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SUBJECT: Institutional Program Review Reports  

 
The system has established a process requiring periodic reviews of all programs offered.  A 

primary purpose for these reviews is to continuously improve the quality of all educational programs. 

Periodic program review involves stakeholders in an analysis of past performance which is used to inform 

present and future directions and decision-making. The review process is integrated with strategic 

planning and budgeting, with regional and specialized accreditation processes, and with student-learning 

outcome assessment.  The system’s processes require each campus to maintain a schedule that indicates 

the time frame for the review of every program offered.    

 

A series of reviews were completed last year.  In each case, representatives of the program 

completed a self-study driven either by the system’s guidelines or by those of an external accrediting 

body, if applicable.  An external review was engaged to evaluate the program using both the self-study 

and interviews of constituents.  In each case the reviewer prepares and a report of findings and the 

campus then prepares a response.   

 

For each program reviewed, the reviewer’s report and institutional response is attached.   
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Response to 2012 Institutional Program Review for Biology 
 
Dr. Charles F. Lamb, Chair, School of Natural Sciences, Black Hills State University 
 
External Reviewer:   Dr. Michael Woller,  

Professor of Biology,  
University of Wisconsin – Whitewater 

 
The Biology program at Black Hills State University performed an Institutional Program 

Review in the spring of 2012.  The external reviewer was Dr. Michael Woller of University 
of Wisconsin – Whitewater, who also reviewed the Biology program in 2005.  This 
provided an opportunity to evaluate the progress we have made in developing our Biology 
program in the past several years, in addition to the current state of the program.  The 
reviewer identified several issues that were common to the 2005 and 2012 reviews, in 
addition to newly developed observations.   

Several strengths of the biology program, and of the School of Natural Sciences, were 
noted.  These include the strength of the faculty and staff, and their commitment to 
improving the training of students at BHSU.  The faculty members have a positive attitude 
about the mission and direction of the Biology program, and work cohesively toward the 
common goal.  The Biology faculty are very productive - in the classroom and in their 
scholarly and service activities.  This comes with the concern that faculty are stretched thin 
to maintain the level of productivity that we currently display.  We must exercise care to 
avoid placing additional expectations on faculty without providing additional support.  As 
an example of improved support for faculty, we should follow up on improvement of post-
award service by the Grants Office and on better cooperation and understanding between 
those units involved with purchasing of equipment and supplies for science faculty.   

Another strength is the availability of research equipment for student use in Biology 
courses and directed research projects.  The reviewer noted that we have taken this 
strength and continued to improve it between 2005 and 2012.  A related area of concern is 
the increasing cost of support for the maintenance of this equipment.  There is no 
institutionalized mechanism for funding this support, and that is something we have to 
develop in the near future.  The addition and utilization of our new Life Sciences 
Laboratory Building has also produced a notable improvement in what we are able to offer 
science students at BHSU.  This needs to be accompanied by a thoughtful and well-planned 
renovation of Jonas Science space to provide for future needs in growing and developing 
our science programs.   

In addition to the concerns discussed above, the reviewer listed a number of specific 
issues that were identified in discussions with students and faculty during his visit.  Most of 
these are things we have been working on as a department, and some have already been 
addressed.  Since many of them are common to all of the science programs in the School of 
Natural Sciences, they will be discussed in our School meetings throughout AY2012/2013 
and will be dealt with this year.   

In summary, it should be noted that the reviewer was impressed with the quality of 
biology education at BHSU, along with the productivity and commitment of the faculty and 
staff, and the state of the science facilities.  These strengths are evidenced by the strength 
and successes of our Biology graduates and MSIG graduate students. 
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External Reviewer :Biology Department at BHSU, 2012 
 
I was the external reviewer in 2005, so this visit gives me the chance to not only get a view 
of what is going on now, but also what has changed in the past 7 years.  As noted in the 
Institutional Program Review for Biology, many of the issues facing this department in 
2005 have been addressed, especially the biggest issue of space/facilities.  This means that 
while there are still issues to resolve, the most expensive and difficult things to address are 
already done.  This review will try to focus on issues that remain or have developed since 
the 2005 review.   I will also try to at least give a cursory view of some of the things 
working well in this department, as that seems only fair.  This is a department that includes 
a number of individuals who are working very hard, and the department shares long term 
goals and works toward achieving those goals as a team.  It is important to keep this in 
mind as some of the remaining issues are discussed.   
 

1. In the 2005 review, I started discussing the main strength of the department-the 
quality faculty and support staff.  This remains the main strength of the department.  
Many of the same faculty and staff are still there and doing a great job.  They work 
hard, cover a lot of breadth of coursework, train a lot of students (non-majors, pre-
nursing, and majors), and seem to be working their students hard enough to allow 
them to succeed.  This department continues to get a great deal of productivity from 
the faculty, both in terms of grant writing activity and research, but also in the form 
of student training in the classroom and research laboratories.  Some of this success 
is made possible by the work done by adjunct faculty and instructors, who continue 
to carry a very heavy teaching load.  The mood of the faculty, staff and students 
continues to be very positive.  The new faculty added to the department seem to 
understand and embrace the direction the department is working toward.  Overall, 
things seem to be working well still, but there is evidence that the balance is 
precarious.  It still looks to me as if the department is spread rather thin and success 
relies on the faculty being able to sustain a very high level of productivity in both the 
classroom and in publication and grant activity. 
 

2. Point #2 in the 2005 review remains unresolved, although there have been several 
attempts to address this.  The department is training a lot of students.  Many of 
these students come to BHSU with the intention of leaving after 2 years and entering 
another program (Nursing being the most popular, but others as well).  This 
apparent loss of students creates the illusion those students are dropping out, when 
in fact they are successfully following their intended career path.  Students who end 
up in a nursing program and graduate from that program are successes for BHSU 
and the state of South Dakota.  Several different people discussed this issue with me 
(it was a big issue in 2005 as well), along with various attempts to document those 
students better.  This needs to be addressed through better tracking of students to 
make sure they are succeeding, and to not automatically consider them failures due 
to assuming when students leave biology at BHSU, they are not finishing their 
education elsewhere.  Aside from the students leaving to go into nursing, the 
department is producing successful biology majors-students who graduate and 
enter grad programs, clinical training, graduate programs, or the work force.  The 
numbers of students entering competitive programs is impressive and the 
department should be proud of the level of success of their biology majors.   
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3. There were concerns voiced by several faculty that there is increasing pressure to 

improve retention.  This seems to be an important strategic issue to address.   Our 
department has dealt with this issue quite successfully.  In the past 15 years, we 
have increased the number of biology majors by over 400%.  During that time, we 
decided to increase rigor across the board in our majors courses, thinking that 
would slow our growth (a logical conclusion).  As it turns out, increasing rigor 
actually improved our retention, as well as improved the success of our graduates.   
We have continued to grow while increasing the work our students need to do to 
succeed.  This makes for a bit more work by faculty, but good faculty are willing to 
work a little harder to improve the outcomes for their students.  I mentioned this in 
discussion with the dean and chair, and with others as this topic was brought up.  I 
would recommend the department consider a similar approach-a decision across 
the entire department to increase classroom rigor while letting the students know 
what you are doing and why it is important (our students are not competing with 
each other for jobs when they graduate-they are competing with grads from all over 
the world!  That is why we are working you harder-to set you up for success later).  
 

4. The final point in this section of the 2005 review dealt with equipment availability 
and utilization.  This was pretty good in 2005 and is even better now.  There is more 
equipment and suitable space for that equipment now that the new building is 
online.  The only cautionary note here is that as remodeling of the old Jonas building 
is undertaken, it is important to be very thoughtful in making sure whatever needs 
for the next 10-20 years that can be anticipated in space needs, they be incorporated 
into the remodel of that space.  The one recurring item that came up several times is 
a working greenhouse.  This could be linked with including several growth 
chambers to provide opportunities for both research and classroom activity.  Still, 
the department has done an amazing job of acquiring modern equipment and 
developing a plan for keeping it running.  The equipment is being utilized and 
students are benefiting from their exposure to modern methods and equipment. 

 
5. The grad program was just getting underway when I reviewed BHSU in 2005.  It has 

now been running for several years and seems to be quite successful.  The Grad 
students are one of the groups I had the opportunity to speak with and I will list 
their concerns under a separate heading later in this review.  It seems the grad 
program is a success and is working the way it was intended.  The graduates are 
going on to other grad programs or into the work force after completion of the 
program.  It seems that there was one class that had some difficulties early on, but 
that the program is working well now.  This is quite an accomplishment for a small 
department and speaks to the quality of faculty and their level of dedication to 
training these students.  
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Areas that need improvement at BHSU: 
1. Space- the new building did address most of the previous concerns for the ability 

of the biology department to continue to train students.  I would again ask that 
when the remodel of the old Jonas building is undertaken, careful thought and 
planning go into how that space is developed.  Things are pretty good for the 
sciences at BHSU in terms of space right now.  Things can get better when the 
Jonas building is remodeled, but that may be the last chance to improve space for 
the sciences for a long time, so planning is very important.  The only big issue 
with the new building seems to be a mistake in running power lines under the 
space that the EM was supposed to be housed.  This is a big deal, and will require 
some real effort to fix.  Overall, it seems the new building is working well and the 
space looks great.   

2. Utilization of grad students/providing more complete teaching opportunities for 
grad students-this is a concern voiced by a couple faculty and by the grad 
students.  Concern may be too strong a word, but I think the level that grad 
students are used in the classroom might be reconsidered with the idea that 
working them in the classroom might distract them from their bench work, it 
also provides valuable experience training students.  Training of others is an 
important skill for any scientist, no matter the level they work at or their 
specialty.  I understand why some faculty would chose to not overburden grad 
students-most of us were worked too hard in grad school!  Still, the grad 
students all voiced the idea that more responsibility in teaching would be good 
for their development.  I agree.  This might be an item for the faculty to address 
with some input from the grad students.  This might be a way to reduce hours in 
the classroom for a couple faculty/semester and also provide valuable training 
for grad students.   

3. Support from post-award services on campus.  This was a concern voiced in the 
2005 review, and is still a concern voiced by several faculty.  My campus has 
many of these same issues.  Discussions with colleagues at a range of institutions 
shows this to be a problem at many campuses.  Still, when something like post 
award handing of grant budgets comes up as a problem from several faculty, that 
is a concern for everyone.  These problems lead to faculty growing frustrated 
and losing productivity.  Specific requests include adding a compliance officer for 
grant oversight and developing a culture of customer service from the people 
managing grants post-award.  Purchasing was another area that was specifically 
discussed by several faculty.  This is an area where institutional support needs to 
improve and allow the most productive faculty to continue to be successful.  This 
is a fairly small issue that needs attention or grant writing activity will be 
adversely affected.   

4. Most of the other concerns voiced by faculty were items that are either things 
that should be discussed within the department at some point (new areas for 
grad programs; flexibility in class scheduling-there seems to be a lot of flexibility, 
but it was still voiced as a concern; future budget issues if/when grants like 
BRIM run out; instructional load and/or release time options.  I hope just listing 
these items here will bring them to the level of discussion at departmental 
meetings, which seems to me to be the appropriate level for these items to be 
addressed.  This department has several people who have the talent to provide 
leadership and vision.  This has been illustrated by the ability of this department 
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to succeed at a very high level for over 10 years.  The faculty are realistic in their 
requests for release time and understand that it needs to be ‘paid for’ in some 
way.  Some ideas are being floated already, and others can be considered too.  
These are tough problems to address within the constraints of tight budgets.  I 
wish you all the best of luck! 
 
Student concerns/ideas- 
Undergraduate students: overall they seem very happy with the education they 
are receiving, but did voice a long list of small concerns.  Many of these can be 
addressed easily; others will be more difficult.  Due to the nature of these items, I 
will just list them here, as that will probably make it easier to address them later. 
1. Several would like to see an immunology course in the future-this will likely 

require different personnel (and I mentioned that to the students). 
2. Electives need to be offered more often.  This too is restricted by both 

personnel and time allowed for each faculty member to teach what is needed.  
The faculty say there will be more upper division electives offered soon. 

3. More frequent update of Status Sheets (in terms of requirements for 
graduation). 

4. They LOVE the research projects incorporated into coursework.  Whatever 
exaggeration caps signify, it isn’t enough to do justice to how much the 
students agreed this was a very positive experience for their training. 

5. Programs (such as the summer research program they are working in) need 
to be advertised better.   

6. The students (several of them) commented on how the other undergrads 
who give campus tours knew nothing about what goes on in the science 
building.  I was informed the tour guides do get training, but new ones keep 
starting and don’t seem to know much about the cool things going on in the 
sciences at BHSU.  I find this very interesting how much ownership the 
undergrads take over ‘their’ building.   

7. Growth chambers need to be installed 
8. Green house needs to be built. 
9. Advisors need to take charge and keep students focused on goal of 

graduating.   
10. Clocks for the classrooms-this is an easy one to address, and is important.   
Graduate students: The grad students, even though most of them came from 
BHSU, had very different concerns.  They were much more focused on small 
items that can be addressed easily.   
1. there was discussion about condensing the coursework needed for the grad 

program, with specific ideas about collapsing evol. Genomics, eco genomics 
and genomic techniques into one big class with a lab, for instance.  The 
bioinformatics course was spotlighted for condensing as well-less breadth 
and more focus on the 1 or 2 core components they were most interested in.  
I did discuss how curriculum is developed, how courses have to meet the 
needs of many students with diverse needs, etc but this was still an item they 
were concerned with so perhaps it is worth some thought among the grad 
faculty. 

2. Desktop computers used for data base work are underpowered.  They 
suggested maybe 2-3 computers devoted to this work, with tons of ram 
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added to those machines.  Ram is cheap, so this may be an easy problem to 
fix.  I am not a computer jock, so the details of this need to be fleshed out by 
the end users, but it seems a fix can be found. 

3. They also mentioned there are only 2 keys for gaining access to sequence 
data base-faculty know this and are working to get a 3rd, and students 
understand these keys are expensive. 

4. One student suggested that each grad student get a half gig hard drive that is 
portable and they could tote it around and store their own data.  They said 
around $50 for this.  I mentioned $50 is almost cheap enough for grad 
students to afford?   

5. I mentioned this earlier, but there was universal interest in more 
opportunities to teach as part of teaching assistantships.  I asked each 
student and they all recognized the value of this and said they wished they 
could have more autonomy in the classroom.   

6. A genetics stats class to be developed  
To sum up, the Biology Department at BHSU is strong, and has been performing well in the 
classroom, in research, in grant productivity, and in mentoring students in research.  There 
are still issues to resolve, and limited resources to bring to address the issues that remain.  
The faculty and their leadership seem to be interested in maintaining quality education and 
research at all cost, and have been working hard to provide a great education for their 
students.  I hope some of the suggestions in this document can help focus both faculty and 
administration on the remaining areas where work is most needed, and can at least provide 
a starting point for discussion for a few of these areas.  Keep up the good work.  The 
productivity of this department is very impressive and speaks volumes about the quality of 
the faculty at BHSU.   
 
 
      Sincerely, 
   
 
      Michael Woller 
      Professor, Biological Sciences 
      University of Wisconsin-Whitewater 
      Whitewater WI  53190 
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