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*New policy, policy withdrawal, or substative review is needed
sResponsible Officer appoints individual(s) to draft policy
*Responsible Officer notifies President Cabinet

*Work with appropriate stakeholders

*Work with Office of General Counsel to prepare final draft

*Non-BOT and Non-Academic Policies presented to President's Cabinet \
*BOT policies require majority
*President approves
*Publication to website

*Academic Policies are approved by Faculty Senate, but Provost will notify President's
Cabinet for educational purposes /

~

sCommunication
*Training
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policy Review Requests and New Policy
Recommendations should be submitted directly to one
of the chairs of either Grad Council

Joe Martel-Foley (marteli@wit.edu)

Robert Cowherd (cowherdr@wit.edu)

Or the Policy Writing Group

Joe Martel-Foley (marteli@wit.edu)

Mary McCormack (mccormackm2 @wit.edu

policy review and intake is focused on preparing
language and getting divisional feedback necessary.
Divisional feedback can be requested by any committee
chair, and is coordinated/documented by the Provost’s
Office.

Process as of 02/08/2022

Updates to Process:

Use template for major revisions
and reviews
- Goalisto help define

policy approval and review
responsibilities across the
institution

Version control - Please

incorporate date into filename

after each set of revisions at

bottom of a document.

Make note of when feedback is

solicited from specific offices or

divisions. Include the draft

number or version that was sent

for feedback.

Major changes and policy reviews
should incorporate a task force
comprised of a cross institutional
group.

- Announcement of task force
should be sent to the
community

- Allmajor changes and reviews
will incorporate a DEI specific
review process and data-
informed decision making (i.e.
changes to academic honesty
policy should rely on feedback
on current process, data
behind reports etc.)




