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Easy to read (e.g., use the active voice, good grammair, etc.).
No typos.

Use consistent terminology.

Look professional (e.g., professional font, formatting, etc.).

Follow consistent structure and format
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« Use pre-hearing procedures to evaluate proposed questions and
determine whether they are relevant/permissible.

* Questions not submitted in advance may still be asking in hearing if
relevant.

Hearing officer may ask advisor to explain relevance of a question before
ruling.

Hearing officer may ask the advisor to re-frame question if it violates rules
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. Partles may choose not to attend the hearlng or submit to Cross-
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Corroboration

= Sufficient independent evidence to support the facts at issue.

« Corroboration # second witness who agrees with the first.

. Corroboratlon = evidentiary support for what a witness contends after
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« Witnesses, electronic evidence, physical/medical evidence, police

reports, video surveillance

* Timeline.
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Motive / Bias
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Understand parties’ and witnesses’ relationship(s) to one another.
Understand Complainant’s decision to disclose/report when they did.

Be curious and explore theories of potential motive (those offered by
the parties/witnesses and those revealed by the evidence).

Understand the difference between a false report v. good faith report
that is not supported by evidence.
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Demeanor

» Consider person’s reaction to certain lines of questioning,
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Consider potential trauma, shame, blame, fear, nervousness,
heightened emotions.
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Procedural irregularity that affected the outcome of the matter;

New evidence that was not reasonably available at the time of
the decision that could affect the outcome of the matter; or

The Title IX Coordinator, investigator or a decision maker had a
conflict of interest or bias for or against Complainants or
Respondents generally, or the individual Complainant or
Respondent that affected the outcome of the matter.
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