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INTERPRETIVE RULE

WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF REGENTS
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SERIES 11
POLICY REGARDING PROGRAM REVIEW

§128-11-1. General.

1.1. Scope. -- This rule establishes the policy on
review of academic programs,

1.2. Authority. - W, Va. Code §18-26-8

1.3. Filing Date. -- October 1, 1982

1.4. Effective Date. -- December 1, 1982
§128-11-2, Introduction.

2.1. Basis of program review process.

Section eight, article twenty-six, chapter eighteen
of the West Virginia Code requires that the Board of
Regents "Review at least every five (5) years, all aca-
demic programs offered at any state college or univer-
sity. The review shall address the viability, adequacy
and necessity of the programs in relation to the mas-
ter plan." The purpose of this document is to deline-
ate the framework and steps in the program review
process.

For the purpose of this document, 2 "Program" is
defined as a currieulum or course of study in a disci-
pline speciality that leads to a certificate or degree.
Each major within a program (but not each track or
optional subfield) is considered a separate program.

2.2. Assumptions used in developing the review
process:

(&) Program review is most effective when it is
conducted on & regular cycle and when some indica-
{orgare exarined on & annval basis.

(b} Program review is a collaborative process
which includes both Board of Regents' staff and insti-
tutional personnel at every stage. .

(¢} A rational and comprehensive program re-
view process requires differentiation among levels of

degrees. The process, criferia and standards for asso-
ciate degree programs may differ sigrnificantly from
those applied to graduate programs.

{d) The review process should be independent of
any accreditation procedure, but may build upon ac-
creditation self-studies and evaluations when they
are illuminating.

{¢) The program review process rmust be accom-
plished within the limits of available staff and re-
SQurces.

(D) A continuous auditing process allowing for
early identification of programs that need particular
scrutiny is required to permit changes to be anticipat-
ed, appropriate intervention to take place, and correc-

_ tive zction to be accomplished within normal institu-

tional and Board of Regents' planning efforts.

(g) A readily available computerized data base
should be available to support the program review
process.

§122-11-3. Program review levels.

3.1. The program review process will provide for a
review and evaluation of all programs leading to a
certificate or degree at the state colleges and univers-
ities. The process will consist of three (3) levels of
activity: An annual audit, program review by the
Board of Regents (in accordance with a five-year (5)
eyele), and special program reviews. The purposes,
process, criteria and possible outcomes of each of
these review levels are presented in the following sec-
tions:

(a) Annual audit, -- The purpose of the annual

audit by the staff of the Board of Regents will be to
-analyze the data collected on1 all programs in the sys-
tem by using the computerized data base and, as
needed, institutional reports. Programs will be re-
viewed in terms of productivity in credit hours, course
enrollments, numbers of majors, numbers of degrees




128 C8R 11

awarded, cost and related information. The results of
the annual audit will provide & continuous monitor-
ing mechanism and will serve to alert both the insti-
tutions and the Board of Regents that specific pro-
grams may require further review.

(b} Program review by the Board of Regents, --
The purpose of the Board of Regents' review, conduct-
ed on = regular five-year (5) cycle, will be to conduct
anin-depth evaluation of the viability of, adequacy of,
and necessity for each academic program, consistent
with the mission of each institution of higher educa-
tion. This review process will build on the data of the
annual audits and will include additional information
about each program. Comprehensive institutional
self-studies conducted in compliance with accredita-
tion or institutional processes and completed within
the previous twenty-four (24) months may be used to
provide the baseline data for the review, with any
necessary updating of factual information.

Institutional personnel, external consultants,

and the staff of the Board of Regents will be involved

in establishing the criteria, standards and process of
evaluation, and in interpreting the information re-
sulting from the review. To ensure that each pro-
gram is reviewed 2t least once every five (5) years,
consistent with statutory requirements, the Board of
Regents will select approximately twenty percent

%) of all programs for review each year. For each
program identified for review, the college or universi-
ty will submit a self—study statement addressmcr the
following items:

(1) Viability. -- Viability is tested by an
analysis of unit cost facters, sustaining a eritical
mass and relative productivity. Based upon past
trends in enrollment, patierns of graduates and the
best predictive data avzailable, the institution should
assess the program's past ability and future prospects
to attract students and sustain a viable, cost-effective
program.

(2) Adequacy. -- The institution should as-
sess the quality of the program. A valuable (but not
the gole) criteria for determining the program's ade-
quacy is accreditation by a specialized accrediting or
approving agency recognized by the federal govern-
ment or the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation.
The institution should evaluate the preparation and
performance of faculty and students, and the adequa-
ey of facilities. An abjective analysis of the program’s
curricular strengths and quality should be presented,

and plans to correct deficiencies should be described.

{3) Necessity. -- The dimensions of necessity
include whether the program is necessary for the in-

stitution's service region, and whether the program is

needed by sceiety (as indicated by current employ-
ment opportunities, evidence of future need, rate of
placement of the programs' graduates). Whether the
needs of West Virginia justify the duplication of pro-
grams in several geographic service regions also
should be addressed.

(4) Consistency with mission. -- The pro-

_ gram should be a component of, and appropriately

contribute to; the institution's fulfillment of its
mission. The college or university should indicate
the centrality of the program to the institution, ex-
plain how the program complements other programs
offered at the institution, and state how the program
draws upon or supports other programs. Both intra-
institutional and interinstitutional aspects of the
program should be addressed. The institution should
state the effects (positive or negative) that discontinu-
ance of the program might have upon the institution's
ability toc accomplish its mission.

{c) Specizl program review. -- The Board of Re-
Gents may request at any ‘time that special program
reviews be conducted for a given purpose. Formal
strategies for condueling such reviews will be devel-
oped, consistent with the purpose of the review.

§128-11-4. Criteria and standards for evaluation.

4,1. The criteria, standards and indicators of via-
bility, adequacy and necessity will vary among fields
and among levels of degree programs. The same cri-
teria and standards obviously do not apply to associ-
atedegree programs, baccalaureate degree programs,
and graduate programs. To assist the Board in devel-
oping the criteria and standards for evaluation, the
Chancellor of the Board of Regents will appoint the
following four (4) program review committees from
among nominations by the president. (See Table 1 for
the propesed membership of each committee).

{(a) Evaluation advisory committee. -- This
committee (consisting of one (1) representative of
each state college and university, and Board staff)
will propose the criteria, standards, procedures and
schedules of reviews. The Evaluation Advisory Com-
mitiee, to which the three (3) degree level committees
specified below will report, will coordinate the activi-




‘ o - 128CSR 11

ties of the three (3) committees. The schedules of re-
views will provide for a review of courses in whichno
degree program is offered at the institution. The poli-
cies proposed by the Evaluation Advisery Commitiee
will be reviewed by the Academic Affairs Advisory
Committee and the Advisory Counecil of Public Col-
lege and University Presidents, which, consistent
with Board procedures, will make a recommendation
to the Board of Regents.

(b) Associate degree committes. -- This com-
mittee will consist of representatives of the communi-
ty colleges and the community college components
and branch college, external consultants selected by
the Board of Regents' staff and Board staff. The com-
mittee will review asscciate degree programs, voca-
tional programs and related certificates.

(c) Baccalaureate degree committee. -- This
comnmittee will consist of representatives of the two
(2) universities, the four-year (4) colieges, one (1) of
thecommunity colleges; external consultants selected
by the Board of Regents’ staff and Board staff. The
committee will include two-plus-two programs in its
reviewand may advise the Associate Degree Commit-
tee on the criteria and standards for associate degree
programs that are designed to prepare students fo
transfer to baccalaureate degree programs.

(d) Graduate and professional degree commit-
tee, ---This committee will consist of reprasentatives
of the two (2} universities and the two (2) graduate
colleges, external consultants selected by the Board of
Regents' staff and Board staff.

4.2. Because approximately twenty percent (20%)
of all programs must be evaluated each year and spe-
cific diseiplines will be selected for review each year,
the three (3) program review committees listed in
Subsections (b}, {¢) and (d) may be augmented by the
appointment of specizlists in appropriate fleids. Such
specialists may be external consuliants or facuity
from the participating institutions. When specific
standards or criteria for one (1) discipline are devel-
oped, the leaders of those programs at the institutions
ghould be consulted and invited to comment prior to

application of the measures.
§128-11-5. Possible outcomes.

5.1. Institutional recommendation. -- The Board
of Regents' five-year (5) cycle of program review will
result in a recormmendation by the institution for ac-
tion relative to each program under review. The in-

stitution will recommend one (1) of the fellowing op-
tions for each program reviewed:

(a) Continuation of the program at the current
level of activity, with or without specific action;

(b} Continuation of the program at a reduced
level of activity (for example, reducing the range of
optional tracks) or other corrective action;

(¢) Identification of the program for further
development as an area of need or of excellence;

(d} Development of a cooperative program with
another institution, or sharing of courses, facilities,
faculty and the like; or

(e) Discontinuance of the program in accord-
znce with Administrative Bulletin No. 23,

Foreach program, the institution will provide a
brief rationale for the observations, evaluation, and
recommendation. The institution also will make all
supporting documentation availzble to the Board up-

. onrequest,

5.2. Board of Regents' staff recommendation. --
The Board staff will review the recommendation from
the institution and will develop a recommendation for
action to be submitted to the Board, together with the
institutional recommendation for each program that
has been reviewed. The Board may use outside con-
sultants to assist in this phase of the pregram review
process, and the consultants may conduct institution-
al follow-up visits as a part of the review process.

If the Board staff's recommendation conflicts with
that of the institution, a written justification will be
provided, along with an opportunity for institutional
response. The Board staff's justification, any subse-
quent institutional response, and the consultants’re-
port will accompany the staif recommendation sub-
mitted to the Board.

ED.NOTE: As permitted by West Virginia Code sub-
section (g), section seven, article two, chapter
twenty-nine-a the Apperndix to this Series 11 rule
is omitted from this publication. The Appendix is
titled "Guidelines for Conducting Program Evalu-
ations” along with the forms and instructions.
This Appendix is available from the Secretary of
State or the Board of Regents.
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POLICY BULLETIN NO,
11
APPENDIX A

GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING PROGRAM EVALUATIONS

I. INTRODUCTION

The - following guidelines’ “"were initially developed by the
Evaluation Advisory  Committee, one of  féur committees
appointed by the Chancellor of the West Virginia Board of
Regents to assist the Bgard in developing the criteria and

standards for evaluating programs in accordance with Reliey-< - 7

Batlatin Mo, 13+ The guidelines were amended by the degree-
level program review committees. {the Associate Degree Commit-
tee, the Baccalaureate Degree Committee, and the Graduate and
Professional,Degree Committee), which are charged with estab-
lishing the criteria .  and standards to be followed in evalu-
ating programe at the sesveral degree levels.

In approving these.....guidelines, the Board of Regents
reiterates-two principles which are stated in Retie =~ TS
= 11: (1) preogram review is a gollaborative process which

includes both Board staff and _institutional personnel at
every stage, and (2) the self-study component of the review
process. is of majer importance, especially institutional
self-study evaluations which are conducted independently of
any accreditation procedures, but which may build upon

accreditation self-studies and evalustions.
IT. PROCEDURES TO BE FOLLOWED IN EVALUATING PROGRAMS
A. The process of program review will include:

1. Submission of the appropriate "Institutional Program
Bvaluation Report" for each program under review dur-

ing & given year (the program review commitiees will

develop three f£orms, one for ezch degree level);

2. A review of each "Instituticonal Program Evaluation
Report" by a process determined by the appropriate
degree-level committee; and

3. An optional use of consudltants following the commitc-

tee's review, either before or after OreSentatwon of
a staff recommendation to the Board of Regents.

Page One of Twelve
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Policy Bulletin No. 11, Appendix A {contipued)

B.

Criteria and standards for program evaluation:

1.

Bach degree-level ccmmittee will propose the criteria
and 1Issues to be addressed by institutions which
offer programs at the particular degree level. These
criteria and issues will be specified in an "Institu-
tional Program Evaluation Report!” form.

The Evaluation Advisory Committee will review the
proposals of . the three degree-level. committees and
will recommend the policies to be £ollowed in evalu-

ating programs.
Seures

in accordance with PRelicy—PBurrestin N, 11, the
Academic. affairs Adviscory Committee and the Advisory
Council of ©Public College and University Presidents
will review the recommendations of the Evaluation
Advisory Committee, and (consistent with Board pro-
cedures) the Presidents will make a recommendation to
the Board of Regents for the Board's endorsement.

Each program evaluvation report shall address the
criteria and issues listed on  the "Institutional
Program Evaluation Report" form. The report will be
prepared by the instituticn and approved by the
President,.

Institutional review and recommendation:

For the programs under review during a gilven vear,
the  Board staff will provide each institution with
information (from data pericdically furnished by the
instituticn) about student enrcllments, degrees
awarded, faculty, and the. cost of instructicn. These
data will be reported to. the institutions using the
attached forms. These data will be provided to the
institution by September 1 of the year in which pro-

gramsg are to be evaluated. These data should be
included in the institution's evaluation ¢f a program
and, as appropriate, in the evaluaticon report. The

institution shall have an opportunity to correct or
amend the data provided.

In addressing each ¢f the items listed on the "Insti-
tutional Program Evaluation Report” form, the insti-
tution should focus on both gualitative and cuantlta—
tive information. In accordance with Perikie 2

5zpf&f&e~P 11, the institution will recommend one of a

number of possible acticons with respect ta each
program under review, :

Page Two bf Twelve




. Policy Bulletin No. 11, Appendix A (continued)

D.

3. - Institutional program review reports should be sub-

mitted to the Board of Resgents by January 15 of the
year in which programs are being evaluated,

Staff analvsig and committees review:

1.

Following submission by the institutions of the com-
pleted program evaluation repgorts during a given
vear, the Board staff will present to the respective
degrze-level committes (2) an _analysis of the re-
ports, including {as necessary or if requested o do
so) all or porticns of the various reports, and (b)
the Board staff's recommendation, based wupon 1its
analysis of €ach report. This information will be
provided to the respective degree-level committees by
March 1. - e : - o

. The degree—level committee will review . .the Board

staff's analyses and will provide advice concerning
the staff's_recommendaticns. This review by degree-
level  committees will e conpleted by April 1.

If there is not agreement between the institution's
recormendation and the Board staff's recommendation,
or i1f there is.not =2 consensus between the degree-
level commititee and the Board staff, then information
about such disagresment or lack of consensus,
together with necessary explanatory materizl, will be

furnished to the institution for c¢omment or addi- .

ticnal informdtion to be provided within 30 days. To
assist in this phase of the review process, the Board.
staff (in consultation with the institution) may
employ outside consultants, who may conduct institu-
tional follow-up visits.

Prior to submitting a recommendation to the Board of

Regents, the Board staff will provide a summary of

actions taken by the three degress-level committees to
the President of the appreopriazte. institution and the
institution's designated program representative. If
the institution .doces not concur with the Board
staff's regcommendation to the Board.of ERegents, the
instituticon ~within ten days may.  reguest that the
recommendations be reviewed by the  Evaluation
Advisory Committee. . The recommendation of the
Evaluation Advisory Committee will then be included
with the Board staff's written Jjustification, any
subseguent institutional response, and any consul-
tants' report which may accompany the staff recommen-—
dation to the Board.
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Policy Bulletin No. 1l, Appendix A (continued)

addditional considerations:

1.

The - academic  programs scheduled for review in a
given vear include active programs and courses in
which no degree program is offeéred at the institu-
tion.,. All programs ~~which have bheen officially
suspended . are excused from evaluation; prior %o
reactivation of. a suspended program, however, all
information reguired by Administrative Bulletin No.
23 must be submitted te the Board of Regents.

The three "Institutional Program Evaluation Report”
forms referred to .in these gulidelines may be revised,
as necessary, by the appropriate degree-level com-
mittee . and the Evaluation Advisory Committee, The
forms and any suggested modifications shall bes sub-
ject  to review in ‘turn by the Academic Affairs
Advisory Committee and the Advisory Council of Public
Collége and University Presidents,

The Board of Regents' staff should be consulted for
assistance in "interpreting these guidelines and the
“Institutional Program Evaluation Report" forms.

The institution's representative on the Academic
Affairs Adviscory Committes shall have responsibility
for monitoring completion of the "Institutional Pro-

gram Evaluation Report” in accordance with (Ralicye
Budtetin N& 11 and these guidelines.

Approved: West Virginia Board of Regents
December 6, 1983

Revised: September 11, 1984
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT
(CERTIFICATE AND ASSOCIATE, BACCALAUREATE,
GRADUATE AND PROFESSIONAL DEGREE PROGRAMS)

Ingtitution: L : L ___ Dbate:
Program (Degree and Title): o
Note: The total report should ke no longer than 10 type-~.

written pages. Unless otherwise specified, data should be
provided as of the census date for Board of Regents' data
files for Fall 1981 through Fall 1984, excluding summer
sessions, Accreditation reports and instituticonal program
evaluation processes and repeorts should be accepted and supn-
plemented, as necesgary, to provide a complete response. For
the 1984-85  review cycle, the institution should submit 153
copies of each report to the Central Office no latsr than
January 15, 1935, ) . A '

I. Program Destription/Overview--Provide a brief (one
rage or less) description/overview o©of the program.
Any unique aspects of the program should he rioted,

Proegram Evaluation

A. Adeguacy--Assess _the overall quality of the pro-
gram, specifically in terms o¢f the program's
strengths and weaknesses... Where apprcpriate,
attach the report to, or use the criteria of, a
specialized accrediting or approving agency which
is recognized by the U.S. Department of Educatien.
Evaluate the infeormation provided below. Prgsent
an objective analysis of the program's curricular
strengths and gquality, and describe plans to
correct any deficiencies. '

1, Facultv—-In summarized form evaluate thg ade--
" guacy of faculty ({(full-time and part-time,
including teaching assistants and research
assistants). Specify the proportion of effort
speht in the program. Include the following:

a. academic training and preparaticn

b. Research activity, schelarly productivity,
or professional develcopment

c. Teaching effectiveness

d. Community/public service

e. Faculty development efforts

Page Seven of Twelve
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INSTITUTICNAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT (Centinued)

BI

2. Students--Evaluate.the students (both majors
and non-majors) enrolled in the program.
Include the following:

a. Academic ability at entrance intc progranm
(i1f available)

b. Achievements (knowledge or skills) at com-
pleticn of program

c. Accomplishments of graduates

d. Judgments about gquality of program

e, What i1s the success rate of students on
State or national qualifying exams? (if
applicable)

f. How successful are program graduates in
finding jobs. in their field of studv?

3. Rescurces--Evaluate the resouwxces available to
support the program. Include the fellovwing:

2. Financial support (State funds, grants and
contractkts, private funds, student
financial aid)

b. Library collections

c. Facilities, including laboratory ecuipment

d. Computer facilities . :

@. Clerical sugpcrt services .

f. Unusual costs associated with the program

4. Instructional Program Indicatcrs -—-Present
gualitative and. gquantitative indicators that
may affect the program (for example, class
size, - faculty course loads, attrition rates,
cutcome measgures, and impact on cognate
programs;.

Viability-—-Assess the program's past ability and
future. prospects to attract students and sustain a
viable, cost-efifective program, Pase the assegss-—
ment upon past trends in enrolliment, patterns of
graduates, and _ the best predictive data avail-
able,

l. What is the current enrocllment. pattern (that
is, number of applications cempared’ with
number admitted)? What . are the projected
enrcllments?

2. Is there a critical mass of students?

Page Eight of Twelve




INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM ZVALUATICON REPORT (Continued)

NOT

-
o

S:

C.

1. For graduate and professiconal degres programs,
speclalized professional accreditation will be
accepted as demonstration of adeguzcy of a pro-
gram, provided each. such degree program 1is
subject to a gualitative evaluation in that
accreditation process. Any degree program not so
evaluated will not be considered excussd from the
usual instituticonal program evaluation with
respect to adequacy. A&ny deficiencies identified
in a report from a speclalized professicnal
accrediting agency shculd be addressed as part of
the program evaluation. The program should
specify action taken or plans in progress to
ensure continued specialized professional accre-
ditation.

2. All doctoral programs at West Virginia Uni-
versity, other than (1) those identified as first
professional degrees (that 1is, programs in
Dentistry, Law, and Medicine} or {2} those
accredited by specizlized professicnal accre-
diting agencies 1in accordance with an accre-
ditaticon review process which specifically
addresses the adeguacy and viability of the
doctoral program, will be reguired to £follow a
program evaluaticon process and report issues of
adequacy in Kkeeping with guidelines approved DLy
the West Virginia University GCracduate Ccuncil.
For cooperative doctoral programs, approval by
Marshall University and the West Virginilia College
of Graduate Studies is reguired prior to appli-
cation of the West Virginia University Graduate
Council guidelines.

3. Is the program cost-effectlive? {The definition
of «critical mass and assessments cf cost-
effectivéness will be determined by each insti-
tution, based on discipline, specializaticn,

concerns, and comparisons with comparable insti-
tutions. )

4, How viable is the program in meeting the needs of
the institution's service region?

Necessity--Is the program necessary for the institu--
tion's service region? Is the program needed Dby
society (as indicated, £for example, by current
employment opportunities, evidence of future need,
and rate of placement of graduates of the program)?
Iz a similar program 1is available- in another
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT (Continued} .

gecgraphilc region of the State, Jjustify such program
duplication.

l. What 1is the current placement recoré of grad-
uates? What trends can be identified which would
alter the placement record?

2. Are there similar programs availaple throughout
the State? If so, justify program duplicaticn in
fterms of: o

a. Differences in &curriculum of the program;

b. Unigue geographic service area responsi-
bilities;

c. ©QOther beneflits to the institution and regiocn
(for example, revenue generated through ex—.
ternal grants or contracts).

3. How has the institution determined its response
to these guestions about nescessity?

4., Given the resources available for the program,
what 1s the maximum number of students that could
be accommodated in the program?

5. In the c¢ase of a specialized program, is it
avallable through the Academic Common Market? If
80, where?

Consistency with Mission--How does the program con-—

tribute to fulfillment of the instituticon's mission?
Indicate the centrality of the program tc the insti-
tuticn, explain how the program complements other
preograms  offered at the institution, and state how
the pregram draws upon oY supports other programs.
Address both intra-institutional and inter=-
instituticnal aspects of the program,. State the
effects (positive and negative) that discontinuance
of the program might have wupon the institution's
abllity to actomplish its mission.

1. How central is the program to the institution's
mission?

2. How central is the program to the unit's missicn?
3. In what ways is the program integrated with other

programs? - (Address how the program draws upon or
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INSTITUTICNAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT {Continued)
@

supports other programs a2t the unit, institu-
tional, and, if appreopriate, inter-institutional

level.) i -

4. What would _Dbe the effects (positive or negative)
of discontinuance of the program upon the insti-
tution's and wunit's ability to accomplish their
missions? : ' :

ITII, Institutional Recommendation: :

A. What is the President's recommendation for action
with respect to the program? Recommend cne of the
focllowing dptions:

a. Continuation of the program at the current level
of activity, with or without specific corrective
acticn;:

b. Ceontinuation of the program at a reduced level
cf activity (for example, reducing the range of
cptional tracks) or other corrective actions:

to correct insufficient resource support;:
d. Identification of the program for further devel-
opment, e.g., increase in enrollment and/or site

availability;

e. Identification of the program as one of excal-
lence with or without additicnal support rec-
ommended; :

f. Develeopment of a cooperative program with
another institution, or sharing of c¢ourses,
facilities, faculty, and the like; or

g. Discentinuance of the program in accerdance with
Administrative Bulletin No. 23 (either termi-
nation or suspension for a stated period).

B. Please provide a brief (one paragraph) explanation/

amplification in support of your recommendaticn in
III.A. (opticonal}.

-~ . - _ Page Eleven of Twelve
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM EVALUATION REPORT (Continued)

C. Certification:

a. Identification of instituticnal program rep-
resentative: - .

Name and Title:

b. Signatures of chief academic officer and chief.

executive officer:

Vice President or President

Academic Dean

D-até . T - Date

Page Twelve of Twelve
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Seation 1. General
1.7 Seope- 7’4/0‘ /‘VA c:?sz/;/z/ 7LZ¢ /ja/fty 2
ﬁ-ﬂ-j—rwr rELSIE 57{ é}c‘,c/am; ff-vjmw;

1.2 Authority- WV Code | g-26~ &
| 1.3 Fiting Date- Octt, /542
.E 1.4 E44ective Date- De,c,. 1,/1#2

ﬁb/a»r 2 4\_’_,,4)2 INTRODUCTION

f[_}da Basls of progr§m'review‘grocess;

Chapter 18, Article 28, Section 8 of the West Virginia
Code reqguires that the Board of Regents "Raview, at
least every five years, all academic programs cffered
at any State college or ufiversity. The review shall
address the viability, adeguacy and necessity of the
programs in relation to the master plan.” The purpose
¢f this document is to delineate the framsework and
Steps in the program review process. - :

For the purpose o©f this document, a '"program" is
defined as a curriculum or course of study in a
discipline speciality that leads to a <certifidate or

cegrea, Each major within a program (but not each
track or ootﬂonal subfield) is considered a separate
program, - '
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Policy Bulletin Ne. Ll {(ccontinued)

?2}4@ Assumptions used in developing the review process:

4 j/i Program -review is most effectiive when it is
conducted on a regular cycle and when some
indicators are examined on an annual basis.

ﬁ }g Program review is a collabeorative process
which includes both Board of Regents' staff
and institutional personnel at every stage.

(3> A rational and comprehensive program review
process reguires differentiation among levels
cf degrees.”~ The process, criteria, and
standards Zfor associate degree programs may
differ ~ significantly from those applied to
graduate programs. :

D A@ The review process should be independent of
any accreditation procedure, but may build
Uupon accreditation self-studies . and evalu-
ations when they are illuminating.

F‘ﬁg The program review process -must be . accom-
plished within the limits of available staff
and rescurces. T

F}ﬁ@ A continuous auditing process allowing for
early identification of programs that need
particular scrutiny is required to permit
changes to.be anticipated, appropriate inter-
vention tc take place, and corrective action
to Dbe'accomplished within normal institu-
tional and Board of Regents' planning
efforts,

é,/fl A readily available computerized data base
should be . available tc support the program
review process..-c.... . ) -

S;q%;“ 7 Ai‘h_‘__fffé;PROGRAﬁ REVIEW LEVELS

3! The program review process will provide for a review and

evaluation of all programs leading to a certificate or degree
akbt _ the State college’d and universitisg, The process will
consist of three levels of activity: an annual audit, pro-
gram review by the Board of Regents (in accordance with a

five-year cycle), and special program reviews. The purposes,

process, criteria, and possible cutcomes of cach of these re—

view levels are Preésented 1n the fellowing sections:
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Policy Bulletin No. 11 (continued)

A, Annual audit: The purpose cf the annual audit by ths
staff of the Board of Regents will be to analvze the data
collected on a2ll programs in the system by using the com-
puterized datz base and, as nseded, instituticnal reports.
Programs will be reviewed in terms of productivity in credit
hours, course enrcllments, numbers of majors, numbers of
degrees awarded, cost, and related information. The results
of the annual audit will provide . a .continucus menitoring
mechanism and will serve to alert both the institutions and
the Board of Regents that specific programs may reguire
further review. -

B. Program review by the Board cof Regents: The purpose of
the Board of Regents' review, conducted on a regular five-
year cycle, will be to conduct an in-depth evaluation of the
viability of, adeguacy of, and necessity for each academic
program, consistent with the mission ©f each institution of
higher education. This review process will build on the data
of the annual audits and will include additional information
about each program. Comprehensive institutional self-studies
conducted in compliaznce with accreditation or institutional
processes and completed within the previous 24 months may be
used to provide the Dbase-line data for the review, with any
necessary updating of factual information.

Institutional personnel, external consultantsg, and the staff
of the Board of Regents will be involved in establishing the
criteria, standards, and process of evaluation, and in
interpreting the information resulting from the review, To
ensure that each program is reviewed at least once every five
years, consistent with statutory requirements, the Board of
Regents will select approximately 20 percent of all programs,
for review esach vear. For each program identified for
review, the college or university will submit a seli-study
statement addressing the fcllowing items:

1. Viability:  Viablility is tested by an analysis
of unit cost . facteors, sustzining a critical
mass, and relative productivity, Based upon
past trends in enrollment, patterns of grad-
uates, and the Dbest predictive data available,
the institution should assess the program's
past ability and future prospects to attract
students and sustain a viable, cost-effactive
program.

2. Adeguacy: The institution shculd assess the
guality < the program. A valuable (but not
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_ Policy Bulletin No. 1l (continued)

the scle) criteria for determining the pro=
grams's adegquacy is accreditation by a specizl-
ized accrediting or approving agency recognized
by the Pederal government ¢r the CJouncil on
Postsecondary Accreditation. The institution
should evallate the sreparation and performance
of faculty and students, and the adeguacy of
facilities. An objective analysis of the pro-
gram's curricular strengths and guality sheould
be presented, and plans to correct deficiencies
should be described.

3. HNecessity: The dimensions of necessity include
whether the program is necessary for the insti-
tution's service region, and whether the

program 1s needed by society {as indicated by
current employment opportunities, evidence of
future need, rate of placement of the programs’
graduates). Whether the needs of West Virginia |
justify the duplication of programs in several
geographic service reglons alsc should be
addressed.

Consistency with mission: The program should
be a compconent ¢f, and apprepriately contribute .
to, the institution's fulfillment cf its
missicn. The ccllege or university should in-
dicate the centrality of the pregram to the in-
stitution, explain how the program complements
other programs offered at the institution, and
state how the preogram draws Upcn C©r Supporis

i

¢cther programs. Both intra-instituticnal and
interinstitutional aspects of the program
should be addressed. The institution should

state the effects (positive or negative) that
discontinuance of the program might have upcn
the institution's ability to accomplish its
mission. )

C. Special program review: The Board of Regents may reguest
at any time that special program reviews be conducted for a
given purpose., Formal strategies for conducting such reviesws
will be dsveloped, consistent with the purpose of @ the
review. o

/5%740” L[/ _uzrz CRITERIA AND STANDARDS FOR EVALUATION

4.[ The criteria, standards, and indicators of wviability, ade-
I gquacy, and necessity will vary among fields and among levels
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Policy Bulletin No. Il {continued)

of degre® programs.  The same criteria. and standards obvious-
ly d¢ not apply to _associate degree progfams, baccalaureats
degree.-programs,  and graduate programs.. To assist the Board
in develeping the criteria and standards for evaluation, tHe
Chancellor of the Board of Regents will appoint the followin
four program review committees from among nominaticons by tho
president. {See. Table | for the proposed membership of each
committee.)

A, Evaluation Advisocry  Committee: This  committee (con=-
sisting ©f one representacive of each _State c¢ollege and
university, and Board staff) will pDropose the critsria,
standards, procedures, and schedules of reviews. The
Evaluation Adviscory Committee, to wiich the three degree-
level committees.spécified below will report, will coor-
dinate the activities of the three committees. The schedules
of reviews will provide feor a review of courses in which no
degree program is offered at the institution. The policies
proposed by the Evaluation Advisory Committee will Dbe re-
viewed by the Academic Affairs Adviscory Committee and the
Advisory Council of Public College and University Presidents,
which, consistent with Becard procedurses, will make a rec-
ommendation to the Beard of Regents.

B. Associate Degree Compmittee: This committee will consist
of representatives . Of the community ‘¢colleges and the com-
munity college cgomponents, and branch college, external con-—
sultants selected by the Board of Regents' staff, and Board
stafif. ~The committee will review asscciate degree pregrams,
vocaticonal programs, and related certificates.

C. Baccalaureate Degree Committee:. This .committee will con-
sist of representatives of the two universities, the four-
year colleges, one ©of 'the «community c¢olleges; external
consultants selected by the BRoard of Regents!' staff; and
Board staff. The committee will include two-plus-two pro=-
grams in its review and may advise . the Associzate Degree
Ccmmittee on the criteria and standards for assoclate degree
programs that are designed to prepare students to transfer to
haccalaureate degree programs.

D. Graduate and Professicnal Degree Committee: This com-
mittee will consist of representatives of the two univer-
gsities and the two graduate colleges, external consultants
selected by the Board cof Regents' staff, and Bcard staff,

Because approximately 20 percernt of all programs must be
evaluated each .year and specific disciplines will be selected
for review each year, the three program ‘review committees
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5{/ ﬂ&@ Institutional recommendation:

{fz,zg' Board oﬁ-Reqenﬁs' sta2ff recommendaticgn:

Policy Bulletin No. 11l {continued)

listed in subsections B, C, and D may be augmented by the ap-

pointment _of specialists in appropriate fields. Such
speclalists may be external consultants or faculty from the
participating institutions. ~When specific standards or cri-

teria for one discipline are developed, the leaders of those
programs at the institutions should be consulted and invited
to comment prior to application cf.the measures.

519740# f;, ;vaa POSSIBLE CQUTCOMES

The Board of Regents' five-vear cycle of program rewview will
result in a recommendation by the institution for action rel-
ative to each program under review. The institution will
recommend one of the following opticns for each program re-
viewed: _— - - .- - :

A Z? Continuation of the program at the currsnt level
of activity, with or without specific action;

I zf Continuation 0f the program at a rediaced level of
activity (for example, reducing the range of
opticonal tracks) or other corrective action;

¢ 3% Identification <@f the program for further develop-
ment as an area of need or of excellence;

f] ;& Development of a cooperative program with another
institution, or sharing of. courses, facilities,
faculty, and the like:; or

) R , - -

Discontinuance of the program in accordance with

Administrative Bulletin Ne. 23.

For each program, the institution will provide a brief
rationale for the observations, evaluatien, ané recommen-
daticn, The institution also will make all supporting docu-~
mentation available to the Board upon regquest. '

The Board staff will review the recommendation from the
ingtitution and will develop & recommendation for action to
be submitted to the Board, together with the institutional
recommendaticn for each pregram that has been reviewed. The
Board may use outside consultants toc assist in this phase of
the program “review.process, and the consultants may conduct
institutional follew-up visits as a part of the review
process. . e o S = : T : }

-
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. Policy Bulletin No. 1l {(continued)

If the Board staff's recommendation conflicts with that of
the institution, @ written justification will be preovided,
glong with an opportunity for institutionazl response. The
Board staff's justification, any subseguent institutional
resporse, and the consultants' report will accompany the
staff recommendation submitted te the Board.

Acdopted: We
December

ginia Board of Regents
r 1982
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ED. NOTE: AS PERMITTED BY WV COUE 79A-I-7(g) THE APPENDIX TO THIS
SERTES .17 RULE I8 OMITTED FROM VHIS PUBLICATION. THE APPENDIX

IS TITLED " GUIDELINES FOR CONDUCTING PROGRAM EVALUATIONS" ALONG
WITH THE FORMS AND INSTRUCTIONS, THIS APPENDIX IS8 AVAILABLE FROM

THE SECRETARY OF STATE OR THE BOARD OF REGENTS.




