In the principles docoument:

Page 11 (b. Instruction) – first sentence doesn’t make sense (not sure if it is a sentence); should refer to excellence somewhere in this paragraph
Page 21 (last sentence) – both this document and the document doesn’t make sense

both documents need a good copy editor.

The statement that no one can go up for tenure more than twice needs to be clarified – does that mean that an assistant professor going up early for promotion and tenure and is denied can then go up again at the 6th year?  Does it mean that someone hired as an Associate without tenure can go up a second time if they fail to get tenure the first time?

Suggestion -  given that only promises about credit toward tenure that are made in writing will count, chairs and deans should be instructed never to make any oral promises that they don't also put in writing. 

In writing up the WHC tenure guidelines last year we discovered one or two places where, just because of the nature of how the Honors College works, there wasn't a one-to-one relationship with the university's guidelines.  These were technical and not substantial, but I think it might be better in section 14.2 (c) to write instead "assigned duties and as consistent as possible with University standards."

we have a lot of joint appointments, and so we had to come up with a procedure for how to handle review of those.  And another involves the fact that we don't have departments, so the chain of who gets what sent and when is a bit different.  None of these differences are what I would call substantive.  It's just that we diverge from the standard model that the Provost's Guidelines necessarily have to work from.  So from time to time the WHC guidelines have to deviate from the letter, but of course they don't deviate from the spirit or intent of the memo.
 
 I do have some concerns about using the word “integrity” since it means different things to different people.  It needs to be operationally defined as was done with “collegiality”.

In the Principles document, “rigorous investigation” appears to refer to educational research but it really wasn’t clear to me even on second reading.  We have steered people away from educational research toward clinical research so would like to better understand what is meant here.

Engineering –  At the department level, especially in large departments, the names of voting and nonmembers of the committee is not necessary. Only the vote counts should be provided.

