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Objectives:
This session will:
enable participants to gain a basic 

understanding of the manuscript review process 
used for Doctorate of Nursing Practice (DNP) 
final projects. 

share evaluation of the review process using a 
national pool of adjunct faculty. 
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Introduction and Background
 Increase in Doctor of Nursing Practice (DNP) 

students coincides with shortage of nursing PhD-
prepared & DNP-prepared faculty. 

Faculty bearing the onus of high volume teaching
A unique process using a national pool of nursing 

DNP & PhD adjunct faculty
Audits manuscripts independently; different from 

the usual review by the chair & committee. 

4



Purpose of the Project

Search Search for ways to maximize the use of 
DNP faculty

Mitigate Mitigate stress to retain existing faculty

Assure Assure high standards for DNP student 
products
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External Review Process

Experienced PhD & DNP prepared nurses to 
review manuscripts

Reviewers must meet stringent requirements; 
complete orientation and training.

Diverse, nationwide group of almost 50 reviewers 
/adjunct faculty

Supervision by full time faculty manager ensures 
consistency
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External Review Process

A collaborative team approach prior to 
proposal/manuscript return to the student

Students submit to learning management system 
which is linked with a portal for management & 
tracking of submissions

Reviewers are notified & provided with papers 
through an automated process.
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External Review Process
Performed by a qualified external reviewer; 

provides a formal scientific merit review & quality 
assurance check.

Occurs twice during the program; on the 
proposal & the final direct practice improvement 
(DPI) project.

The DPI project is similar to the PhD dissertation 
manuscript. 

Reviewers do not make final decisions on grades 
& progression in the program. 
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Program Evaluation

Survey Blinded survey of DNP students, 
external  reviewers, & faculty chairs 

Examine Satisfaction & effectiveness of the new 
process

Explore Suggestions for streamlining or 
improving the process
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Surveys
Utilized Survey Monkey 

Collaboration with Program Manager to 
disseminate surveys; collect & analyze data

Three surveys were created
• Faculty chairs (10 questions; 2-4 minutes)
• External reviewers (8 questions; 2-4 minutes)
• Students (8 questions; 2-4 minutes)
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Methods
Blinded surveys with open-ended questions
Emailed to 334 DNP students, 40 external faculty 

reviewers, & 32 faculty chairs
Capture satisfaction & effectiveness of the 

electronic submission process
Seek suggestions for streamlining or improving the 

process
Qualitative data from all three surveys
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Results
Demographics

Response rates varied
Response rates:

o Faculty Chairs:  19 of 26 (~73%)
o External Reviewers:  22 of 24 (~92%)
o Students:  124 of 219 (~57%)
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Results
DNP students had a response rate of 57% of those 

who opened the email survey (n=219). 
There was a strong positive response regarding 

the success of the external faculty reviewer 
process in improving the DNP project and/or 
manuscript. 

Some students indicated frustration with 
discrepancies between reviewer expectations & 
comments.
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Student Responses
Did the external review process help you to 
improve your project proposal/manuscript?

n=124
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Student Responses
Did you receive your review back from your 

chair within 10 business days from the 
submission due date?
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Results
External reviewers had a response rate of 91.7% 

of those who opened the email survey (n=24). 
Approximately half of the reviewers indicated 

that they had completed more than 11 reviews 
within the last 12 months. 

Some reviewers stated difficulty in providing 
quality, in-depth review due to the grammatical 
and/or structural errors in the manuscripts.
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External Reviewer Responses:
Do you feel that the external review process 

provides additional quality oversight 
for DNP proposals/manuscripts?

n=22

1 1 1 3 16
0
2
4
6
8

10
12
14
16
18

No A little Some Quite a bit Yes!

N
um

be
r o

f R
es

po
ns

es

17



8

4

10

1-5 6-10 11 or more
0

2

4

6

8

10

12
N

um
be

r o
f R

ev
ie

w
er

s

External Reviewer Responses:
Within the last 12 months, approximately 

how many DNP reviews did you complete?

18

n=22



Results
Faculty chairs had a response rate of 73% of those 

who opened the email (n=26). 
Faculty chairs felt the external reviewer process 

was valuable & effective. 
Faculty chairs commented that having multiple 

individuals reviewing manuscripts caused 
confusion for some students leading to conflicting 
information between the external reviewer & the 
faculty member.
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Faculty Chair Responses:  
Did the external review process help the student 
improve the DNP project proposal/manuscript?
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All respondents generally expressed 
satisfaction & value with the novel

external review process
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Conclusion
Data collected indicated the external reviewer 

process is successful.
Suggestions for improvement included 

standardization of guidelines for external faculty 
reviewers, detailed manuscript outlines for 
students, & providing students with grammatical 
& organizational resources prior to review. 

Perspectives common to faculty reviewing DNP 
manuscripts in traditional programs.
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Conclusions
Alleviates faculty strain with external adjunct 

faculty
Promotes a high standard of DNP education
Supplements manuscript evaluation while 

increasing the caliber of DNP manuscripts
Accommodates an increased number of DNP 

students 
May help to ameliorate the healthcare provider  

shortage worldwide

23



Future Recommendations

Explore Explore the need by surveying 
institutions

Evaluate Evaluate credentials and experience of 
reviewers

Share Outcomes, quality indicators, & 
efficacy of the process
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Future Recommendations
Develop a cost effective system to decrease 

burden to the institution
Provide equitable pay for external reviewer 

services
Streamline processes through advanced 

automation
Develop additional training for external reviewers 

& chairs to enhance standardization
Crosstrain faculty chairs to serve as external 

reviewers
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Questions?
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Thank you!
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