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Item #6B
September 3, 1997

STATE OF ILLINOIS
BOARD OF HIGHER EDUCATION

STATEWIDE PROGRAM EVALUATION: A REEXAMINATION

Background

This paper examines the purposes and criteria of statewide program evaluation. It is an
outgrowth of previous Board studies that suggested staff undertake a review of program evaluation
criteria pertaining to faculty roles and responsibilities and graduate education programs. Analysis
was broadened when it became apparent that a fundamental issue to both topics was how to
improve program evaluation to benefit students and enhance student learning. The paper proposes
new statewide criteria for program approval and program review, presented in the appendices.

Approval and review of academic programs constitute one of the Board of Higher Educa-
tion's major areas of responsibility. The Illinois Compiled Statutes, Chapter 110, Section 205.7,
require public universities and community colleges through the Illinois Community College Board
to receive Board of Higher Education approval before establishing "any new unit of instruction,
research or public service." The statutes also authorize the Board to undertake periodic reviews of
these programs and "to advise the appropriate board of control if the contribution of each program
is not educationally and economically justified."

Through the exercise of its program authority, the Board attempts to maximize resource
and program effectiveness. The Board's program processes constitute one of the basic building
blocks of statewide and institutional planning which are linked to the setting of priorities, the
allocation of resources and budget development, and PQP actions. Statewide program approval
and review processes are also accountability measures that demonstrate to the citizens of the state
the efforts that are being taken to address educational needs and maintain programs of high quality.

The principal elements of Illinois' program approval and review processes were put in
place during the 1970s. The fourth Master Plan for Postsecondary Education in Illinois, adopted
in February 1976, offered the first detailed proposal for implementing a statewide academic pro-
gram approval and review process, which was later amplified and amended through administrative
rules and guidelines under the Resource Allocation Management Program (RAMP).

The Board's initiative came at a time when many other states were adopting similar mech-
anisms. Creating statewide program approval and review mechanisms represented a targeted
response to meeting new academic needs, folloWing a decade-long era that relied on strategies of
major capital expansion to accommodate a rising tide of students. The new processes sought to
adjust rather than expand capacity. Selective growth and reallocation were to occur on a case by
case basis following careful program review. Concerns also existed that rapid enrollment growth
had diluted standards, threatening program quality and requiring corrective action. For example, a
study by the Carnegie Council on Policy Studies in Higher Education in the mid-1970s called for
institutions to undertake a more active and critical review of their academic programs and noted
that only three percent of surveyed schools had engaged in "extensive" graduate program
elimination or consolidation.
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Under current guidelines, institutions assume primary responsibility for program develop-
ment and review under a framework and general criteria established by the Board. Institutions must
address nine criteria when seeking approval of an academic program. They must show that there is
student demand and occupational need and that the proposed program does not duplicate unneces-
sarily similar programs offered at other Illinois colleges and universities. They must also demon-
strate that the proposed program relates to the institution's mission and program priorities, and
how the program will be structured, staffed, and supported to ensure a quality education.

Existing criteria for program review are similar to program approval criteria and require
institutions to evaluate factors such as student demand, occupational demand, centrality to instruc-
tional mission, program breadth, success of graduates, costs, quality, and productivity. Perhaps the
most important of these criteria concern program quality. The Board requires institutions to
address quality issues such as "is the program achieving its objectives; are faculty qualified and
productive; are high standards for students maintained; and do students achieve their academic and
career objectives?"

Public universities and community colleges report annually to the Board of Higher Educa-
tion on the results of their program reviews. Public university reviews are coordinated on an eight-
year cycle by discipline, so that each year the Board receives a comprehensive assessment of
programs in designated subject areas. Community college programs are reviewed on a coordinated
five-year schedule. Immediately prior to the start of these institutional evaluations, BHE and ICCB
staffs prepare program analyses that present relevant program information about enrollment,
degrees awarded, staffing, and costs, and identifies statewide issues that programs should address.
The Community College Board also collects follow-up information on students completing occupa-
tional programs for use in review of these programs.

The Changing Nature of Academic Programs

The challenge of reviewing and approving academic programs according to a small set of
statewide criteria is a daunting one, given the vast array of academic programs and practices that
exist in the state. Another complicating factor is that programs evolve with economic and social
conditions, a particular problem in recent decades which have experienced exponential growth not
only in the number but in the type of academic programs. For instance, the 1997 edition of
Peterson's Guide to Graduate and Professional Programs lists 986 master's degree titles, or 557
percent more than the 150 different titles that existed in 1960. Other academic levels have also
demonstrated strong growth. For instance, the National Research Council's classification system
lists 290 fields of doctoral study, or 92 percent more than the 151 fields that existed in 1962.

Structural changes in post-modern economies, including the rise and stratification of
knowledge-based industries such as bio-technology, health care, and communications, have fueled
the expansion of academic programs. Developments in technology such as medical imaging have
created new professions with their own training and educational needs. Fields such as computer
science have become increasingly complex, splintering into diverse subspecialties in a now familiar
process by which discrete areas of inquiry become subspecialties and, later possibly, separate
fields of study. For example, computer science now encompasses specialties such as software,
hardware, theory, artificial intelligence, data bases, information systems, and graphics. These same
forces have spurred a dramatic growth in interdisciplinary programs as specialties have come



together outside normal disciplinary boundaries to offer degrees in fields as disparate as cognitive
science, women's studies, gerontology, environmental science, and health administration.

The evolutionary change in the nature of academic programs has been most notable
perhaps in master's education. As Judith Glazer has noted, a master's degree no longer represents
an intermediate stage in an academic progression from the baccalaureate to the doctorate but has
been transformed into a professional degree with different educational purposes, structures, and
practices. In the past two decades, she argues a paradigm shift in master's education has occurred.
This new paradigm is:

"practitioner oriented, emphasizing training in skills, career development, and
pragmatic goals. It is linked to the needs of the student and the demands of the
market place and driven by externally imposed standards, and it emphasizes
practice rather than theory, skills rather than research, training rather than
scholarship.... The master's degree is overwhelmingly professional, it is largely
terminal, and it is practice oriented."'

Changes in master's education have affected content and pedagogy. EVen traditional liberal
arts fields such as anthropology, history, and sociology have developed applied programs. English
now offers not only programs in traditional areas such as literature and linguistics but in occupa-
tionally oriented specialties such as technical writing and composition. These new applied
programs often involve experiential learning such as externships that seek to prepare students for
the workforce. Although many require a culminating educational experience and a final product
that demonstrates student learning, fewer now require a thesis. Julius LaPidus, President of the
Council of Graduate Schools, has estimated that about 70 percent of the students earning master's
degrees in the United States do not write a thesis.

An excellent study that describes the change that has occurred in master's education is A
Silent Success: Master's Education in the United States. Based on interviews of 800 individuals in
11 different disciplines, this 1993 monograph presents a master's taxonomy that is far different
from the standard bifurcated treatments rooted in academic versus non-academic distinctions.
Instead, the authors divide master's programs into four types: ancillary, community-centered,
career advancement, and apprenticeship programs. Varying purposes, curricular requirements, and
interactions between faculty and staff distinguish these program categories. Most have a workforce
or professional orientation and depart in significant ways from the common practices of academic
disciplines.

Changing Approaches to Evaluating Academic Programs

As part of establishing statewide program evaluations in the 1970s, states had to formulate
criteria to guide the new procedures, a process that was said to produce "considerable anguish for
many agencies." To assist in this effort, the Education Commission of the States created a Task
Force on Graduate Education that recommended consideration of factors such as 1) enrollment, 2)
degrees awarded, 3) class size, 4) cost per degree, 5) faculty workload, 6) faculty qualifications, 7)
student demand, 8) statewide enrollment and degrees, 9) appropriateness of the program to an

Judith S. Glazer. The Master's Degree: Tradition, Diversity, Innovation, ASHE-ERIC Higher Education
Research Report. no.6. Washington, D.C.: 1986, cited in Clifton F. Conrad, Jennifer Grant Haworth,
Susan Bolyard Millar. A Silent Success: Master's Education in the United States. Baltimore: Johns
Hopkins University Press, 1993.



institution's mission, and 10) program quality as reflected in reputational studies, faculty qualifi-
cations, and positions achieved by program graduates. Most states, including Illinois, eventually
selected guidelines that centered on productivity, cost, quality, and need criteria. These measures
often had the advantage of being quantifiable, permitting evaluation of quality and productivity in
terms of "inputs" such as costs, faculty publications and grant awards, or student admission
scores. Of course, making decisions on the basis of these indicators remained far from simple as
the review often produced mixed resultsfor instance, revealing a program with high cost but an
outstanding reputation.

Initial statewide criteria have proved long-lasting and still constitute the core evaluation
standards used in Illinois and most other states. Research has also shown that there are positive
relationships between program quality and traditional criteria such as faculty educational training
and scholarly productivity, programmatic financial resources, and measures of student selectivity.
Nevertheless, the limitations of such criteria have become increasingly apparent. Perhaps their
greatest liability is that they offer limited utility for evaluating workforce programs, as opposed to
more traditional academic programs. For example, measures such as scholarly background and
productivity are less relevant to a program that is preparing graduates for professional practice
than they are for a program preparing students for research. Also, traditional criteria do not offer
much insight about how to measure or foster student development. Ernest Pascarella and Patrick
Terenzini, for instance, have concluded:

"After taking into account the characteristics, abilities, and backgrounds students
bring with them to college, we found that how much students grow or change has
only inconsistent, and perhaps in a practical sense, trivial relationship with such
traditional measures of institutional "quality" as educational expenditures per
student, student/faculty ratios, faculty salaries, percentage of faculty with the
highest degree in their field, faculty research productivity, size of the library,
admissions selectivity, or prestige rankings."'

For more than a decade, there has been considerable interest in and discussion about intro-
ducing factors related to student outcomes into the assessment of academic programs. Outcomes
criteria carry the advantage that they are results oriented and seek to demonstrate how education
affects post-graduate success. While some outcomes measures, such as degrees awarded, have
historically been a part of statewide criteria, the intention of assessing outcomes has been to extend
data collection into areas such as student retention, performance on post-graduate licensing and
professional exams, and post-graduate employment and career advancement. In Illinois, changes in
the statewide review process during the 1990s produced new criteria on student outcomes. Institu-
ions were asked to assess the "success of graduates" and to address questions about post-graduate
employment and educational experience, as well as student and alumni program satisfaction.

The introduction of outcome criteria represents a positive contribution by supplementing a
traditional, input-oriented approach with a perspective that pays attention to students and program
results. To date, however, there has been more discussion than action on implementing output
evaluation in most states. This reluctance is partly due to the time and cost associated with creating
output-based data systems. Also, the most common output data often offer limited assistance in

2 Ernest Pascarella and Patrick Terenzini, How College Affects Students, San Francisco: Jossey-Bass,
1991, cited in Jennifer Grant Haworth and Clifton F. Conrad, "Refocusing Quality Assessment on Student
Learning", in Assessing Graduate and Professional Education: Current Realities, Future Prospects,
(Haworth, ed.), San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1996.
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program improvement. For example, while it is important to know if graduates are dissatisfied with
a program or have experienced difficulties finding employment, such information does not indicate
what action should be taken to right the problems.

As noted, while traditional input and newer output approaches to program evaluation offer
valuable perspectives for analyzing and improving program productivity and performance, they
offer less satisfactory information about students and student learning. This shortcoming has
become more obvious with the growth in knowledge about how student learning occurs, and with
the increased interest on campus in finding ways to promote effective teaching and learning. In
most cases, the growing literature on student learning only tangentially connects with questions of
program evaluation, although recent studies have clear implications for program structure and
pedagogy. Research has not found any single instructional technique or practice that will
unfailingly boost student performance because learning is situational, varying by discipline and
individual. However, research has demonstrated a strong correlation between learning and certain
behaviors and practices, such as the amount of student time-on-task, faculty/student contact,
student/student contact, and "active learning" pedagogy.

Working within this body of research, various individuals and groups have sought to
identify and establish preferred academic practices. One well known effort was the development of
the "Seven Principles for Good Practice in Undergraduate Education." A monograph edited by
Arthur Chickering and Zelda Gamson and supported by the American Association of Higher
Education, the Education Commission of the States, and the Johnson Foundation describes these
principles: student-faculty contact, cooperation among students, active learning, prompt feedback,
time on task, high expectations, and diverse ways of learning. The monograph emphasizes the role
that higher educational administrators can play in fostering an environment that nurtures these
practices. In particular, it recommends that states influence the development of such practices
through allocation of financial support and "by encouraging sound planning, setting priorities,
mandating standards, and reviewing and approving programs" (emphasis added).

Similarly, at the graduate level, a major study by William Bowen and Neil Rudenstine has
shown that doctoral students in departments with certain norms and structures have greater student
success and improved time to degree. The authors recommend changing the ways in which students
prepare for and proceed with their dissertations. They advocate that there should be a "greater
sense of collegiality" in research and writing the dissertation and that departments should look for
procedures and mechanisms that help students choose realistic dissertation topics and "maintain
momentum" at the dissertation stage. At least one discipline, mathematics, has undertaken a
number of studiessuch as Crossroads in Mathematics by the Task Force on Standards for the
Introductory College Mathematics Projectto ascertain how disciplinary content and pedagogy
can enhance student academic performance. Interestingly, this study advocated both general
pedagogical practicessuch as promoting active student involvement and use of multiple teaching
strategiesand discipline-specific teaching techniquessuch as the use of open-ended problems as
opposed to problems with only one possible answer.

One example of an attempt to support and improve student learning through structuring of
the program evaluation process is the work of Clifton Conrad and Jennifer Grant Haworth, whose
classification of master's programs was described above. In Silent Success, they identify quality
characteristics that can be found in all types of master's programs. Quality programs, they empha-
size, have a strong unity of purpose that is communicated to students through a supportive and
challenging learning environment. They also have strong leadership and receive departmental and
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institutional support. The curriculum has a core body of coursework which culminates in the
production of a tangible product. Program structure encourages immersion in the subject, and
teaching promotes active learning and frequent contact between professors and students, as well as
among students.

Haworth and Conrad expand on these ideas in "Refocusing Quality Assessment on Student
Learning." The central theme of this article is that "the most animating force in high quality
programs is diverse and engaged participants." "Engaged" programs are described as having five
main characteristics: diverse and engaged participants, participatory cultures, interactive teaching
and learning, connected program requirements, and adequate resources. The authors stop short of
'developing criteria for a full program assessment although they do present relevant indicators.
They advocate, for instance, that admission "should be based heavily on the 'goodness of fit'
between student goals and those of the faculty and program" and should "emphasize a variety of
criteria, including educational background, life experience, professional nonuniversity workplace
experience, cultural diversity, academic achievement, and motivation for learning."

Haworth and Conrad's work has clear implications for faculty. In their view, faculty
affective behaviorthat is, the commitment and leadership that faculty bring to instructional
effortscontribute significantly to program success. Faculty in successful programs "dedicate
significant time and energy to teaching, including outside-of-class involvement with students" and
bring diverse perspectives and experiences to these activities.

In summary, there is a growing body of research that addresses directly or indirectly the
relationship between student learning and the structure, content, and pedagogy of academic
programs. To date, few of the findings have been formalized into statewide program criteria. It is
time that the process of program evaluation benefited by drawing on these findings more directly.
Such changes should be additive in nature, supplementing, not supplanting, existing criteria which
remain useful if not comprehensive.

Proposed Changes in Statewide Program Approval and Review Guidelines

Attachments A and B present revised statewide program approval and review guidelines.
Staff intends to circulate these drafts to administrators and faculty at public institutions for
comment. After consultation, staff will produce new guidelines available for use in the next cycle
of program reviews to be submitted to the Board in July 1999. The changes recommended are
supplementary in nature, with most current language retained. The new language is intended to
strengthen the review of program processes related to instruction. In drafting the proposed
language, staff consulted the above-cited literature, as well as the recommendations on evaluating
graduate programs developed by the Illinois Association of Graduate Schools in October 1996.

The main changes in the program review criteria are the addition of four new categories
pertaining to curriculum, faculty, students, and staff resources in the section of the RAMP
guidelines entitled "Reporting Requirements for Review of Instructional Programs." In the program
approval criteria, new language is proposed for the RAMP guidelines pertaining to curriculum,
students, faculty, and support services. Proposed new language is in italics. Both program review

. and approval changes are intended to strengthen evaluation of instruction and student learning. It is
recognized that in many cases program development and review at the institutional level already
may be addressing such criteria. The proposed changes will provide Board staff with important
information pertinent to the exercise of statewide program approval and review authority, as well
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as enhanced program accountability. The proposed changes will not modify in any way the decen-
tralized nature of the state's program development and review processes but are intended to offer
general priorities and criteria adaptable to the realities of individual institutional and disciplinary
settings.
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APPENDIX A

PROPOSED RAMP GUIDELINES FOR PROGRAM REVIEW*

The results of program reviews provide the basis for internal decisions on productivity improve-
ments, formulation of program development plans, and budget development. The program review
process should be guided by campus priorities and informed by statewide analyses.

The primary focus of the review process is the improvement of the quality and productivity of
individual academic programs and units of research and public service, and assures that each unit
continues to be consistent with the university's priorities. The program review process is the
principal mechanism for promoting program effectiveness, improving quality, and contributing to
public accountability. As a result of program reviews, actions are taken at the campus level to
remedy concerns and problems identified including curricular revisions, resource adjustments,
program restructuring, and program elimination. The primary responsibility for initiating and
conducting program reviews rests with the universities.

The Board of Higher Education has statutory responsibility to "review periodically all existing
programs of instruction, research and public service at state universities and to advise the appro-
priate board of control if the contribution of each program is not educationally and economically
justified." Further, the program review process is an important component of the priorities, quality,
and productivity initiative at both the institutional and state levels. From a state perspective, the
review of academic units includes the following elements:

The review schedule provides for the submission of the results of reviews of similar programs
by all universities at the same time.
A statewide analysis, coordinated with the review schedule, defines statewide issues, examines
capacity in fields of study across universities, and provides comparative information for
institutional reviews of individual programs.
Universities conduct program reviews according to campus-developed procedures and submit
the results of reviews to the Illinois Board of Higher Education.
The results of program reviews are analyzed by the staff and recommendations on the
educational and economic justification of selected programs are included in the staffs annual
Priorities, Quality, and Productivity (P-QP) report and recommendations.

The following sections describe these elements and provide guidelines and reporting requirements.

1. Program Review Schedule

A schedule for submission of the reviews of academic programs is provided in Table 1. Research
and public service centers should be reviewed at the same time as related instructional programs.
Summaries of reviews of academic programs should be submitted on July 1'.

The program review schedule calls for the submission of program review reports for groups of
programs on specified dates. However, institutions may conduct reviews within a reasonable period
(e.g., up to three years) prior to the submission date in order to coordinate reviews with
accreditation and other evaluations.

12
17



Program Review Schedule

CIP Discipline Codes Statewide Analysis
Distributed

Submission
July 1996

13G Education: Graduate Programs
22 Law & Legal Studies
25 Library Sciences

July 95

Submission
July 1997

49 Transportation
47 Mechanics & Repairers
15 Engineering Technology
01,02,03 Agriculture & Natural Resources
19,20 Home Economics
30 Multi-Interdisciplinary Studies
38 Philosophy & Religion
42 Psychology
24 Liberal Arts & Sciences, General Studies

July 96

Submission
July 1998

52 Business
08 Marketing
16 Foreign Languages

July 97

Submission
July 1999

44 Public Administration & Services
43 Protective Services
45 Social Sciences & History

July 97

Submission
July 2000

09,10 Communications & Com Technologies
31 Parks, Recreation, Leisure, & Fitness Studies
05 Area Studies
50 Visual & Performing Arts

July 98

Submission
July 2001

04 Architecture & Design
14 Engineering
11 Computer & Info Sciences
40 Physical Sciences

July 99

Submission
July 2002

51 Health Professions & Related Sciences
12 Personal and Miscellaneous Services
26 Biological Sciences

July 2000

Submission
July 2003

13UG Education
23 English Language & Literature/Letters
27 Mathematics

July 2001

13
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2. Statewide Analysis

Board of Higher Education staff will develop a statewide analysis of trends and identify statewide
issues in each program area. This report will be provided to institutions one year prior to the date
that university submissions are due. Table I also shows the schedule for distribution of the state-
wide analysis. This analysis will examine enrollment and degrees granted trends, student charac-
teristics, program costs, occupational demand, and other measures appropriate to the disciplines
being examined. The primary purpose of this analysis is to provide a statewide context for at least
the later stages of the review process as each campus makes decisions about the recommendations
resulting from their reviews of individual programs. Universities will be asked to incorporate
responses to statewide issues in their program review submissions. The staff analysis may also
include recommendations for expansion or reduction of certain types of programs on a statewide
(not campus specific) basis.

3. Review Guidelines

Program review systematically and thoroughly examines both qualitative and quantitative aspects
of an instructional program including curriculum, students, faculty, support services, student
demand, occupational demand, centrality in relation to instructional mission, program breadth,
sueeess-ef-greduates; program costs, and program quality and productivity. The review process
should provide for broad involvement of faculty from both within and outside the program and
department, as well as the involvement of students and academic administrators. The process also
should provide for examination of the program at multiple levels within the institution. The process
may involve advisory committees and consultants or evaluators external to the institution.
Appropriate data, benchmarked to institutional or statewide reviews, should be used. Program
review is expected to result in specific improvements in the quality and productivity of a program
and provide the opportunity to strengthen and up date even. the programs of highest quality.

4. Reporting Requirements for Review of Instructional Programs

Summaries of the results of the reviews of instructional programs should be submitted on July 1'
of each year according to the following guidelines:

A brief summary (ene-ef-twe-pages) (three to four pages) should be submitted for each program
reviewed. These summaries should focus on the conclusions of reviews and on the actions taken to
improve the quality and productivity of the program. Data and benchmarks' should be reported to
support conclusions as appropriate. Program reviews should address the following questions, and
the key findings and recommendations in each of these areas should be the substance of the
summary submitted to the Board of Higher Education.

Curriculum:
Are course requirements for the degree up to date? Do they ensure general and specialized

learning and training appropriate to the field, level of the degree, and the objectives of the
program?

To what extent are course and degree requirements structured to afford students diverse
opportunities to prepare for future career roles? Are externships and other workforce
educational experiences appropriate to the program and of high quality?

19 1 4



-How does the curriculum develop academic capabilities such as writing, problem-solving,
statistical analysis, and computer/technology skills in a way appropriate to the field, level, and
objectives of the program?

Is the curriculum coherent? Are the program's core courses appropriate to program
objectives? Are program requirements interconnected so as to support each other? Is an
appropriate culminating experience(s) and product(s) required?

Students
Are there multiple admissions criteria that seek to admit students from a variety of

backgrounds and educational and work experiences? How do criteria recognize student motiva-
tion for learning and seek "goodness of fit between student goals and those of faculty and the
program?

To what extent do students invest time and energy in their own and others' learning through
active participation in formal and informal learning activities?

How are high standards for academic performance set and maintained? How is student
academic performance measured and periodically monitored for progress throughout the
program? Are key student intellectual skills and abilities appropriate to the discipline
periodically assessed with progress and deficiencies communicated back to students?

Are part-time and full-time students afforded comparable opportunities and subject to the
same expectations?

What is the typical time needed to complete the program and how does student time to
degree compare with rates of progress at similar programs at the institution and at comparable
institutions?

When applicable, how do students or graduates perform on licensure or certification exams
or on other standardized tests?

Do current students and alumni report satisfaction with the program?
Do graduates of the program report appropriate rates of job placement and/or success in

subsequent education? Do they achieve their academic and career objectives?

Faculty
Are faculty effectively communicating to students the purposes, content, and practices of the

program? Are faculty serving as advisers and mentors to students in ways that are appropriate
to the program's objectives, level, and discipline?

To what extent are faculty in the program encouraged and supported to develop techniques
and strategies that promote faculty/student and student/student contact and involvement, and
enhance student learning?

How are faculty background, training, and scholarship suited to the program? Does faculty
scholarship support multiple program goalsfor example, research and pedagogy objectives for
doctoral programs?

Are measures appropriate to the field, level, and program objectives used to evaluate faculty
quality and productivity? Are multiple measures used to evaluate faculty instruction, including
student and faculty evaluation?

Does the diversity of faculty background and experience, and the mix of faculty by rank,
tenure status, and part-time/full-time status support program goals and objectives?

Do faculty make appropriate use of computer software and instructional technologies?
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Support Services
Are library holdings, laboratories, equipment, and space adequate and up to date? Are

advising and other student support resources appropriate to support a productive and quality
program?

Do the program's computer hardware and software systems appropriately meet instructional
needs and enhance student learning? Are computer training and support staff available to
faculty?

Student Demand
Do the credit hours, enrollments, or degree production of this program differ significantly from

statewide or institutional averages?
Has there been a significant increase or decline in credit hours, enrollments, or degree

production of this program?
Is there a continuing need for the program based on student demand?
At the baccalaureate level, is student demand for general education courses met in order to

ensure timely degree completion?

Occupational Demand
What are the occupational objectives of students enrolled in the program?
Do state employment projections in occupations related to the program show adequate job

openings for graduates?
Is there a continuing need for the program based on occupational demand? Have appropriate

adjustments in capacity been made?

Centrality to Instructional Mission
Is the program central to the instructional mission of the university?
To what extent does the program provide instructional support to students and faculty in other

programs and for general education?

Breadth
Is there sufficient student interest and demand for all courses, specializations, options, and

minors offered as part of the program? Are faculty and resources allocated productively?

Costs
Has there been a significant increase or decrease in the unit costs of the program?
Do the costs of the program deviate significantly from statewide average costs in the

discipline? Can a deviation be corrected within existing resources?

Quality and Productivity
What are the unique strengths of the program? How are these strengths reflected in the

curriculum and the activities of students and faculty? What particular contributions does the
program make to the achievement of institutional priorities and statewide goals and objectives
for higher education.

What steps have been taken to improve the quality and productivity of this program? What
investment and/or cost savings (annual and five-year projection) resulted from the review of this
program?

What resources are needed to implement the changes and improvements resulting from
program review? How will these'resources be provided?

21



ebjeetives-.7

Responses to identified statewide issues may be incorporated into the summary of each program
reviewed or may be submitted as a separate section

5. Reporting Requirements for Reviews of Public Service and Research Units

Summaries of the results of the reviews of research and public service units should be submitted on
July 1st of each year according to the following guidelines:

A brief summary (one or two pages) should be submitted for each unit reviewed. These summaries
should focus on the conclusions of reviews and on the actions taken to improve the quality and
productivity of the unit. Reviews of public service and research units should address the following
questions, and the key findings and recommendations in each of these areas should be the substance
of the summary submitted to the Board of Higher Education.

Demand: Is the demand for the research/public services provided by the unit in balance with the
unit's capacity to carry out research/public service? Is there a need for the unit based on external
demand and support?

Quality: Is the unit achieving its objectives? Are faculty and staff making significant
contributions to the development and/or application of knowledge or to the delivery of services?

Centrality: Is the unit central to the mission of the university? Does the research/public service
provided by the unit contribute to instruction of or service to students? Does the research/public
service provided by the unit contribute to institutional, regional, or statewide priorities?

Productivity: What steps have been taken to improve the productivity of this unit? Are similar
research or public service activities conducted by other units? Are there opportunities for improving
collaboration among units or consolidating units? What investment and/or cost savings (annual and
five-year projection) resulted from the review of this program?

* Proposed new language is in italics.

22

17



APPENDIX B

PROPOSED RAMP GUIDELINES FOR NEW PROGRAM REQUESTS*

The Illinois Board of Higher Education has the statutory responsibility to approve all new units of
instruction, research, and public service, including the establishment of a college, school, depart-
ment, division, center, or institute. All programs and units must first have received approval by the
institution's governing board.

The Priorities Statement (see Section A above) should provide a brief program development plan
for new programs and units. Based upon Focus Statements, campuses should identify short-term
program goals including new programs to be initiated during the planning year. These program
plans will be the object of investment of new resources, as well as of reinvestment of existing
resources made available through productivity improvements. The program development plan
should focus on initiatives that are fiscally feasible and for which the source of required resources
has been identified.

New Program Requests will be accepted by the Illinois Board of Higher Education at any time,
although universities are encouraged to submit new program requests, particularly those
accompanied by a request for new resources, as part of their RAMP programmatic submission on
July 1'.

If a New Program Request is being submitted for a second time, a full proposal is not required. If
the resource requirements for the new program have changed, a revised Table IV-3 should be
submitted, along with an explanation of why changes were made. If other components of the
program have been changed, appropriate narrative updates should be provided.

The format for submitting new program requests is provided in the next section of this Chapter.
Requests for approval of new off-campus programs should be submitted in the format provided in
Policies and Procedures for the Approval of Off-Campus Units of Instruction and Application
Material for Operating and/or Degree Granting Authority for Off-Campus Units of Instruction
(May 1992).
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New Program Request*

1. Name of Institution:
2. Title of Proposed Program:

Level of Proposed Degree Program: Associate Baccalaureate Master's
Certificate of Advanced Study Specialist Doctorate Professional

3. Six-digit CIP Code:
4. Proposed date for initiation of program
5. Date of submission of request

Mission and Priorities*
6. List the objectives of the proposed program and each specialization or option. Explain how

the proposed program relates to the priorities in the university's Priorities Statement.
7. Describe any effects that the proposed program will have on other programs within the

institution. Will this program replace any existing programs? Will the enrollments projected
for the proposed program reduce enrollments in other programs? (If so, identify these
programs.) How will the proposed program support, or be supported by, other programs
within the university?

Curriculum
8. Provide a full catalog description of the proposed program. To the extent necessary, the

catalog description should be supplemented by additional information needed to respond to
questions 9 through 20.

9. Describe the key components of the program (i.e., the core courses required of all students;
courses required in areas of specialization; the amount of elective coursework; clinical,
practicum, or field work requirements; and thesis or dissertation requirements). Provide the
total credit hour requirements for program completion, as well as the credit hour
requirement for each component of the curriculum.

10. Without undertaking a course-by-course analysis, explain how the curriculum achieves the
objectives of the program by describing the relationship between the overall curriculum or
the major curricular components and the objectives defined in 6 above.

11. Describe how the coursework and program requirements are interconnected, support one
another, and result in culminating experiences or products.

12. Describe how the curriculum and program requirements will prepare students to assume
future career roles. Describe how the program will ensure that externships and other
workforce experiences will be available and of high quality.

13. Describe how the program will develop academic capabilities such as writing, problem-
solving, statistical analysis, and use of technology in a way appropriate to the field, level,
and objectives.

*Certain parts of this request (e.g., curriculum, student information, and accreditation and
licensure) apply only to instructional programs and should be omitted from requests for research or
public service centers or institutes and for new organizational units. In general, items 8-20, 22-27,
29-30, 33, and 40-42 would be omitted from requests for research or public service centers or
institutes.
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14. Describe admission or prerequisite requirements, such as grade point average, test scores,
specific coursework, and majors or degrees required for admission.

15. Describe how the program will seek to admit students from diverse backgrounds and
varied educational and work experiences.

16. Describe how the program will ensure "goodness offit" between the educational goals of
students who will be admitted to the program and program objectives.

17. Describe the amount of proficiency examination, transfer, and prior learning experience
credit accepted.

18. Describe other degree completion requirements, such as grade point average required for
retention or advancement and graduation and any time limits for completion.

19. Provide course descriptions for each new course identified as part of the curriculum and
catalog references to descriptions of current courses included in the curriculum.

20. If the program is designed to serve primarily a part-time clientele, provide an example of the
course sequencing in the curriculum over the time pattern that will be used in program
delivery. If the clientele is mixed between part-time and full-time students, describe any
measures taken to ensure that students will be afforded comparable opportunities and
subject to the same expectations.

Academic Policies
21. What unit(s) is responsible for the program in such matters as curricular modifications,

faculty assignments, and student evaluation. Describe and justify any exceptions to college
or university academic policies, admission standards, or graduation requirements that would
be made for the proposed program.

Student Information
22. Complete Table IV-1, providing projections of the size of the proposed program. Separate

tables should be provided for each option or specialization within the proposed program.
23. Analyze how the proposed program also will support student interests, the undergraduate

education curriculum of the university, and/or majors in other degree programs offered by
the university. This analysis would be aided by estimating the percentages of the credit
hours shown on lines 3 and 4 of Table N-1 that will be taken by program majors versus
non-majors.

24. Describe how the program will ensure that students understand the purposes of the
program. Describe how the program will effectively communicate to students program
objectives and will encourage students to invest time and energy in their own and other's
learning through active participation and formal and informal learning activities.

25. Describe how the program will measure student learning and academic performance as
students move through the program and how these results will be communicated to
students.

26. Describe how the program, consistent with its objectives, will familiarize students with the
norms and practices of the discipline.

27. Describe the characteristics of students to be served by the proposed program, such as
resident/commuter, full-/part-time, socioeconomic status, age, racial/ethnic group, and gen-
der. If the program is designed primarily for working adults, describe the types of employ-
ment positions held by prospective students.

Statewide Needs and Priorities
28. Identify programs offered by other Illinois colleges and universities that are similar to the

proposed program. Analyze the similarities and differences between these programs and the



proposed program in the context of unmet student interests and demand. What unique
strengths will the proposed program provide or develop? What unique contributions will
the program make to the achievement of statewide goals and objectives for higher
education?

29. Provide documentation of the student demand for the proposed program, including enroll-
ment trends for the community, region, state, or nation that are relevant to the proposed
program.

30. Provide evidence of occupational demand for graduates of the program. If the program is
designed to meet the needs of a specific job market, documentation, including historical and
projected labor market trends, should be presented on employment demand in relevant
sectors of the economy. If the program is designed to address occupational demand in a
specific geographic region, documentation, including historical and projected labor market
trends, should be presented on employment demand in that geographic region.

Faculty and Staff
31. Describe the qualifications of principal faculty in support of the objectives and curriculum

of the proposed program. Without providing individual vita, summarize faculty qualifica-
ions such as educational background, non-collegiate experience, and research and service
interests and contributions that relate to the program. Indicate how many faculty members
are full-time and how many are part-time. Complete Table IV-2, showing the staff require-
ments in staff years (using the RAMP definition for staff year) for the first five years of
operation. Staff requirements shown in Table IV-2 should include positions provided from
all sources of funds.

32. Describe the qualifications of new faculty members to be sought to support the program.
33. Describe how the program will ensure that effective instructional techniques and stra-

tegies will be used to promote faculty/student and student/student contact, active student
participation, and enhanced student learning.

34. Describe the diversity and quality of faculty scholarship, and how faculty scholarship will
support program objectives, including multiple objectives such as research and pedagogy.

35. Describe the measures that will be used to evaluate faculty instruction, scholarship, and
public service efforts. Describe how the program will use student and faculty peer evalua-
tions to enhance instructional effectiveness.

Support Services
36. Describe the adequacy of current computer and/or laboratory equipment and instructional

materials to support the proposed program. Identify generically any new equipment or
instructional materials that must be acquired initially, and reflect these expenditures in
line 8 of Table IV-3.

37. Describe the adequacy of current library holdings to support the proposed program. Identify
generically any new library acquisitions beyond those made annually to maintain the
currency of library holdings that are necessary to support the program, and reflect these
expenditures on line 9 of Table IV-3.

38. Describe the relevant characteristics of any internship, practicum, or clinical sites that are
needed to support the program. Provide evidence of availability of needed sites, and reflect
any expenditures on line 10 of Table IV-3.

39. Describe any program goals or plan that has been developed for using computer and
educational technology to meet instructional needs. Describe any computer training and
support staff available to faculty to assist them with technology use.
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Accreditation and Licensure
40. What agencies accredit programs and/or license graduates of programs in this field?
41. Will accreditation be sought for the proposed program within the first five years? If so,

Table IV-3 should reflect the resources necessary to achieve accreditation. Please document
that these resources are sufficient to achieve accreditation according to the standards in the
field.

42. If the proposed program will be administered by an academic unit that also is responsible
for existing programs, has accreditation been sought for these existing programs? If so,
what were the historic results of these accreditation reviews? If the proposed program will
be administered by an academic unit that also is responsible for existing programs that lead
to licensure, what were the historic trends in success rates for licensure of graduates from
these programs?

Financing
43. Complete Table IV-3 showing projections of program expenditures and revenues.

Table IV-3 should be completed regardless of whether new state funding is requested in the
budget year and should reflect all sources of funds (state and non-state). A narrative budget
statement should be provided to explain Table IV-3, as follows:

a) Projected increments in total resource requirements (line 1) should be explained in
terms of projected staff requirements (see Table IV-2), equipment and instructional
materials (see item 25), library requirements (see item 26), and contractual services for
internship, practicum, or clinical placements (see item 27).

b) New state resources required (line 6) in the budget year should be explained in terms of
assumptions and factors used to construct line items 7 through 11. If resource require-
ments in the budget year include non-recurring costs (e.g., one-time equipment
purchases, accreditation fees, or other start-up costs), describe how these resources will
be reallocated in subsequent years.

c) Describe the nature and source of support from federal sources (line 2) and other non-
state sources (line 3).

2
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Table IV -1

STUDENT DEMAND PROJECTIONS FOR THE NEW PROGRAM

Budget
Year

2nd
Year

3rd
Year

4th
Year

5th
Year

Number of Program Majors (Fall
Headcount)

Annual Full-Time-Equivalent Majors

Annual Credit Hours in EXISTING
Courses 1

Annual Credit Hours in NEW Courses '

Annual Number of Degrees Awarded

I Include credit hours generated by both majors and non-majors in courses offered by the academic unit
directly responsible for the proposed program.

Table IV-2

STAFF REQUIREMENTS FOR THE NEW PROGRAM
(in staff years)

Budget
Year

re
Year

3rd
Year

4th

Year
5th

Year

Faculty

Administrative/Other Professional

Graduate Assistants

Civil Service Staff and Student Employees

Total Staff

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Table IV-3

TOTAL RESOURCE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE NEW PROGRAM

Budget
Year

2nd
Year

3rd
Year

4th
Year

5th
Year

1 Total Resource Requirements

2 Resources Available from Federal Sources'

3 Resources Available from Other Non-State
Sources 1

4 Existing State Resources 2

5 State Resources Available through Internal
Reallocation 3

6 New State Resources Required (Line 1 minus
the sum of lines 2 through 5) 4

Breakdown of New State Resources Required
for Budget Year:

7 Staff

8 Equipment and Instructional Materials

9 Library

10 Contractual Services

11 Other Support Services 5 - - - -

2

3

4

Numbers can be positive or zero only. These lines reflect available funds, not incremental dollars.

The amount of existing state resources in a given year is equal to the sum of the previous year's existing
state resources (line 4 plus resources available through internal reallocation (line 5) plus any new state
resources required (line 6). Existing state resources allocated to the program in a given year (line 4) may
exceed total requirements needed to support the program in the following year. In this event, existing
state resources should be reduced by showing a negative dollar amount on line 5 so that the sum of lines 2
through 6 equals line 1.

Numbers can be either positive (allocated to the program) or negative (allocated away from the program).

This number is the level of funding requested in the referenced year. Dollars reported will be
incremental.

5 Other dollars directly assigned to the program. Do not include allocated support services.

* Proposed new language is in italics.
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