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SUBJECT:  Program Review Processes 
 

The system’s approach to program reviews was developed almost two decades ago.  This 
approach has focused on a traditional model for institutional reviews with sporadic system-wide 
reviews of select programs.  These reviews are based on a common set of data elements and, 
while these are all still useful measures of a program’s vitality, there may be other elements that 
should be included.   
 

Dr. Perry has asked that AAC review this approach.  He has suggested that the process 
should incorporate a schedule of routine system-wide reviews.  In addition, he believes the 
philosophy behind as well as the procedures used for institutional reviews may need to be 
updated.  
 

A copy of the most recent “Institutional Program Review Guidelines” is attached.  In 
addition, campuses may elect to review BOR Committee A agendas to review reports given to 
the Board.   
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
****************************************************************************** 
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Institutional Program Review Guidelines 

 
The concept of reviewing the quality of academic programs by peers has been very successful in 
higher education for many years.  The South Dakota Board of Regents believes that all programs 
within our institutions should be reviewed periodically by outsiders within appropriate general 
guidelines to provide some degree of commonality to the undertaking. 
 
The Board of Regents involvement in the institutional program review process will be limited for 
the most part to: a) definition of guidelines; b) establishment of a cycle and order for the review; 
c) verification that the processes and procedures undertaken by the institutions meet the 
guidelines; and d) receiving the institutional reports.  The institutions also should report what 
actions should be taken following the review and those recommendations should be reviewed by 
the Board. 
 
The focus of the institutional program reviews is different from the statewide review of academic 
programs.  While the statewide reviews do evaluate equality, they are also concerned with the 
place and appropriateness of an academic program within a statewide context.  Manpower issues 
are also important to statewide reviews.  The primary focus of an institutional program review is 
on the quality of an academic program and its place within a single institution.  Even programs 
which undergo rigorous review by disciplinary accrediting teams will be subject to this process.  
However, some abbreviated procedure may be worked out between the Central Office and the 
campus, especially if the accrediting review and the institutional review are scheduled close 
together or actually coincide. 
 
I. Major Purpose: 
 

The major purpose of institutional program reviews is to maintain and strengthen the 
quality of academic offerings.  The review process should be closely lined with academic 
master planning and resource allocation procedures.  Where this is the case, program 
reviews can provide information valuable to the evaluation of proposals for new 
programs and lead to informed decisions concerning augmentation, maintenance, 
consolidation or discontinuation of existing programs. 

 
II. Major Assumptions: 
 

The following assumptions underlie the process of evaluation of existing programs. 
 

A. Program review is an essential part of the academic planning process on each campus 
and should be an effective way of integrating the review process with campus 
planning. 

B. Program review involves the comprehensive and intensive examination of a particular 
academic program.  The review is a judgmental process which uses both quantitative 
and qualitative data to evaluate the academic program. 
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C. Quality cannot be easily defined or simplistically evaluated.  The definition emerges 
from honest professional discourse about the standards that should be applied, student 
learning accomplished and society’s educational preferences. 

 
D. An important factor influencing the success of program review activities is the 

credibility of the activity as viewed by faculty.  Faculty on each campus must, 
therefore, have a central role in carrying out the reviews. 

 
E. It is expected that systematic evaluation will make explicit and in such a form as to 

expedite decision making, the assumptions, values and objectives inherent in an 
academic program and relate these to procedures and accomplishments. 

 
III. The Process: 
 

A. Description of Institutional Procedures: 
 

An institutional program review process should be comprehensive in both breadth 
and scope.  Multiple criteria should be used to review programs and these should 
include an examination of the goals of the program, the centrality of program goals to 
institutional mission, the effective use of resources; the context in which the activities 
of the program take place; and the degree to which the program attains its goals.  
Several indicators of each of these criteria should be used.  It is expected that 
institutions will gather more information than required because of its value to them in 
academic planning.  Program review is concerned with opportunities for institutional 
improvement, including the reallocation of resources. 
 
Each institution should provide a description of the institutional process for review of 
existing programs.  The description should include: 1) who will be responsible for the 
conduct of the review, 2) the procedures and criteria to be utilized, 3) the relationship 
of reviews to the institutional long-range planning and budget decision-making 
processes and other internal management uses of the reviews, 4) the data to be 
included for all programs reviewed (this will be standardized in part) and 5) the plans 
for periodic evaluation of the review process.  Annually each institution should 
provide the Board or Regents by September 1 any updates or revisions to the 
reviewed during the next academic year. 
 

B. Information Gathering: 
 

Program review will require the collecting and collating of both qualitative and 
quantitative information.  To assure that there is consistency in the collection of such 
information, common definitions and some common data tables will be utilized in the 
review process.  In addition to the information requested by the Regents, data should 
be gathered on the campus.  Qualitative information should include each program’s 
purpose, centrality to institutional mission and goals, an appraisal of strengths and 
weaknesses.  Such information should establish the need for the program and indicate 
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benefits to be derived from the program.  Quantitative information should include 
statistics necessary to make some comparisons among programs. 

 
C. Each campus will generate by an internal process a list of potential outside evaluators 

with the chief academic officer, who in turn will recommend specific evaluators to 
the President, who will recommend to the Executive Director of the Board of Regents 
for approval.  Depending up the size and complexity of the program, one to two 
outside evaluators will be utilized.  In the case of small programs, more than one 
institution may share an evaluator or evaluators.  Evaluators from outside the state 
should be selected to avoid potential conflicts of interest.  The evaluators should be 
given a specific charge based up the Suggested Guidelines for Review of Existing 
Academic Programs and it should include any questions and concerns specific to the 
program under review. 

 
D. Report of Evaluators: 

 
After appropriate discussion of the evaluators’ recommendations, the President of the 
institution should provide a report to the Regents Office of each review conducted.  
These reports should include: 1) the names and affiliations of the persons brought in 
to review the program, 2) any major deviations from the review process previously 
reported to the Board, 3) the minimum set of data tables and recommendations of the 
consultant, the institutional response to these recommendations (e.g. accept, reject, 
modify), including rationale.  In place of submitting the full consultant’s report and 
institutional response to the Regents Office, a campus may submit an executive 
summary which follows the same general outline of the full report. 
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DATA SHEETS 
FOR 

INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEWS 
 

I. DESCRIPTION 
1.1 Exact Designation:____________________________________________ 
 
1.2 Department:_________________________________________________ 

 
1.3 School of College:____________________________________________ 

 
1.4 Unit (Institution)______________________________________________ 
 
1.5 Describe how the program fits into the organizational structure of the campus. 

 
1.6 Current Area(s) of Concentration: Specify the current areas of concentration in 

the programs. 
 
1.7 Program Changes Planned: What changes, if any are planned in the program 

during the next several years? (Be specific) 
 
II. PROGRAM OBJECTIVES 
 

2.1 Statement of Program Objectives:  This program is designed to accomplish the 
following objectives: 

 
2.2 Relationship to Existing Unit Mission and Academic Plan:  Describe, including 

relationship to existing department(s) or functional equivalent. 
 

2.3 Relationship to Institutional Mission: Describe how this program fits into the 
institution’s academic plan. 

 
2.4 Closely Related Unit Programs and Areas of Strength: List other closely related 

programs or areas of strength currently offered or planned and describe the effect 
of this program on them.  How do related programs and strength in other 
academic areas support the proposed program? 

 
2.5 Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if any, have occurred in program 

objectives within recent years? 
 

2.6 Anticipated Changes in Program Objectives: What changes, if any, in program 
objectives are being considered for the near future? 
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III. PROGRAM STRUCTURE 
 

3.1 Rationale: What is the rationale behind the sequence of courses, examinations, 
and other required parts of the program?  Please include reference to the ways in 
which the program’s structure serves to monitor and guide the student’s progress 
toward completing the various requirements of his degree.  Are these special 
advisory or counseling conferences for students in this regard? 

 
3.2 Breadth of Coverage: What breadth of coverage of the field is there in your 

program?  Please describe the sub-fields you offer and the number of faculty 
active in each.  What special emphasis or focus have you established?  What 
unique resources do you have?  Describe the research climate and capacity of the 
department. 

 
3.3 External Relationships: Please summative any arrangements with industry, 

government, and other agencies outside of the academic community. 
 
III. NEED 
 

4.1 Outside Interest in the Program: Identify interest on the part of local groups, 
industry, research centers, other educational institutions or state agencies.  
Indicate the nature of contracts made with these groups and the results of these 
contracts. 

 
4.2 Justification for Program Need: Specify area, state, or national need for graduates.  

Provide placement data including geographical distribution.  Cite any pertinent 
studies or data. 

 
4.3 Relationship With Other Programs: Are there precedents, previously endorsed 

program plans, or major existing curricula in a related area which bear on this 
program (Explain). 

 
IV. STUDENT DEMAND 
 

5.1 Applicants Pool: Describe the nature of your current applicant pool and changes, 
if any, that have occurred, or may occur. 

 
5.2 Enrollment Statistics: Provide enrollment statistics as directed on data table, along 

with present enrollment and enrollment projections for the future. 
 

5.3 Degree Granted: if a degree program, how many degrees have been granted 
through the program in each of the prior 10 years?  If a program has been in 
operation for a shorter period, list degrees for that period. 
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5.4 Follow-Up and Student Placement: Provide as much information as possible with 
respect to former students in the program (placement information, continuing 
degree work, etc.) 

 
5.5 Enrollment Capacity: What capacity does the program have to absorb additional 

enrollment without significant added cost?  Please indicate rationale. 
 

5.6 Anticipated Changes: Provide information on anticipated changes in program 
size.  Give data to justify estimates of growth or decline. 

 
V. PERSONNEL (FACULTY-STAFF) 
 

6.1 Faculty Who Are Direct Participants in the Program: Attach a list of present full-
time and part-time departmental faculty who are involved in the program, 
including date of appointment, present rank, highest degree and granting 
institution, and other pertinent information.  Attach current brief vitae for all 
faculty. 

 
6.2 Support or Advisory Faculty List persons, including those in other than the 

sponsoring department, who are involved in supporting, advising, precepting, or 
similar roles. 

 
6.3 Current Support Staff: Provide the number and position titles of current support 

staff used in the program. 
 

6.4 Special Competencies of Existing Faculty: Indicate areas of specialized 
competence as demonstrated by research or prior experience. 

 
6.5 Strengths or Specialties Not Existing in Present Faculty: What strengths or 

specialties not possessed by current faculty would be desirable to improve the 
program? 

 
6.6 Anticipated Changes: What staff losses or additions are expected and how will 

they affect the program? 
 
VI. CURRICULUM 
 

7.1 Course Listing: List departmental courses for the program and give a sample 
course spread (including non-departmental prerequisite and required courses) for 
an appropriate period of time.  If new courses are to be offered in the next year, 
please include a separate list of such courses.  What courses have been deleted or 
substantially updated in past five years? 

 
7.2 Strengths/Unique Features: Describe any special departmental strengths and/or 

unique features of the program. 
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7.3 Departmental Deficiencies and Planned Remedies: Describe any departmental 
weaknesses or deficiencies, along with plans for eliminating these (include 
expected timetable). 

 
7.4 Instructional Methods: What are the program’s primary methods of instruction?  

Is any of the instruction delivered via media?  Please describe.  Are any new 
methods anticipated? 

 
7.5 Interrelationships With Other Curricula: What other programs within the 

institution make use of instruction provided through this program?  Describe. 
 

7.6 Anticipated Changes: Describe curricular changes planned for the program which 
would affect its enrollment, staffing or costs. 

 
VII. INFORMATIONAL RESOURCES/LIBRARIES 
 

8.1 Library Resources: What are the strengths/weaknesses of the library resources in 
terms of specific disciplinary holds and support area holdings?  What is the 
departmental library budget? 

 
8.2 Special Resources: What, if any, special information resources (slides, tapes, etc.) 

are used in the program?  Provide an inventory. 
 

8.3 What Anticipated Changes: If library or special resources are insufficient, what 
plans have been made to correct these deficiencies? 

 
VIII. FACILITIES – EQUIPMENT 
 

9.1 Current Facilities: Describe facilities such as classrooms, laboratories and other 
physical facilities currently available and used in the program. 

 
9.2 Capital Equipment: List major capital equipment (over $250 in value). 

 
9.3 Needed Additional Facilities: What additional facilities, if any, are needed in 

order to improve the quality of the programs being offered?  List any such items 
proposed for the next two years and provide a cost estimate for that period. 

 
9.4 Needed Additional Equipment: What additional fixed and movable equipment, if 

any, is needed in order to improve the quality of the program being offered?  List 
all items proposed for the next two years and provide a cost estimate for that 
period. 

X. FINANCING OF PROGRAM 
 

10.1 Prepare a table listing the amount of financial support available to program from 
all sources. 
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10.2 Is it likely that adequate financial support will continue to be available to the 
program. 
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INSTITUTIONAL PROGRAM REVIEWS 
 

SUGGESTED GUIDELINES FOR THE SELECTION OF EVALUATORS 
 
A. Requirements of All Evaluators 
 

1. Not past or present employment/consultant relationship with the institution. 
 
2. Not employed at academic institution within the state. 

 
B. Criteria Usually Considered in the Selection of Evaluators 
 

1. Terminal degree in relevant field from an accredited institution. 
 
2. Academic experience (administration and/or teaching) in the field. 

 
3. Research Experience: 

 
a. publications including books, articles in referred journals, etc. 
 
b. recipient of research grants from government agencies, foundations, etc. 

 
4. Appropriate professional experience in relevant field(s) if program to be reviewed 

has professional orientation (e.g., engineering, social work, and law). 
 
5. Knowledge of the state of the art of the field. 

 
6. Familiarity with standards for academic programs developed by professional 

accrediting agencies. 
 

7. Familiarity with existing programs (in addition to evaluator’s own program). 
 

8. Awareness of employment possibilities of graduates. 
 

9. Holding appropriate administrative position within an institution (e.g. chairperson 
of a department, director of a program, dean, etc.). 

 
10. Knowledge of budgeting and financial matters – of critical importance if program 

to be reviewed is expensive or represents a major shift in an institution’s 
educational mission. 
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