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Abstract of the Honor Council 
Case 16-3, Spring 2019 
4/26/19 
 
Members Present: 
Matt Nobles (presiding), Sam Holloway (clerk), Reece Rosenthal, Hannah Dryer, Joy 
Wang, Caroline Brehm 
 
Ombuds: Ashley Tsang 
 
Letter of Accusation: 
The Honor Council received a letter accusing Students A and B of unauthorized 
collaboration on two projects for a lower level COMP course. The Chair read the Letter 
of Accusation aloud in full.  
 
Evidence Submitted: 

§ Letter of Accusation 
§ Student A’s written statement 
§ Student B’s written statement 
§ Project 9 description 
§ Project 9 reference code 
§ Project 9 random student samples 
§ Project 14 description 
§ Project 14 reference code 
§ Project 14 random student samples 
§ Clarification of class Honor Code policy 
§ Expert testimony 

 
Plea: 
Student A pled “not in violation.” 
Student B pled “not in violation.” 
 
Testimony: 
Student A explained that, according to expert testimony, the similarities between her code 
and Student B’s code for project 9 could have arisen through coincidence. She also 
argued that other similarities between her code and Student B’s code, such as similar 
white spaces, unnecessary use of typecasting, and identical descriptive text strings, arose 
because of coincidence. Regarding project 14, Student A argued that the function on 
which she and Student B supposedly collaborated is so short that only minimal variation 
is possible between students. Parts of the functions’ formatting were derived from code 
provided by the instructor for previous projects in the class. She argued that random 
sample code from other students is not relevant to deciding whether she committed an 
Honor Code violation. Student A said she only used lecture slides and provided code 
when completing both projects, and that she did not attend any TA sessions or consult 
any other students, current or former. She committed code for the projects late because 
she did not start coding until near the deadline due to other responsibilities. 
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Student B argued that the supposed similarity between her code and Student A’s code 
resulted from only coincidence, and that the two students were flagged because of a false 
positive in the automated plagiarism checking software. She also stated that there are 
limited ways to complete each assignment, so similarities between students’ code 
submissions are inevitable. She and Student A were partners for group work in another 
COMP class at the time, and the two spent extensive time together completing a final 
project in that other class at around the same time that Project 14 was due. She would 
sometimes leave her laptop open and unlocked for long periods of time to allow complex 
code for her project with Student A in their other class to finish running. 
 
Student A, after the Council called her in to ask about her work with Student B in this 
other class, said she could not recall whether Student B’s laptop was ever left open and 
unattended around the time the two worked on their projects in the accused class. Student 
A referenced the Canvas page for this other class and showed the Council that projects 
for both classes were due on the same day. 
 
Verdict Deliberations: 
Council members believed that a preponderance of the evidence supported that a 
violation occurred because of visual and substantive similarities between the accused 
students’ code, and because expert testimony suggested unauthorized collaboration. 
Council members also observed small details common to both assignments 
(grammatically incorrect variable names, for example) that they believed were unlikely to 
have arisen from chance. 
 
Vote #1: Does a preponderance of the evidence support that a violation occurred? 
Yes:  6 
No:  0 
Abstentions: 0 
 
Vote #2: Does a preponderance of the evidence support that a violation occurred on 
project 9? 
Yes:  0 
No:  6 
Abstentions: 0 
 
Vote #3: Does a preponderance of the evidence support that a violation occurred on 
project 14? 
Yes:  6 
No:  0 
Abstentions: 0 
 
The Council then discussed whether or not Student A committed a violation. The Council 
saw no reason why Student A did not commit a violation given that her code bore 
substantial similarity to the code of Student B that could not be observed in comparisons 
to the randomly selected sample code. 
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The Council then discussed whether or not Student B committed a violation. The Council 
observed that Student B committed her code for the accused function on project 14 at 
around the time she and Student A would have been working with each other in person to 
finish their final project in their other class together. Council members, therefore, thought 
it was possible that Student B may not have actively shared code with Student A at all. 
Because the Council could not determine from a preponderance of the evidence whether 
Student B directly provided code to Student A or whether Student A took code from 
Student B’s laptop while the two worked together on their project for the other class, 
Council members were uncomfortable with finding Student B “in violation.” 
 
Vote #4: Does a preponderance of the evidence support that Student A is “In Violation?” 
Yes:  6 
No:  0 
Abstentions: 0 
 
Vote #5: Does a preponderance of the evidence support that Student B is “In Violation?” 
Yes:  1 
No:  5 
Abstentions: 0 
 
Penalty Deliberations: 
Council members opened by discussing mitigating circumstances. The Council saw no 
reason to mitigate its penalty decision. The Council then discussed possible aggravating 
circumstances, and it also saw no reason to aggravate its penalty decision. 
 
The CPS penalty for this case, based on the weight of the assignments, is a 1 letter grade 
reduction. 
 
Vote #6: What is the appropriate penalty for Student A? 
F in the course and 2 semesters of suspension: 0 
F in the course and 1 semester of suspension: 0 
F in the course:     0 
3 letter grade reduction:    0 
2 letter grade reduction:    0 
1 letter grade reduction:    6 
Letter of Reprimand     0 
Abstentions:      0 
 
Decision: 
The Honor Council thus finds Student A “In Violation” of the Honor Code and 
recommends that she receive a one letter grade reduction.   
 
The Honor Council finds Student B “Not In Violation” of the Honor Code.  
 
Time of testimony and deliberations: 3 hours and 5 minutes 
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Respectfully submitted, 
Sam Holloway 
Clerk 
 
 


