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report.  The OAP will work with the unit to establish a date by which the revised document is due 
and will advise the subcommittee of this deadline. 

 2. The subcommittee should plan to meet to discuss the unit self-study report prior to conducting 
interviews.  At this meeting, the subcommittee can further refine the list of questions it would like 
to have answered and identify any additional types of information it would like.  Changes to the 
list of potential interviewees can also be made at this time.  

 3. The subcommittee may want to develop an “interview template” that highlights the major areas of 
information to be explored.  Such a template, based on the questions the subcommittee has 
identified, can be useful for keeping track of all pertinent information, and can be helpful to the 
interviewers in ensuring that key topics are addressed.  This should not rule out the exploration of 
other topics that may be introduced during the interview. 

 4. The subcommittee can follow up with the unit head or other interviewees (including external 
reviewers) with any additional questions that arise during the course of the review. 

 5. If key members of the unit are on leave during the year, the subcommittee may consider having a 
conference call with this individual.  These can be arranged through the OAP. 

 6. The focus of the review is strategic, not operational.  There have been some occasions when a 
problem or conflict in the unit has been presented to the subcommittee with hopes they will “fix 
it.”  This is not the role of the subcommittee.  While the subcommittee should be aware of the 
situation, they should not let themselves get distracted from the primary purpose of the review.  
The subcommittee members should feel free to contact the OAP to discuss any matters of this 
nature that may arise. 

2.  Meeting with the External Reviewers 

 1. Although the timing of the external reviewers’ visit will affect this, the subcommittee should have 
completed, at a minimum, the primary interviews prior to the external reviewers’ visit.  These 
include meetings with the unit head (and other key unit governance positions), the dean/vice 
president, other key faculty/staff, senior administrators, and students (undergraduate and 
graduate). This will allow the subcommittee to be adequately informed when meeting with the 
external reviewers and to focus the external reviewers’ attention on particular facets of the unit 
where more insight and information is needed. 

 2. The subcommittee should develop a list of questions/issues prior to the external reviewers’ visit.  
Developing this list of issues/questions serves as a guide to the external review and the unit may 
raise additional or different issues during their meetings. 

 3. To develop the list of issues or questions, keep in mind that while external reviewers are more 
knowledgeable than you about the discipline of the unit, they do not have the intimate local 
perspective you do nor are they unbiased.  External reviewers tend to act as advocates for their 
disciplines and if left to their own devices will generally recommend expansion of the unit.  
(Northwestern has many small academic units, so it is natural for reviewers from larger 
institutions to reach this conclusion.)  While this is fine, it may not fit with University strategy or 
reality.  To make maximum use of highly qualified external reviewers, you need to pose to them 
the questions you are not qualified to answer (e.g., How does a unit rank in a particular research 
field?  Are the areas into which the unit is expanding on the cutting edge of the discipline?).  You 
should present the external reviewers with your list of questions prior to or at the very start of 
their visit (e.g., at breakfast), so that they will have them in mind as they perform their review. 

 4. During the external reviewers’ visit, which takes place over two days, the subcommittee meets 
with the reviewers as follows: 
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• Breakfast on the first day—this is a very important meeting for the subcommittee and all 
members should attend this.  At this meeting, the subcommittee has the opportunity to share 
their perspectives on what you see as the issues.  You also can discuss the questions you 
have, and can highlight areas you would especially like the external reviewers’ input on for 
the review. 

• Wrap-up session (usually after lunch) on the last day of the external reviewers’ visit—this 
meeting is also very important.  At this meeting, the external reviewers debrief the 
subcommittee, and share their initial assessment of what they view to be the major issues and 
the directions that they will be emphasizing in their final report.  It is also a key time for the 
subcommittee to ask any follow-up questions to the external reviewers. 

3.  Drafting the Report and Recommendations 

The subcommittee should begin drafting the report immediately after the external reviewers’ visit is 
completed, if not earlier.  It is not prudent to wait until receiving the external reviewers’ written report, as 
there have been instances where such reports were significantly delayed, or even not submitted at all.   

The external reviewers’ report and recommendations should be viewed as a resource in drafting the 
subcommittee’s report, similar to the interviews, meetings, or client satisfaction surveys.  The external 
reviewers’ report and recommendations may be adopted, integrated or rejected, in whole or in part.  One 
purpose of the subcommittee is to filter the external reviewers’ report through the lens of the peculiarities 
and unique environment of this institution. 

Body 

The subcommittee’s draft report should be as close to final as the subcommittee can make it.  (The 
report is “final” after the subcommittee makes any revisions suggested by the PRC.)  Although there is 
not a prescribed format, the report should include: 

• a cover page identifying the unit and the subcommittee members, and the date of the report; 

• an executive summary of the report; 

• a brief overview of the unit (size, areas of emphases, governance structure, location); 

• a synopsis of significant changes since the previous review; 

• a focus on the findings of the current review and recommendations for change; 

• a summary list of the recommendations at the end; and 

• an appendix listing all individuals with whom the subcommittee met in the course of 
conducting the review. 

The main body of the report can be organized in whatever manner is most suited to the unit and its 
issues.  Some reports discuss issues and conclusions/recommendations in the body, while others only 
discuss issues and save recommendations for the end.  Either way is fine.  However, ALL 
recommendations should be summarized at the end, even if they are given in the body of the report.  
There is no set length for the report, although they usually fall between 5-10 pages. 
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Program Review has traditionally been considered a “zero sum” activity; that is, it is not an exercise 
whereby units can ask for more resources or staff, but rather, new initiatives are expected to come through 
reorganization or reallocation.  This should be kept in mind as you write your report and 
recommendations. 

Recommendations 

The last section of the report is the most important, since it gives the action items that have resulted 
from the review.  In general, these should be enumerated in a clear and concise way.  If there is 
discussion, then the actual recommendation should be highlighted in boldface or italics.  The following 
are sample recommendations: 

 1. The Rhetoric Department should articulate a strategic plan for hiring that spells out the 
kinds of interdisciplinary, cross-cutting positions it views to be central to its identity.  The 
express purpose of the plan should be to map out specific strategies that will boost the national 
profile of the Department, building in a focused and sustained manner on the strengths that the 
Department already has.  The plan should be submitted to the Dean by no later than January 1, 
2002.  In developing this plan, the department should actively seek input from the related units 
with which it intends to forge partnerships.  The Chair should then meet regularly with the heads 
of these departments to promote and coordinate interdisciplinary hires (and to promote and 
systematize interdisciplinary relationships more generally). 

 2. The projected move of Cultural Studies into College Hall should not be implemented at this 
time.  An overall agreement between the Central Administration, the Dean’s Office, and the 
affected departments—including Cultural Studies—regarding building additions, renovations 
and/or retrofits to the Swift/Cresap complex should precede any final decision about the 
disposition of space or the move of this department. 

 3. By the end of fall quarter 2001, an Advisory Board for the Center should be appointed by 
the Provost.  It should play an important role in determining the future programs of the Center 
and in the assessment of its success in serving a wide variety of needs.  The question of who 
should serve on this Advisory Board—and the scope of control that this Board should have—
should be determined by the Provost’s Office in conjunction with the Center.  One possibility 
would be to choose representation from each of the schools and colleges, as well as other related 
organizations.  This would increase the visibility of the Center’s programs and services to faculty, 
staff, and students throughout the University, and might provide a way to solicit more information 
on the needs of these constituencies. 

Recommendations should be action-oriented and desired results should be measurable, specifying 
what is to be done and by whom, as well as the timeframe for accomplishing it.  Each recommendation 
should identify an agent who is charged with carrying it out.  Often the agent is a member of the unit, but 
not always.  It is reasonable to make recommendations to University administrators or other people 
outside the department.  Keep in mind that the recommendations are used to develop the implementation 
agreements and follow-up reports and should be drafted in a manner to reflect that.  
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Appendices 

While it is not necessary to reiterate data supplied in the unit self-study report, any new data should 
be included in appendices.  Also, supplementary materials (e.g., plots, summaries of who was 
interviewed, survey results, etc.) belong in appendices. 

Confidential Addendum 

Sensitive recommendations, particularly those relating to specific individuals should be made in a 
confidential addendum.  The addendum should identify who should see it (e.g., the Department Chair, 
Dean, and Senior Administration).  This is a way to make pointed recommendations without injuring 
peoples’ feelings.  It can also be a way to call attention to stellar performance (e.g., if you feel that 
someone deserves a chair or a promotion, it is best to put this in a confidential addendum, since having it 
in the main report could actually injure the person you are trying to reward if the recommendation is not 
carried out). 

4.  Presenting the Report to the PRC 

The subcommittee should be prepared to complete its report soon after receiving the external 
reviewers’ reports.  The Spring PRC meetings will be scheduled based on the external reviewers’ 
schedule as much as possible, so the timing of the presentation generally (although not always) follows 
that order.  The subcommittee should be prepared to submit its draft report (sent electronically as an email 
attachment) to the OAP no later than one week before the report is to be presented to the PRC to allow 
members of the PRC adequate time to read it.   

1. Each subcommittee will present its draft report to the PRC for review and feedback.  These 
meetings are generally scheduled during April – June. 

  Note:  Meetings are not necessarily scheduled in the order of the external reviewers’ visits. 
Instead, they are scheduled based on the PRC Chair, Vice Chair, and subcommittee members’ 
availability. This could mean that a subcommittee presents its report to the PRC as soon as 2-3 
weeks after the external reviewers’ visit. 

• Each presentation is scheduled for one and a half hours (usually two presentations are 
scheduled for each PRC meeting). 

• Optimally, the draft report is due to the OAP at least one week prior to the PRC presentation 
so that the report can be distributed to Council members (although we recognize this can be 
affected by the timing of the external reviewers’ visit). 

• You should assume the PRC members have read the report, so there is no need to reiterate the 
report in the meeting.  A 5-10 minute presentation providing an overview of the general state 
of the unit and major issues is all that is needed.  Generally, the chair provides this overview 
and the other subcommittee members address key points in the area of their work. 

• You should allow time for general questions.  Before you go into the specifics of your 
recommendations, the PRC members may have general questions about the unit or your 
review. 

• The PRC will go through each of your recommendations carefully to make sure that they are 
clear and consistent with the needs of the unit.  You should take careful notes about changes 
needed to sharpen or alter these recommendations, since this is the most important feedback 
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you will get from the PRC.  The OAP will also take careful notes on the changes to be made.  
All changes to be made to the report should be discussed and agreed upon by the PRC in this 
meeting. 

• PRC members who are members of the unit under discussion do not attend that meeting, nor 
do they receive copies of the reports. 

• Again, confidentiality throughout the process is extremely important.  Because these 
discussions are very candid, nothing said in these meetings is to be discussed outside of the 
meetings. 

2. The subcommittee revises its report based on the PRC discussion.  The final document is 
considered to be a report of the entire PRC and is sent to Administration and Planning (disk or 
email attachment) as soon as possible after the meeting.  Additional stylistic or content changes 
may be requested before the meeting with the President. 

5.  Sharing the Final Report with the Unit Head 

A new step has been initiated as a result of the third cycle planning process: Once the report has been 
finalized by the PRC, but before it is given to senior administrators, the OAP will share a copy of the 
report with the unit head to ensure that there are no factual errors (e.g., things that are verifiable) that 
could affect the report’s credibility.  If factual errors are discovered, the OAP will work with the 
subcommittee to correct these prior to submitting the report to the senior administration.  The OAP 
stresses to the unit head that he/she is not to discuss this report with the dean or line vice president at this 
time, since they will not yet have had the opportunity to see it. 

6.  Presenting the Report to Senior Administrators 

Each subcommittee presents the final PRC report to the appropriate members of Central 
Administration (e.g., the President, Provost, Vice President for Administration and Planning, Vice 
President for Research, Associate Provost and Dean of the Graduate School, Senior Vice President for 
Business and Finance, etc). 

• This meeting may be scheduled as soon as one week after the PRC presentation.  The OAP 
tries to schedule as many of these as possible before faculty leave in the summer, although a 
few may be scheduled in late summer/early fall. 

• The final PRC report is distributed to the attendees prior to this meeting. 

• Meetings are scheduled for one hour and include a brief presentation by the subcommittee 
starting with the subcommittee chair (similar to the presentation given to the PRC). 

V.  ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR PRC MEMBERS 

Fall Meeting of the Program Review Council 

The Program Review Council meets once during the fall quarter, usually early in the term (as soon as 
possible once faculty return and after appointments to the PRC are finalized).  This meeting has several 
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purposes: to introduce and welcome the new members of the Council, to review the program review 
process, and to go over unit review chair assignments. 

In addition, there are several important items to accomplish in this meeting: 

 1. Identify individuals to serve on the PRC subcommittees. 

 2. Review progress-to-date for the units being reviewed this year (for example, which units have 
submitted issues statements, list of potential external reviewers, extensions that have been 
requested, etc.). 

 3. Review one-year follow-up progress reports of units reviewed in the previous year. 

 4. Review any finalized implementation agreements from the reviews just completed. 

PRC members are sent materials in advance of the meeting and are asked to bring to the meeting 
suggestions of individuals who would be appropriate candidates to serve on the various review 
subcommittees.  Names of individuals who have served on past PRC subcommittees will be supplied as 
part of the meeting materials.  Individuals who have previously served on a unit’s subcommittee may be 
nominated again for that same unit’s review.  At the meeting, names are solicited for each unit and 
decisions regarding appointments are then made in consultation with senior administrators.  Following 
this meeting, potential subcommittee members are contacted and invited to serve on each particular 
subcommittee by the OAP.  Subcommittee chairs and unit heads are informed of these appointments as 
they are finalized. 

Generally, on each review subcommittee there are two subcommittee members in addition to the 
chair.  For very large or complex units, there may be an additional member.  If the subcommittee chair 
thinks their subcommittee needs an additional person in order to adequately cover the unit for the review, 
he or she should discuss this with the OAP either before or immediately following this meeting. 

Spring Meetings of the Program Review Council 

The Spring Meetings of the PRC are intended to discuss the draft subcommittee reports.  The 
meetings are generally scheduled for 3-hours, and two reports are discussed at each meeting.  The OAP 
attempts to distribute the draft subcommittee reports at least one week prior to the scheduled meeting.  
PRC members are strongly encouraged to read the reports prior to coming to the meeting.  The 
subcommittee is advised to assume the PRC members have read the report and to highlight the primary 
issues in 5-10 minutes.   

The PRC members should come to the meeting prepared to submit in writing at least one major 
issue/question regarding the report to the Chair.  These written submissions will serve as a guide for the 
discussion and will help ensure that the discussion addresses more than one or two points.  The discussion 
period is intended to take the majority of the meeting.   

The subcommittee will revise its report based on the discussion at this meeting.  This “final” report is 
considered the report of the Program Review Council and is provided to the unit head for a “factual 
check.”  After that “factual check,” the final report is distributed to members of central administration in 
preparation for the subcommittee’s presentation to them. 
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For the third cycle reviews, some related units have been grouped together (i.e., basic life sciences, 
business and finance units, humanities, etc.).  During the spring meetings, it may become apparent that 
certain issues arise repeatedly across different but related units.  The PRC may wish to formally identify 
these “cross-cutting” issues and prepare a list of these issues with recommendations that can be presented 
to central administration by the Chair of the PRC. 
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