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TITLE 128
INTERPRETIVE RULE
WEST VIRGINIA BOARD OF REGENTS

SERIES 11
POLICY REGARDING PROGRAM REVIEW
(POLICY BULLETIN NO. 11)

§128-11-1. General,

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

1,2, Authority. -- W. Va. Code §18-26-8
1.3. Filing Date. -~ October 23, 1988
1.4, Effective Date. -- October 22, 1988

1.5. Repeal of Former Rule. -- Revises and replaces
Series 11 dated December 1, 1882,

§128-11-2, Introduction.
9.1. Basis of program review process.

2.1.1. Chapter 18, Article 26, Section &, of the West
Virginia Code requires that the Board of Regents "re-
view, at least every five (5) years, all academic pro-
grams offered at any state college or university. The
review shall address the viability, adequacy and ne-
cessity of the programs in relatien to the master
plan." The purpose of this document is to delineate
the framework and steps in the program review proc-
ess. -

2.1.2, For the purpose of this document, a "pro-
gram" is defined as a curriculum or course of study in
a discipline speciality that leads to a certificate or
degree. Fach major within a program (but not each
irack or optional subfield) is considered a separate
program. -

§128-11-3. Assumptions Used In Developing The
Review Process.

3.1. Program review is most effective when it is
conducted on a regular cycle, and when some indica-
tors are examined on an annual basis,

3.9, Program review is a collaborative process
which includes both Board of Regents' staff and insti-

tutional personnel at every stage.

3.3. Arational and comprehensive program review
process requires differentiation among levels of de-
grees. The process, criteria and standards for associ-
ate degree programs may differ significantly from
those zpplied to graduate programs.

3.4. The review process should be independent of
any accreditation procedure, but may build upon ac-
creditation szelf-studies and evaluations when they
zre illuminating.

3.5. The progfam review process must be accom-

_plished within the limits of available staff and re-

sgurces.

3.6. 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 action to be accomplished within normal institu-
tiona! and Board of Regents' planning efforts.

3.7. A readily available computerized data base
should be available to support the program review
process.

$128-114. Program Review Levels.

4.1, The program review process will provide for a
review and evaluation of all programs leading to a
certificate of 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 (3)
cyele), and special program reviews. The purposes,
process, criteria and possible outcomes of each of
these review levels are presented in the following sec-
tions.

4.1.1. Annual audit, -- The purpose of the annu-
al audit by the staff of the Board of Regents will be to

“analyze the data collected on all programs in the sys-
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tem by using the computerized data base and, as
needed, institutional reports. Programs will be re-
viewed in terms of productivity ineredit hours, course
enrollments, numbers of majors, numbers of degrees
awarded, cost and related information. The resuits of
the annual audit will provide a continucus 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.

4.1.2. Program review by the Board of Regentis.
-- The purpose of the Board of Regents' review, con-
ducted on a regular five-vear (5) cycle, will be to
conduct an in-depth evaluation of the viability of,
adequacy of, and necessity for each academic pro-
gram, consistent with the mission of each institution
of higher education. This review process will build on
the data of the annual audits and will include addi-
tional information about each program. Comprehen-
sive institutional self-studies conducted in compli-
ance with accreditation or institutional processes and
completed within the previcus twenty-four (24]
months may be used to previde the base-line data for
the review, with any necessary updating of factual in-
formation.

4.1.3. Institutional personnel, external consult-
ants, and the staff of the Board of Regents will be
involved in establishing the criteria, standards, and
process of evaluzation, and In interpreting the infor-
mation resulting from the review. To ensure that
each program is reviewed at least once every five (8)
years, consistent with statutory requirements, the
Board of Regents will select approximately twenty
percent {20%) of all programs for review each year.
For each program identified for review, the college or
university will submit a self-study statement ad-
dressing the following items.

4.1.3.1. Viability. -- Viability istested by an
anzlvsis of unit cost factors, susfaining a critical
mass and relative preductivity., Based upon past
trends in enroliment, patterns of graduates, and the
best predictive data available, the institution should
assess the program's past ability and future prospects
to atiract students and sustain 2 viable, cost-effective

program.

4.1.3.2. Adequacy. -- The institution should
assess the quality of the program. A valuable (but not
the sole) criteria for determining the program's ade-
quacy is accreditation by a specialized acerediting or
approving agency recognized by the Federal Govern-
ment or the Council on Postsecondary Accreditation.

The institution should evaluate the preparation and
performarice of faculty and students, and the adequa-
cy of facilities, An objective analysis of the program's
curricular strengths and quality should be presented,
and plans to correct deflciencies should be described.

4.1.3.3. Necessity. -- The dimensions of
necessity include whether the program is necessary
for the institution's service region, and whether the
program is needed by society (as indicated by current
employment opportunities, evidence of future need,
rate of placement of the programs’graduates). Wheth-
er the needs of West Virginia justify the duplication of
programs in several geographic service regions
should also be addressed.

4.1.5.4. Consistency with mission. -- The
program 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 supperts other programs. Both intrain-
stitutional and interinstitutional aspects of the pro-
gram 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 to accomplish its mission.

4.1.4. Special program review. -- The Board of
Regents may request at any time that special pro-
gram reviews be conducted for a given purpose. For-
mal strategies for conducting such reviews will be de-
veloped, consistent with the purpose of the review.
§128-11-5. Criteria And Standards For Evalua-
tion.

5.1. The criteria, standards and indicators of via-
bility, adequacy and necessity will vary among fields
and among levels of degrese programs. The same cri-
teria and standards obviously do not apply to associ-
ate degree programs, baccalaureate degree programs,
and graduate programs, To assist the Board in devel-
oping the criteria and standards for evaluation, and to
assist the Board in the review process, the Chancellor
ofthe Board of Regents will appoint the following pro-
gram review committees from among nominations by
the president. (See Table 1 for the membership of
sach committee). OnJune 1 of each vear the Chancel-
lor shall notify the president of each institution of the
representatives on these committees and offer the op-
portunity to reneminate existing members or nomi-
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nate new members.

5.1.1. Asscciate Degree Committee. -- This
committee will consist of representatives of the com-
munity colleges and the community college compe-
nents, and branch college and Board staff. The com-
mittee will review associzte degree programs, voca-
tional programs, and related certificates.

5.1.2. Baccalaureate Degree Commitiee. --
This committee will consist of representatives of the
two (2} universities, the four-vear {4) colleges, one (1)
of the community colleges; and Board staff. The com-
mittee will include fwo-plus-two programs in its re-
view and may advise the Asscciate Degree Commitiee
on the criteria and standards for essociate degree pro-
grams that are designed to prepare students to trans-
fer to bacealaureate degree programs.

5.1.3. Qraduzte and Professional Degree Com-
mittee, -- This committee will consist of representa-
tives of the two (2) universities and the two (2) gradu-
ate colleges, and Board staff,

5.2. Because approximately twenty percent (20%)
of all programs must be evaluated each year and spe-
cifie disciplines will be selected for review each year,
the three (3) program review committees listed in
Subsections 5.1.1.,5.1.2.,and 5.1.3., may be augment-
ed by the appointment of specialists in appropriate
fields. Suchspecialists may be external consultanisor
faculty from the participating institutions, When spe-
cific standards or criteria are developed, appropriate
advisory councils and committees should be consulted
and invited to comment prior to application of the
measures.

§128-11-6. Possible Outcomes.

6.1. Institutional recommendation. -- The Beard
of Regents' five-year (5) eycle of program review will
result in a recommendation by the institution for ac-
tion relative to each program under review. The In-
stitution is clearly obligated to recommend continua-
tion or discontinuation for each program reviewed. If
recommending continuation, the institution should
state what it intends: :

6.1.1. Continuation of the program at the cur-
rent level of activity, with or without specific action;

6.1.2. Continuation of the program at a reduced
level of activity {e.g., reducing the range of optional
tracks) or other corrective action;

6.1.3. Identification of the program for further

development;or

5.1.4. Development of a cooperative program
with another institution, or sharing of courses, facil-
ities, faculty, and the like.

8.1.5, I it recommends discontinuance of the
program, then the provisions of Administrative Bul-
letin No. 23 will apply.

6.1.6. For each program, the institution will
provide a brief rationale for the observations, evalua-
tion, and recomnmendaticon. These should include con-
cerns and achievements of the program. The institu-
tion may also recognize this as a program of excel-
lence and provide narrative. The institution will also
make all supporting documentation available to the
Board upon request.

6.2. Committee Recommendation. The appropri-
ate Program Review Committee, along with Board
staif, will review the recommendation from the insti-
tution and will develop a recommendation for actien.
QOutside consultants may be used to assist in this
phase of the program review process, and the consult-
ants may conduct institutional follow-up visits as a
part of the review precess.

6.2.1. The Comniites may make recommenda-
tions that go bevond those above. They may deal with
a statewide perspective regarding needs. The Com-
mittee may request additional information and may
recommend continuance on a provisional basis and
request progress reports.

8.3. Appeals committee and the appeals process.
Anydisagreement between a final recommendation of
a program review committee and the recommenda-
tion of the institution may be appealed to the Program
Review Appeals Committee which will be comprised
of members of the Academic Afairs Advisory Com-
mittee. The Program Review Appeals Committee
shall provide a written statement of its decision to the
institutions.

5.3.1. The decision of the Appeals Committee
mey be appealed to the Board of Regents.

8.3.2. The procedures for an appeal are ex-
plained in greater detail in Appendix A of this Policy
Bulletin.
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Appendix A- Guidelines For Conducting Program Evaluations

Section 1. Introduction.

1.1. The following guidelines have been developed
through & consultative procass. The guidelines were
reviewed by the degree-lsvel program review commit-
tees (the Associate Degree Committee, the Baccalau-
reate Degree Committee, and the Graduate and Pro-
fessional Degree Committee) which are charged with
establishing the criteria and standards to be followed
in evaluating programs at the several degree levels.
The guidelines were also reviewed by other appropri-

ate advisory councils and committees and the Board

of Regents.

1.2. In approving these guidelines, the Board of
Regents reiterates two (2) principles which are stated
in Policy Bulletin No. 11:

1.2.1. Programreviewisacollaborative process
which includes both Board staff and institutional per-
sonnel at every stage, and

1.2.2. The self-study component of the review
process is of major importance, especially institution-
al self-study evaluations which are conducted inde-
pendently of any accreditation procedures, buf which
may build upon self-studies and evaluations,

Section 2. Procedures Te Be Followed In Evalu-
ating Programs.

2.1. The process of program review will include:

2.1.1. Submission of the appropriate "Institu-
tional Program Evaluation Report” for each program
under review during a given year;

2.1.2. A review of "Institutional Program Eval-
uation Report" by a process determined by the appro-
priate degree-level committes; and

2.1.3, An eptional use of consultants following
the committee's review.

2.9. Criteria and standards for program evalua-
tion:

2.2.1. Eachdegree-level committee will propose
the criteria and the issues to be addressed by institu-
tions which offer programs at the particular degree
level. These criteria and issues will be specifiedinan

"Institutional Program Evaluation Report” form.

2.9.2. Each program evaluation report shall ad-
dress the criteria and issues listed on the "Institution-
al Program Evaluation Report” form. The report will
be prepared by the institution and approved by the
president. The report shall include the signature of
the person preparing the report, the chief academic
officer, and the president.

2.3, Institutional review and recommendation:

) 2.3.1. For the programs under review during a
given year, the Board staff will provide each institu-
tion with information (from data periodically fur-
nished by the institution} about student enrollments,
degrees awarded, faculty, and the cost of instruction.
These data will be reported to the institution using
the attached forms. These data will be provided to
the institution by September 1 of the year in which
programs will be evaluated. These data should be in-
cluded in the institution's evaluation report. The
institution shall have an oppeortunity to correct or
amend the data provided.

2.3.2. In addressing each of the items listed an
the "Institutional Program Evaluation Report” form,
the institution should focus on both qualitative and
quantitative information. In accordance with Policy
Bulletin No. 11 (Section 8) the institution will recom-
mend one of a number of possible actions with respect
to each program under review,

2.3.3. Institutional program review reporis
should be submitted to the Board of Regents by Janu-
ary 15 of the year in which programs are being evalu-
ated. '

2.4, Staffanalysis and committee review:

2.4.1. Following submission by the institutions
of the compieted program evaluation reporis during a
given year, the Board staff will present to the respec-
tive degree-level committee all or portions of the vari-
ous reports, and the Board staff's analysis of each
report. This informaticn will be provided to the re-
spective degree-level committees by March 1.

2.4.2. The degree-level committee will review
the Board stafis’ analyses and will provide a recom-
mendation on ezch program to the institutional presi-




128 CSR 11

dents by April 1. Presidents will send coples to the
academic vice president, department chairperson
and/or dean, and the affected program faculty. The
president or his designee shall consult in a timely
fashion with affected fzculty and administration in
subsequent discussions relative to those reports re-
quiring corrective action.

2.4.3. If there is no agreement between the in-
stitution's recommendation and the committee's rec-
ommendation, then information about such disagree-
ment or lack of consensus, together with necessary
explanatory material, will be furnished to the institu-
tion for comment or additional informatien te be pro-
vided within thirty (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 institutional consultants, who may
conduct institutional follow-up visits.

9.4,4. If additional information is not provided
within thirty (30) days the decision of the committee
shall be considered final. Within twenty (20) days
after receiving the additional information, the de-
gree-level committee shall provide the institution

with written notification of its final recommendation. _

92.4.5. Ifthe institution does not concur with the
committee's final recommendation, the institution,
within ten (10) days, may request that the recommen-
dations be reviewed by the Program Review Appeals
Committee. The Program Review Appeals Commit-
tee shall provide the institution with written notifica-
tion of its decision within thirty (30) days. Notwith-
standing an appeal by the institution, the decision of
the Appeals Committee shall be finzl.

9.4.6, Ifthe institution does not concur with the
Appeals Committee decision, the institution, within

ten (10) days, may appeal the decision to the Board of
Regents.

2.4.7. When 2 recommendation to terminate or
suspend a program becomes final, the institution
shall submit the information required under the pro-
visions of Administrative Bulletin No. 23 for Board
review and action,

2.5. Additional considerations:

2.5.1. The academic programs scheduled for re-
view in a given vear include active programs and
courses in which no degree program is offerad at the
institutien. All programs which have been officially
suspended are excused from evaluation prior to reac-
tivation of a suspended program; however, all infor-
mation required by Administrative Bulletin No. 23
must be submitted to the Board of Regents.

) 2.5.2. The three "Institutional Program Evalu-
ation Report" forms referred to in these guidelines
may be revised, as necessary, by the appropriate de-
gree-level committee. The forms and any suggested
modifications shall be subject to review, in turn, by
the Academic Affairs Advisory Committee, and the

_Presidents.

9.5.3. The Board of Regents' staff should be
consulted for assistance in interpreting these guide-
lines and the "Institutional Program Evaluation Re-
port” forms.

2.5.4. The institution's representative cn the
Academic Affairs Advisory Committee shall have
responsibility for monitoring completion of the "Insti-
tutional Program Evaluation Report" in accordance

with Policy Bulletin No. 11 and these guidelines.
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