Wayne agreed. He asked how they want people to use this Bill of Rights. There can be multiple sides to the same issue. G. Kaufman said they could use it as a reference. A. Molotoris asked what other universities have something like this and if they drew on those documents. M. Battaglia said Amanda Minickus was a large advocate of this document and that she had research from Columbia and other Ivy League schools. A. Molotoris said they could seek guidance from other universities because it can alleviate some of this discussion. G. Mezey said he thinks they should highlight that the Community Bill of Rights is about responsibilities. L. Munguia said that if it becomes too short of a document, it will be much less useful so she likes the idea of having different sections and saying that the relevancies of the different rights are different. 
G. Mezey asked if this would be better served as a Student Bill of Rights. He asked if it would be best to create the Student Bill of Rights as the model and then the Faculty Senate can create the Faculty Bill of Rights. They can do the same with the Employee Assembly. He said he thinks it will be much easier, as much as he would like to do all-encompassing things. He thinks it would be best to create a Student Bill of Rights that represents undergrad and grad students. M. Battaglia said he understands what G. Mezey said but he thinks they can still make it all encompassing by making it piecemeal and doing a rollout. 

Policy 6.4
G. Kaufman said all constituent Assemblies have seen a presentation by the working group that has been working on Policy 6.4. Policy 6.4 was removed from the Campus Code of Conduct (CCC). It is the University policy on sexual assault and protected status harassment that delineates the process that the University will follow when dealing with these kinds of issues. K. Zoner said they are trying to make sure they stay in compliance with OCR laws. G. Kaufman asked if they could specify what some of the compliance vs. procedural issues are. K. Zoner said she was not prepared to speak to that. G. Giambattista said sexual assault and violence used to be in the Campus Code of Conduct, but it is a federal compliance issue. Policy 6.4 now covers these issues.  K. Zoner said the issue is that the Code itself relies on a different standard of proof than what is required by federal law. R. Wayne said it might just be that the Campus Code had a more fair way of arbitrating things, so it may still be up for question whether they should have moved it from the Campus Code to Policy 6.4. M. McBride asked if it was outlined in the CCC that there is only one standard of proof, or if they could add in 6.4 with a different standard of proof. G. Giambattista said another concern is also who sits on the Hearing Boards. R. Wayne said that federal guidelines said that there should be preponderance of evidence. C. Hodges asked what the mechanisms for participating in Policy 6.4 look like.
G. Giambattisa said there is only one meeting left and that the Assemblies as a whole have been very well attended to. C. Hodges said the CJC could be a mechanism through which some of the staffing of Policy 6.4 could be done. G. Kaufman asked to extend the meeting by ten minutes. G. Kaufman said that the impact the Cornell constituencies have on Policy 6.4 is a legitimate question. R. Wayne said that Mary Beth Grant wrote about some suggestions regarding how the Hearing Boards might change in order to be more compliant with 6.4.

'Peer Review Board' 
G. Kaufman said there is a Peer Review Board (PRB) process. The PRB claims to be enforcing community ethics. M. Battaglia asked if the PRB dealt with the Code of Academic Integrity. G. Giambattista said her understanding is that this is a de facto Hearing Board that stands on house rules. The PRB is connected to the office of the Judicial Administrator. The sheer volume of violations of House rules infringed upon people’s rights to a speedy hearing.


Next Meeting Time 
The CJC decided to meet from 4:30pm – 6:00pm every other Tuesday.
The meeting was adjourned at 6:40 PM.



Respectfully submitted,

Vishal Bhaya 
Assemblies Clerk
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