
College of Saint Benedict and Saint John’s University 

Policy for Review of Academic Affairs Teams1 

Introduction 

The College of Saint Benedict and Saint John’s University (CSB/SJU) are committed to 

supporting high quality Academic Affairs offices and centers2 that provide our faculty, staff, and 

students with excellent programs and services. Because of our institutional and individual 

commitment to the integrity of our work and our responsibility to demonstrate accountability, we 

must invest in ongoing self-evaluation with the goal of improving and reinvigorating both the 

focused work offered by our offices and our overall participation in the education of our students 

in the liberal arts. 

Consequently, the Office of the Provost has created this Policy for Review of Academic Affairs 

Teams (RAAT). This policy provides the structure for the processes involved in documenting, 

sustaining, and improving Academic Affairs offices at CSB/SJU. Therefore, the offices within 

Academic Affairs will complete a program review once every ten years. This review provides 

the offices the opportunity to examine the current state of their mission, goals, assessment, 

practices, policies, programming, structures, contributions to the teaching and learning process 

both in and outside the classroom, budgets, and strategic planning. The primary purposes of 

program review are to provide accountability and to improve its policies, practices, and 

procedures through a collegial, comprehensive, and scholarly peer review that identifies 

strengths and weaknesses and provides recommendations resulting in action to improve 

undergraduate education at CSB/SJU. 

Program Review 

Overview 

Program review is a formal activity designed to assure faculty, staff, students, parents, alumni, 

employers, external accrediting agencies, and all other stakeholders of the quality of the offices 

within Academic Affairs, to assure ongoing quality improvement, and to provide opportunities 

for professional renewal. Periodic review of all Academic Affairs offices is intended to:  

 

 Be understood as a formative endeavor. It should not merely be an exercise in 

information gathering and reporting, but should rather be undertaken in a spirit of 

authentic, evaluative self-examination; 

 Occur every ten years. Reviews may be undertaken in intervals fewer than ten years at 

the request of the office or upon the request of the Office of the Provost to enhance 

scheduled reviews of related issues, including issues concerning quality or integrity. The 

Office of the Provost has responsibility for administering program review; 

 Provide offices with an opportunity to review the current state of their work, assessment 

                                                        
1 This policy was revised on October 23, 2015 
2 For clarity, offices and centers within Academic Affairs at CSB/SJU will be referred to 

collectively in this policy document with the designation “office.” 
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or evaluation practices, reflect on steps that may be appropriate to assure ongoing quality, 

and to identify opportunities for improvements;  

 Provide transparent and professional assurance to our stakeholders that CSB/SJU are 

supporting quality Academic Affairs offices;  

 Identify office needs and priorities; 

 Enable the effective allocation and alignment of office and institutional resources; 

 Provide information useful for strategic planning and professional development;  

 Allow CSB’s Mission, Vision, and Commitments and SJU's Mission, Vision, and Values 

statements to serve as frameworks for the evaluation of individual offices.  

Offices who want to reschedule their review must present a formal request, including a rationale 

for the request to the Provost. The decision to reschedule a program review is that of the Provost. 

Program review must answer the following fundamental questions: 

 What are the current strengths and weaknesses of the office? 

 What evidence has been used to identify these strengths and weaknesses?  

 What steps can the office take to sustain and build upon its current levels of success? 

 What opportunities for improvement can the office identify?  

 How can the institutions better support the office’s efforts to fulfill its mission? 

 

Program Review Tasks, Responsibilities, and Timelines 

 No later than the end of the Spring semester prior to the review year: the office Director, 

in consultation with the Office of the Provost, will designate a member of the office to 

serve as the program review coordinator. The program review coordinator may be the 

Director of the office or another employee; 

 Beginning of Fall semester of the review year though December 31 of the review year: 

The program review coordinator, in consultation with the office Director, is responsible 

for general oversight of the self-study process and the completion of the self-study. The 

self-study will be submitted to the Office of the Provost no later than January 15 of the 

review year. While the program review coordinator has general oversight responsibility 

for the self-study, the program review coordinator should not be the sole author of the 

self-study--the entire office is responsible for the program review process, including 

completion of the self-study. It is expected that a number of office employees will serve 

as self-study contributors; 

 The self-study is intended to be a descriptive, evaluative, and scholarly analysis of the 

achievements and challenges facing the office under review; 

 While there are no requirements to have an external evaluator participate in the program 

review process, the office may request an external reviewer. Approval of an external 

reviewer is required from the Office of the Provost. If an external reviewer is requested 

and approved, additional program review tasks and responsibilities are required and listed 

in Appendix B. 

 January 15 through the end of the Spring semester of the review year: the program review 
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coordinator schedules all meetings with the Provost, Vice-Provost, Academic Dean, and 

Director of OARCA; 

 In mid-January of the review year: the program review coordinator ensures the Provost, 

Vice-Provost, Academic Dean, and Director of OARCA receive copies of the self-study; 

 If an external review is part of the process, the reviewer will visit campus early in the 

Spring semester. The reviewer’s report must be sent to the Provost, Vice-Provost, 

Academic Dean, Director of OARCA, the office Director, and the program review 

coordinator no later than three weeks after their visit; 

 February 15 of the review year (or three weeks after receiving the external reviewer’s 

report is submitted): the Provost writes and submits a formal summary response to the 

office self-study. The Provost’s formal summary will be included in the Final Review 

Portfolio; 

 March 15 of the review year (or three weeks after receiving the Provost’s response): the 

office writes and submits a formal response to the formal summary of the Provost. The 

office response should provide a thoughtful and reflective response by members of the 

office under review both to what they have learned through the self-study process and to 

the evaluation and recommendations contained in the summary response written by the 

Provost. Emphasis in the office response should be place upon office members’ 

evaluation of the office’s capacity to sustain or build on its current strengths and 

achievements, and to effectively respond to the challenges, weaknesses or shortcomings 

identified through the program review process. In this response, office members are free 

to endorse or reject any of the recommendations made in the formal summary of the 

Provost, to propose alternative explanations or interpretations of contested circumstances 

or events, and to offer initial proposals for future action. This response will be included in 

the Final Review Portfolio; 

 No later than April 15 of the review year: In consultation and agreement with the Provost, 

Vice-Provost, Academic Dean, and the Director of the OARCA, the office develops an 

action plan. A required action plan memorandum, written by the office Director, with 

assistance from the program review coordinator, is submitted and uploaded to the 

OARCA SharePoint site. At a minimum, each action plan will articulate specific goals to 

improve until the next program review, strategies to achieve those goals, measurable 

objectives to achieve strategies, responsibilities of individuals, and a timeline to 

accomplish each goal and objective. 
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Appendix A 

Self-Study Format 

Overview 

The self-study report is meant to provide a comprehensive description and evaluation of the 

current capacity of an office to effectively fulfill its institutional mission and to identify genuine 

opportunities for improvement. This process of self-study should be undertaken in a spirit of 

authentic self-examination and professional discernment. 

 

An effective self-study report should evaluate the status and achievements of the office under 

review, any obstacles impeding its capacity to fulfill its missions, and opportunities for future 

improvement. This emphasis should guide the office in its evaluation of the office’s policies, 

practices, procedures, and resources. 

 

The self-study report should minimally cover the period from the last program review or if no 

formal review occurred, then for the last five years. In some cases, consideration of office history 

prior to this review period may be appropriate. 

The office Director under review should send a complete draft of the self-study report to the 

Provost, Vice-Provost, Academic Dean, and Director of OARCA, and the external reviewer by 

September 1. 

Contents of the Self-Study Report 

  

A review of the office’s mission and the goals should include: 

 An executive summary of the self-study; 

 A list of 5-10 questions the office has focused on answering during program review; 

 A statement of the office’s current mission and goals and the office’s assessment or 

evaluation plan, explaining how the office determines whether and how its mission and 

goals are being attained; 

 A description of any changes to the office’s mission and goals or to its assessment or 

evaluation plan since the last program review, and a discussion of the reasons for these 

changes, especially in regard to action items developed during the last program review 

and to evidence gathered through assessment since the last program review;  

 An evaluation of the appropriateness of the office’s current mission and goals in light of 

the CSB’s Mission, Vision, and Commitments and SJU's Mission, Vision, and Values 

statements, and in comparison to the missions and goals of peer and aspirational 

programs; 

 A review of the policies, practices, and procedures by which the office carries out its 

mission. This review should describe what changes and improvements were made since 

the last program review, the status of affairs, and where the office hopes to be in the 

future. Analysis and evaluation should consider these changes and comparisons, 

including a description of the office discussions and decisions concerning this matters; 
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 A review of relations with other offices and faculty; 

 An evaluation of the effectiveness of inter-office relationships; 

 A review of the office’s advising policies, procedures, and practices, if applicable, 

including (a) a statement explaining how the office understands, organizes, and fulfills its 

advising responsibilities, (b) an overview of changes in advising policies and practices 

since the last program review and a discussion of the reasons for these changes, and (c) 

an analysis of evidence gathered through assessment regarding the effectiveness of 

advising by the office; 

 A review of the office’s service and outreach activities, if applicable, including (a) a 

description of service or outreach activities undertaken by the office, its members, and its 

students during the review period and (b) an evaluation of the contribution of service and 

outreach to the fulfillment of the office’s mission; 

 A review of the resources available to the office to carry out its mission, including 

staffing, physical resources, monetary resources, and services. This review should 

describe the resources currently available and the changes that occurred since the last 

program review, along with reasons for these changes. Where appropriate, comparisons 

should be made with peer and aspirational programs. Analysis and evaluation should 

reflect on these changes and comparisons, and any discussions that have taken place 

within the office on these issues. This review should include (a) a review of the office’s 

members, (b) a review of the office’s budget, and (d) a comprehensive inventory of the 

facilities and services available to the office. The inventory should include a review of 

the physical space and equipment available for office activities; a review of other 

resources available to students of the office, and of student use of these resources; a 

review of support by IT Services within the office; and a review of any other pertinent 

support given by the institutions within the office (e.g., grant writing); 

 An evaluation of the adequacy of the resources available to the office for it to carry out 

its mission; 

 A review of the contribution made by the office to the academic development of students 

and a comparison of these comments with those from the last program review. 

Information for these analyses may come from a wide variety of sources, including from the 

office Director under review, the Office of Institutional Planning and Research, the directors of 

other offices with which the office under review has relationships, and IT Services. 
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Appendix B 

Additional Program Review Requirements when Using an External Reviewer 

External reviewers perform two separate, though related functions. The first is to conduct a 

scholarly impartial evaluation of the quality and effectiveness of a specific office at CSB|SJU in 

relation to expectations and practices appropriate for a given office. The second is to offer an 

impartial observer’s recommendations concerning existing opportunities for improvement.  

 External reviewers should possess professional experience sufficient to allow them to 

serve effectively as experts who provide impartial evaluators of the quality of the office. 

External reviewers are required to identify and recommend realistic opportunities for 

meaningful improvement. While such individuals would typically be senior or emeritus 

members of a similar office, under some circumstances it may be appropriate for an 

external reviewer to be employed outside higher education; 

 Offices requesting an external evaluator will submit the name, qualifications, and 

rationale for their selection of their choice for an external reviewer to the Provost, Vice 

Provost, Academic Dean, and Director of OARCA for review and approval; 

 At least three weeks prior to their campus visit, the external reviewer will require the 

Final Review Portfolio from the previous program review and the current self-study;  

 The external reviewer’s report should be submitted no more than three weeks subsequent 

to the campus visit. 

Briefing Interview 

Immediately upon their arrival on campus, the external reviewer should meet with the office 

Director and the program review coordinator to discuss the office’s self-study report and to 

review the schedule for the site visit. This should be followed by an interview with the Provost, 

Vice Provost, and Academic Dean in order to review the self-study report and to reach an 

understanding of their reciprocal expectations for the program review process. Under some 

circumstances, it may be appropriate for this briefing to take place in a single meeting involving 

all parties. Any of the parties just named may seek to initiate such a joint meeting, but all must 

consent for it to go forward. 

Meetings 

An external reviewer should have opportunities to conduct face-to-face interviews with office 

members, faculty, support and technical staff, students, and any other appropriate personnel 

while on campus. 

Debriefing Interview 

The external reviewer will conduct two final meetings to inform campus stakeholders of their 

preliminary findings and recommendations. One will be with the office director and the program 

review coordinator, the other with the Provost, Vice Provost, and Academic Dean. Under some 

circumstances, it may be appropriate for this debriefing to take place in a single meeting 
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involving all parties. Any of the parties just named may seek to initiate such a joint meeting, but 

all must consent for it to go forward. 

Written Report 

The external reviewer must write a formal report that is required no later than three weeks after 

the completion of the site visit, preferably no later than the last day of September of the review 

year. This report should be based on the office’s self-study, and documents, interviews, and other 

evidence obtained before, during, and after the campus visit. This report is submitted to the 

Provost, Vice-Provost, Academic Dean, the Director of OARCA, the office Director, and the 

program review coordinator. 

At a minimum, the report must address the following: 

 Office Overview: An evaluation of the coherence and appropriateness of the office’s 

current mission and learning goals; its contribution to the missions of the institutions; its 

policies, practices, and procedures; its contribution to the greater educational effort and 

intellectual life of the institutions; the effectiveness of the office vis-à-vis the number and 

quality of faculty, students, staff, and resources; and the office’s response to its previous 

program review;  

 Office mission and services to students, faculty, staff, administrators, and others: An 

evaluation of the appropriateness of the office’s mission and services in relation to 

accepted disciplinary expectations and national trends; changes to the mission and 

services provided by the office since the previous program review; the role and 

responsibilities of the office; 

 Students: An overall evaluation of the contribution of the office to students; the richness 

and suitability of the office’s evidence of positively affecting student learning; the use of 

students in employment, research, or teaching assistants; availability of appropriate 

student internships; 

 Staff: An evaluation of the appropriateness of faculty training and credentials for 

achieving the mission of the office; its policies and practices for evaluating and 

improving the quality of staff work; staff diversity (including people of color and 

women); hiring policies, practices, and opportunities; staff attrition, retention, retirement; 

and staff morale; 

 Resources: An evaluation of the adequacy of the budget available to the office; adequacy 

and appropriateness of infrastructure; any centers, institutes, or other organizations or 

individuals affiliated with the office; any other interdisciplinary or extra-disciplinary 

agreements and endeavors affiliated with the office; and the adequacy of staff, student 

workers, and student researchers in support of the office; 

 Recommendations: An evaluation of the particular strengths and weaknesses of the 

academic office; its alignment with the missions of the institutions; ways the office can 

improve its program; and ways the institutions can better support the office in fulfilling 

its mission. 


