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Presenter(s): Brower, Richard

1. Review Prior CEPC Minutes

General Note Minutes approved as written.

Presenter(s): Brower, Richard

2. SCEC Concerns

General Note MS1- Concerns with formatives exam structure

Dr. Hogg  was not present during the meeting, but will contact them to address the issue.

Dr. Brower had Roberto Garcia and Kristoffer Gonzalez introduce to the committee. He explained that the SCEC is
sponsored by the CEPC, and we ask that reps from each class attend the meetings to represent their group by voicing
any concerns.
 
MS2- No concerns
 
MS3- Concern on weekly schedules being published after orientation. Concerns with scheduling appointments around
clerkship obligations in advance.

Students were most concerned about the orientation week schedule not being released until the end of
oreintation
Dr. Maureen Francis noted that during the block schedules are released on each Friday prior to the following
week; timing of release related to clinicians schedules.
Dr. Maureen Francis also mentioned that doctor's appointments are excused absences for students. Please
communicate in a timely manner with clerkship director when conflicts occur with personal health care
appointments.
Dr. Brower asked if there was any additional concerns, please follow up with Dr. Maureen Francis directly

MS4- Concerns on grading policies being applied to Off-Cycle students and different grading standards compared to
graduating class due to a recent grading policy change - see attached email

Dr. Francis explained that there is a PLFSOM introductory page that explains everything about the school and the
MSPE. She mentioned it explains the grading policies in detail for the majority of the class of 2018 (on cycle) and
it also mentions that for off-cycle students, they are subject to a grade change policy that went into effect May 15,
2017. 
NBME scores make a student honor eligible, but don't guarantee honors to the student. Honors eligibility criteria
changed through the NBME.
Dr. Brower believes CEPC went  through this policy deliberately and should be kept as is
Conclusion: Add clarity with formal documentation for students who elect to go off cycle - they will be subject to
the grading as applied to the group they experience the clinical activities - OME will work on a formal process for



this and work with Students Affairs.

 Fwd_ PLEASE READ_ Potentially contentious student issue at tonight's CEPC meeting.pdf

Presenter(s): Brower, Richard

3. Introduction- Dr. Gajendran

General Note Dr. Brower welcomed Dr. Mahesh Gajendran  to CEPC as a new voting member. Dr. Gajendran is relatively new
to TTUHSCEP and will be off campus at Transmountain.  

Dr. Gajendran is originally from India, where he completed Med School. He moved to US and did his residency
at University of Pittsburgh, where he later joined as a Faculty. He was there for almost 10 years.

Presenter(s): Pfarr, Curt, Francis, Mark, Dudrey, Ellen

4. Curriculum as a Whole Summary

General Note

 CEPC Subcommittee Report.pptx

Francis, Mark See attachment for additional details.
 
Discussion centered around subcommittee (Mark Francis/Pfarr/Dudrey) findings that noted six areas need to be
addressed:

Mapping
Concerns about mapping and linking in essentially all PGOs - problems with accuracy of mapping
Comments highlighted the process of the Curriculum as a Whole Review

Survey of review teams notes confusion with the process, inconsistency in the linking practice
(lumpers and splitters), and issues with associating assessments to the PGOs
Problems understanding the purpose of the Curriculum as a Whole review
Skepticism about the data used in analysis

Course Goals
Argued the need of course goals, particularly from the student perspective

Dr. Brower riased a concern of muddying the linkages to PGOs with an additional layer of goals at
the course level
Others noted that most students are not familiar with PGOs and competencies, therefore this is a
need to frame wach course for teh students with goals and desired outcomes for course
completion

Professionalism
area of great concern - needed, however how to define it, what to teach, model and assess?
How to address lapses; is remediation appropriate/possible
RECOMMENDATION of AD HOC Professionalism Committee & AD HOC Remediation Committee

Remediation
Concern raised on how to address when remediation fails? Are we unpacking the causes, assessing
our system for problems?
Perspectives that inform addressing remediation failure include:
•Morbidity-Mortality Equivalent
•Systems-Based Practice
•Continuous Quality Improvement

Assessment
Concerns about SPM exam style (USMLE vs. NBME)
Committee raised concerns about use of USMLE questions - problem with question pool depth & quality,
national standards trump local standards, students report feeling less prepared for NBME later in
program

Rewriting PGOs
Should they remain as is, edit but maintain mapping, adopt AAMC PGOs or make deeper changes that
could alter current system?

CEPC tended to favor 'edit but keep mapping'
Subcommittee did not want to proceed with re-writes without additional guidance from CEPC

Team Recommendations:
 
Office of Assessment and Evaluation

Review PGO mapping: Problems and recommendations
Assure that the software is performing and is being used properly
Develop a means of reporting mapping in a clear, simple manner




From: Brower, Richard
To: Dankovich, Robin; De-Lara, Veronica
Subject: Fwd: PLEASE READ: Potentially contentious student issue at tonight"s CEPC meeting
Date: Monday, September 18, 2017 11:03:34 AM
Attachments: FW Off cycle students - grading changes for block 1 (AY 17-18).eml


CEPC Grading Concern.docx


FYI -- Regarding tonight's CEPC meeting, see below and attached.


Richard D. Brower


Sent from my iPhone.
Please excuse the inevitable typographical errors.


---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Brower, Richard" <Richard.Brower@ttuhsc.edu>
Date: Mon, Sep 18, 2017 at 10:48 AM -0600
Subject: PLEASE READ: Potentially contentious student issue at tonight's CEPC meeting
To: "Francis, Mark" <mark.francis@ttuhsc.edu>, "Pfarr, Curt" <curt.pfarr@ttuhsc.edu>,
 "Gajendran, Mahesh" <mahesh.gajendran@ttuhsc.edu>, "Cashin, Laura"
 <laura.cashin@ttuhsc.edu>, "Uga, Aghaegbulam H" <aghaegbulam.h.uga@ttuhsc.edu>,
 "Kassar, Darine" <darine.kassar@ttuhsc.edu>, "Gest, Thomas" <thomas.gest@ttuhsc.edu>,
 "Padilla, Osvaldo" <osvaldo.padilla@ttuhsc.edu>, "Cervantes, Jorge"
 <jorge.cervantes@ttuhsc.edu>, "Perry, Cynthia" <cynthia.perry@ttuhsc.edu>
Cc: "Francis, Maureen (maureen.francis@ttuhsc.edu)" <maureen.francis@ttuhsc.edu>, "Hogg,
 Tanis" <tanis.hogg@ttuhsc.edu>, "Lacy, Naomi" <naomi.lacy@ttuhsc.edu>, "Horn, Kathryn"
 <Kathryn.Horn@ttuhsc.edu>, "Delarosa, Jmanuel" <jmanuel.delarosa@ttuhsc.edu>,
 "Beinhoff, Lisa" <lisa.beinhoff@ttuhsc.edu>, "Lopez, Josev" <josev.lopez@ttuhsc.edu>


To the members of the PLFSOM CEPC:
Greeting all,
At tonight’s CEPC meeting the clerkship phase students are expected to raise concerns related to the
 change in clerkship grading policy that was enacted by the CEPC, and announced to the students,
 last spring. This involved changes in the threshold for NBME subject exam performance that renders
 a student eligible for honors. In general, the performance standards were raised somewhat, with
 the acknowledged and intended expectation that this would reduce the number of students eligible
 for honors. There was lengthy and detailed discussion of these changes, and the resulting standards
 were adopted without opposition. There was specific discussion of the implications for off-cycle
 students, and the committee agreed that all students participating in the same activity in the same
 academic year should be graded according to the same standard (eliminating the possibility that an
 off-cycle/delayed student could be eligible for honors while another student in the same group,
 with the same score,  could not).  This decision was announced to the off-cycle students by Dr. Horn
 in April (see attached). A few points:


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->The CECP has the right and full responsibility to evaluate
 and adjust PLFSOM educational program standards and polices


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->This policy change was deliberated, appropriately
 adopted, appropriately announced, and fairly applied
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Rick,




This is the email sent to students.




Maureen 




 





Maureen D. Francis, MD, FACP




Assistant Dean for Medical Education




College Master and Professor




Department of Medical Education




Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center El Paso




Paul L Foster School of Medicine




915-215-4333






 






From: Horn, Kathryn 

Sent: Tuesday, April 25, 2017 11:04 AM

To: Horn, Kathryn

Cc: Davis, Lourdes; Francis, Maureen

Subject: Off cycle students - grading changes for block 1 (AY 17-18)








 




Dear Students,




You are receiving this email because you are going to be moving into block 1 of the next academic year. The Curriculum Committee has approved a change in grading for the next academic year. The NBME score will be reported as equated percent
 correct instead of a percentile. This means you will not be compared to the national average (percentile) as was done in the past. The rest of the components of the grade will stay the same (clinical and OSCE requirements for honors, pass or fail).





This email is to notify you that you will be graded under the new grading guidelines for the blocks in the AY 17 – 18. We will make sure that your MSPE is clear to explain how you were graded and how you compare to your peers (required
 for the MSPE). 




We will be replacing the wording in the Common Clerkship Policies prior to May 15 so you can review the grading guidelines and let me know if you have questions.





 




Here is the table that will be included in the grading policies:




 




Table 1: Clerkship Designated Scores for Pass and Honors







				
Clerkship





				
PLFSOM Equated Percent Correct Score required for PASS




(>designated score)





				
PLFSOM Equated Percent Correct Score required for HONORS (>designated score)











				
Family Medicine





				
61





				
78











				
Surgery





				
60





				
79











				
Psychiatry





				
65





				
83











				
Internal Medicine 





				
59





				
79











				
Pediatrics





				
62





				
82











				
OB/GYN





				
64





				
82
















 




 




Kathryn V. Horn, M.D.




Assistant Vice President | Office of Student Services

Associate Dean | Office of Student Affairs for Paul L. Foster SOM




Associate Professor of Family and Community Medicine




5001 El Paso Dr. | El Paso, Texas 79905

O: 915.215.4786 |
F: 915.783.5137

elpaso.ttuhsc.edu
|
www.give2tech.com
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Privacy/Confidentiality Notice: This message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may
 contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized review, use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.




 




















[bookmark: _GoBack]With the introduction of AY2017-2018 grading policies, the off-cycle students of the graduating class of 2018 have been caught in a transition and many of us have lost eligibility for honors, as compared to the standards of AY2016-2017. While we were given notice, it occurred during our shelf exams two weeks prior to the starting the block. Ideally, all students in the same academic year should be graded to the same standards. However, the committee should consider the following effects of applying AY2017-2018 to us:





1) Graduating students in the Class of 2018 applying to the same match year are not held to the same grading standards. In addition to being graded to the same curve as our peers with 2+ clerkships of knowledge for the first two blocks, we were subject to a higher standard for honoring our third block. For example, an on-cycle student with a 77 raw score on the Surgery shelf, would be eligible for honors across all three blocks (61-75 percentile). An off-cycle student with a 77 raw score on the same exam during this last block would not be eligible for honors according to the Clerkship Designated Scores (requires 79).





2) Off cycle students are subject to inconsistent grading standards across 3rd year and 4th year. For our first two blocks in AY 2016-2017 we were graded to the 6th/60th percentiles. We are being graded to the “Clerkship Designated Scores” for our third block. According to the AY 2017-2018, we are being graded to the 6th/60th percentile for our fourth-year clerkships.





3) The new grading system introduces an explanation of "how we were graded and compared to our peers, as required by the MSPE." This reports to residencies that we are off-cycle, as grading policies do not change mid-year. Off-cycle students of this graduating class had an agreement with the Dean of Student Affairs that "going off-cycle would not be noted on [our] transcript or MSPE"





Clerkship grades are one of the most important factors that competitive residencies consider in selecting candidates. This block represents 2 clerkships, totaling 33% of our grades and has a significant effect on our competitiveness for residency programs. We ask the you grandfather in the off-cycle students of this graduating class to the grading standards of AY2016-2017 so that we better represent TTUHSC-EP during this match. This will not affect any other students in the class of 2018 or 2019. We ask that we are held to the same grading standards as our graduating class, as with off-cycle students of past years. We hope that the school warns students who are considering going off-cycle of the potential consequence of a changing grading so they are not in the same situation.


















<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->The policy is having its intended effects
<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->The student concern is based on a retrospective


 complaint by a student who is dissatisfied with his grade – if he was concerned on principle
 about the fairness of this policy change, this student – via the SCEC – should have noted
 their concern as the time the change was announced…not in the middle of the academic
 cycle


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->The issue primarily relates to off-cycle students, but this
 was addressed in the original decision, again, based on the principle that all students taking
 a course at the same time should be assessed according to the same standard (an issue of
 fairness, and an issue of administrative clarity).


<!--[if !supportLists]-->·         <!--[endif]-->That off-cycle students must accept adjustments in
 course grading standards by academic cycle is unfortunate -- but not unfair. It is one of the
 ‘costs’ of going off-cycle.


I believe it would be very unwise for the CEPC to engage in the ad hoc, short-notice reconsideration
 of this reasonable and functional policy. When a policy change is applied and functioning as
 intended, we should not engaging in second-guessing based on a few highly motivated students
 being dissatisfied with their grades.
My perspective: rolling-back this policy (which was designed to benefit the program by raising
 standards for honors eligibility, and thus enhance the value of honors for our high-performing
 students in the residency match) would be a big mistake. Frankly, I don’t know how we will ever be
 able to appropriately adjust our academic standards unless we have the willingness to stick to them.
I would greatly appreciate your awareness and support as we work through this issue at tonight’s
 meeting.
Thanks,
--Rick
 
Richard D. Brower, MD
Associate Dean for Medical Education, Office of Medical Education
Associate Professor, Department of Medical Education
Clinical Associate Professor, Department of Neurology
Paul L. Foster School of Medicine; Texas Tech University Health Sciences Center El Paso
 





Double click here to open the attachment


CEPC Subcommittee

Ellen Dudrey

Mark Francis

Curt Pfarr









Or

We are sorry for what we did to get this task











1/30/17 (special meeting):

Knowledge for practice (2.1-2.6) Presenters: Blunk/Perry/Piskurich*/Dudrey* & 

Personal and professional development (8.1-8.5) -- Presenters: Pfarr/Janssen*/Padilla/T. Salazar*

2/13/17 (regular meeting):

Patient care (1.1-1.9) Presenters: Cashin/Gest/Uga/R. Salazar* &

Interprofessional collaboration (7.1-7.4) – Presenters: Francis/Cervantes/Kassar/Hernan*

3/6/17 (regular meeting shifted):

Practice-based learning and improvement (3.1-3.5) Presenters: Blunk/Perry/Piskurich*/Dudrey*  &

Professionalism (5.1-5.7) – Presenters: Pfarr/Janssen*/Padilla/T. Salazar*

3/20/17 (special meeting):

Systems-based practice (6.1-6.4) Presenters: Francis/Cervantes/Kassar/Hernan* &

Interpersonal and communication skills (4.1-4.4) – Presenters: Cashin/Gest/Uga/R. Salazar*

*Means not a member of the CEPC – yellow highlighting denotes Evaluation Committee members

REVIEW TEAMS

NOTE: ORIGINAL SCHEDULE SHOWN – ACTUALLY PROCESS EXTENDED INTO APRIL





AY2016-17 CEPC Review of the Curriculum as a Whole

Based on a ‘top-down’ evaluation of educational program goals and objectives

January – April 2017



Process:

Evaluations to be based on:

The Annual Program Evaluation Report

Course/clerkship reviews

Attached report of objective and assessment linkages collated by Dr. Lacy’s office

Other data as available and identified by the team or the OME

Review teams to perform a structured analysis based on the following questions (each member to perform an independent review, followed by team discussion and generation of a consensus report):

Does the educational program have adequate learning objective linkages for each goal and its objectives? If so, by what criteria? If not, are there other curriculum or program features that promote and/or ensure fulfillment of the program objective?

Does the educational program adequately assess each goal and its objectives?

Would it be possible for a student to graduate from PLFSOM with deficiencies in any of the goal/competency domains?

Would the school know if a student were deficient in any of the goal/competency domains and, if so, how?

For each program goal and/or objective, how, and up to what point, is a student able to demonstrate remediation for deficiencies?

As a team, identify and prioritize programmatic weaknesses for each assigned objective, and for each assigned overarching goal.

Provide recommendations for improvement and tracking of identified weaknesses (think CQI…plan-do-study-act cycles)





AY2016-17 CEPC Review of the Curriculum as a Whole

Based on a ‘top-down’ evaluation of educational program goals and objectives

January – April 2017



Does the educational program have adequate learning objective linkages for each goal and its objectives? If so, by what criteria? If not, are there other curriculum or program features that promote and/or ensure fulfillment of the program objective?

Does the educational program adequately assess each goal and its objectives?

Would it be possible for a student to graduate from PLFSOM with deficiencies in any of the goal/competency domains?

Would the school know if a student were deficient in any of the goal/competency domains and, if so, how?

For each program goal and/or objective, how, and up to what point, is a student able to demonstrate remediation for deficiencies?





Roles of a curriculum-as-a-whole review follow-through subcommittee

Review and prioritize issues across PG reports

When possible, push clarified issues to relevant curriculum committees and/or officers for action (monitoring outcomes)

Push issues that require further clarification and/or programmatic action back to the full CEPC (with preliminary recommendations)

Draft preliminary proposals for PG/PO rewrites (maintaining the 8 competency framework)

Provide updates to the CEPC at September and December meetings





Roles of a curriculum-as-a-whole review follow-through subcommittee

Review and prioritize issues across PG reports

When possible, push clarified issues to relevant curriculum committees and/or officers for action (monitoring outcomes)

Push issues that require further clarification and/or programmatic action back to the full CEPC (with preliminary recommendations)

Draft preliminary proposals for PG/PO rewrites (maintaining the 8 competency framework)

Provide updates to the CEPC at September and December meetings





What we have been asked to do

Review and prioritize issues across reports

Push issues back to committees or officers for clarification and action

Proposals for PGO rewrites















Let the Pushing Begin . . . 





















Areas We Address



Mapping

Course Goals

Professionalism

Remediation

Assessment

Rewriting PGOs











MAPPING

Concerns about mapping and linking in essentially all PGOs

Approximately one third of PGOs cited specifically



So where is the problem?



We asked you









The Questions

				 		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		1		I had a problem understanding what I was supposed to accomplish in the review of the PGOs.								

		2		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and session level objectives.		 						

		3		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and our assessment of whether a student adequately learned the PGOs.		 		 				

		4		I had a problem understanding the mapping that I found.		 						

		5		I could not assess the quality of the linkages, to what extent (for instance) the sessions and/or the session level objectives were relevant to the PGOs.		 		 				













						Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		6		I saw linkages reported that do not appear to be appropriate.		 						

		7		I could not find linkages reported that would have been appropriate to link.		 						

		8		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are providing quality education in the PGOs I reviewed.		 						

		9		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are adequately assessing whether students develop competency relative to their level of training for the PGOs I reviewed.		 						













100% Response Rate 
(Some Questions Unanswered)

				 		Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		1		I had a problem understanding what I was supposed to accomplish in the review of the PGOs.				2		9		5

		2		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and session level objectives.		 		4		8		4

		3		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and our assessment of whether a student adequately learned the PGOs.		 		 2		7		6

		4		I had a problem understanding the mapping that I found.		 		3 		9		3

		5		I could not assess the quality of the linkages, to what extent (for instance) the sessions and/or the session level objectives were relevant to the PGOs.		 		 3		7		6













						Strongly Disagree		Disagree		Agree		Strongly Agree

		6		I saw linkages reported that do not appear to be appropriate.		 		4 		7		4

		7		I could not find linkages reported that would have been appropriate to link.		1 		5		7		2

		8		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are providing quality education in the PGOs I reviewed.		 		1 		6		8

		9		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are adequately assessing whether students develop competency relative to their level of training for the PGOs I reviewed.		 2		3		7		3













Rearranging the Data



Percent Agree



Continuous Scale















Rearranging Data

				 		Percent Agree		Score on -2 to +2 scale

		1		I had a problem understanding what I was supposed to accomplish in the review of the PGOs.		 88		+1.1 

		2		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and session level objectives.		 75		 +0.8

		3		I had a problem finding the mapping information between the PGOs and our assessment of whether a student adequately learned the PGOs.		 87		 +1.1

		4		I had a problem understanding the mapping that I found.		 80		 +0.8

		5		I could not assess the quality of the linkages, to what extent (for instance) the sessions and/or the session level objectives were relevant to the PGOs.		 81		+1.0 













						Percent Agree		Score on -2 to +2 Scale

		6		I saw linkages reported that do not appear to be appropriate.		 73		+0.7 

		7		I could not find linkages reported that would have been appropriate to link.		 60		+0.3 

		8		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are providing quality education in the PGOs I reviewed.		 93		+1.4 

		9		Putting the issue of linkages aside, in my opinion we are adequately assessing whether students develop competency relative to their level of training for the PGOs I reviewed.		 67		+0.4 













I did not ask an open ended question but got some open ended responses

Here are my thoughts on the PGO review.  I was completely lost and unsure of what I was doing the whole entire time and didn’t feel like I got a consistent answer from anyone on what to do or where to find info (or if the information was correct).  Putting that aside, I don’t mean to sound so negative about our education because overall I think it is very good but the areas I looked at confirmed to me that we are not assessing the students competency levels and that students can graduate with deficiencies in the areas I reviewed.  So maybe we are assessing them properly but are we doing anything about those that are deficient?? 









And



This exercise was a complete waste of time. There is no way to tell the quality of education from this meaningless exercise.









What we’ve got here is failure to communicate

Cool Hand Luke











Some Takeaways



Problems understanding purpose

Problems finding and, when found, understanding data at all levels

Inability to assess the quality of the data

Skepticism about the data



Despite mapping issues, we are doing well teaching the PGOs. While overall positive, there is much less confidence that we are adequately assessing them.









Recommendations: Dual Effort

Office of Assessment and Evaluation

Review PGO mapping: Problems and recommendations

Assure that the software is performing and is being used properly

Develop a means of reporting mapping in a clear, simple manner

Lead faculty development training on how to create proper linkages



Office of Medical Education

Propose criteria

Sample some cited PGOs for mapping but especially content

Assess appropriateness of the linkages

Assess whether there is a problem in the actual quality of education and assessment associated with those PGOs

Determine how much effort should be spent on mapping



Report back to the CEPC









AY2016-17 CEPC Review of the Curriculum as a Whole

Based on a ‘top-down’ evaluation of educational program goals and objectives

January – April 2017



Does the educational program have adequate learning objective linkages for each goal and its objectives? If so, by what criteria? If not, are there other curriculum or program features that promote and/or ensure fulfillment of the program objective?

Does the educational program adequately assess each goal and its objectives?

Would it be possible for a student to graduate from PLFSOM with deficiencies in any of the goal/competency domains?

Would the school know if a student were deficient in any of the goal/competency domains and, if so, how?

For each program goal and/or objective, how, and up to what point, is a student able to demonstrate remediation for deficiencies?









Recommendations: Dual Effort

Office of Assessment and Evaluation

Review PGO mapping: Problems and recommendations

Assure that the software is performing and is being used properly

Develop a means of reporting mapping in a clear, simple manner

Lead faculty development training on how to create proper linkages



Office of Medical Education

Propose criteria

Sample some cited PGOs for mapping but especially content

Assess appropriateness of the linkages

Assess whether there is a problem in the actual quality of education and assessment associated with those PGOs

Determine how much effort should be spent on mapping



Report back to the CEPC









GOAL 3 [Practice-Based Learning] Demonstrate the ability to investigate and evaluate the care of patients, to appraise and assimilate scientific evidence, and to continuously improve patient care based on constant self-evaluation and life-long learning.
3.1 Identify and perform learning activities to address gaps in one’s knowledge, skills and/or attitudes. 	
3.2 Demonstrate a basic understanding of quality improvement principles and their application to analyzing and solving problems in patient and/or population-based care. 	
3.3 Accept and incorporate feedback into practice. 	
3.4 Locate, appraise and assimilate evidence from scientific studies related to patients’ health problems.
3.5 Obtain and utilize information about individual patients, populations or communities to improve care.


	


		Does the educational program have adequate learning objective linkages for each goal and its objectives?		NO – NOTES: FEW FORMAL COURSE/CLERKSHIP SESSION-LEVEL OBJECTIVE AND ASSESSMENT LINKAGES TO GOAL 3 PROG. OBJECTIVES. HOWEVER, ALL CLERKSHIPS (+SARP) APPEAR TO COVER THE GOAL 3 PROG. OBJ.S. LINKAGES NEED IMPROVEMENT.

		Does the educational program adequately assess each goal and its objectives?		TEPID YES – NOTES: ASSESSMENTS APPEAR TO BE IN PLACE BUT NOT WELL-ALIGNED WITH SESSION OBJECTIVES (CONSIDERATION OF CREATING COURSE OBJECTIVE LINKS SUGGESTED).

		Would it be possible for a student to graduate from PLFSOM with deficiencies in any of the goal/competency domains?
Note: Consider incorporation of more QI training/activities (and/or the IHI modules) to address 3.2.		NO – NOTES: DESPITE CONCERNS OUTLINED ABOVE, THE TEAM EVALUATED THE OVERALL ASSESSMENT PLAN RELATED TO GOAL 3 OBJECTIVES AS ADEQUATE – WITH THE EXCEPTION OF 3.2 (REL. WEAKLY ASSESSED – POSSIBLY A LINKAGE/MAPPING PROBLEM).

		Would the school know if a student were deficient in any of the goal/competency domains and, if so, how?
Note: team suggested we need better ways to track and monitor the coverage and assessment of the Goal 3 program objectives.		“PROBABLY” (YES BASED ON DISCUSSION) – NOTES: THE SESSION-LEVEL OBJECTIVE MAPPING WAS INADEQUATE TO MAKE THIS DETERMINATION, BUT COURSE-LEVEL EXPECTATIONS AND ASSESSMENT PLANS PER THE CLERKSHIP SYLLABI ADDRESS THIS.

		For each program goal and/or objective, how, and up to what point, is a student able to demonstrate remediation for deficiencies?		YES – NOTES: RELATES TO RESPONSE ABOVE – THERE ARE ADEQUATE SAFEGUARDS IN CLERKSHIP SYLLABI TO PROVIDE FOR IDENTIFICATION OF STUDENTS FOR INTERVENTION/REMEDIATION.



Clerkship and SARP mapping to PG3 objectives needs improvement

Explore role of course objectives (DANGER ZONE!)

PO 3.2 weakly assessed (possibly an artifact of inadequate links/mapping)

Better mapping of PG3 objectives (as means to monitor coverage and assessment)  











We should indeed have Course Goals

Especially from a student perspective











Professionalism



A lot of concerns from both students and faculty



What is it?

How do we teach it?

How do we model it?

How do we assess it?

What are the proper courses of action when it lapses?

Is remediation possible and, if so, how?











Professionalism













In this competency, we are the gatekeepers to the community

Problems with this competency can affect future students who apply to the same residency program



















Professionalism Ad Hoc Committee



Associate Dean of Student Affairs

Assistant and/or Associate Deans of Medical Education

Selected Pre-Clerkship Course Directors

Selected Clerkship Directors

GPC Chair or representative

IT Representative

Student(s) 









Remediation Ad Hoc Committee



Assistant and/or Associate Deans of Medical Education

Associate Dean of Student Affairs

Director of Academic and Disability Support

Associate Dean of Admissions

Selected Pre-clerkship Course Directors

Selected Clerkship Directors

GPC Chair or representative

Student(s) 



Working with the Year 1-2  and Year 3-4 Committees









When Remediation Fails



A detailed analysis of each student who fails a year or who withdraws to determine the cause(s) with a primary goal to look for systems problems and solutions.



Perspectives to Consider

Morbidity-Mortality Equivalent

Systems-Based Practice

Continuous Quality Improvement









Assessment



NBME Questions to replace current unit exams in SPM



Faculty development for assessing

Systems-based practice

Inter-professional collaboration









More on Using USMLE Questions



Increasing use by other medical schools

Problems with depth of question pool

Problems with quality of questions

Use of national rather than local standards

Prior student CEPC representatives have told us our pre-clinical exams are relatively easy  compared to subsequent exams and do not prepare them well for them

Possible change in student-professor dynamics

Not an either-or issue









Rewriting PGOs: To the CEPC for Options



Let It Be



Edit but keep mapping



Adopt AAMC PGOs



Make broader changes that could change mapping

















Push

Pushback?
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Parked Items 

5. ICE Case presentation grading to CEPC
6. Pre-Clerkship Phase Review

Lead faculty development training on how to create proper linkages

Office of Medical Education

Propose criteria
Sample some cited PGOs for mapping but especially content
Assess appropriateness of the linkages
Assess whether there is a problem in the actual quality of education and assessment associated with those
PGOs
Determine how much effort should be spent on mapping

and report back to the CEPC

Brower, Richard Much of the subcommittee's report focused on confirming high levels of participant frustration with the curriculum-as-a-
whole review process. Dr. Brower had expected recommendations focused on the specific findings of the Program
Objective report summaries.

Due to time, further discussion by the committee and development of action plan were deferred.
Based on the broad scope of the subcommittee's recommendations, Dr. Brower will follow-up with
administrative perspective, and pragmatic suggestions for addressing the subcommittee's recommendations
in the context of the CEPC's anticipated workflow/agenda imperatives.    

Presenter(s): Brower, Richard

7. Rountable

General Note Dr. Lacy recommended that committee reads the handout "Preclerkship Phase/ Course Review"

Presenter(s): Brower, Richard

8. Adjourn

General Note Meeting adjourned at 6:40pm.
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