SOM 11: Minutes from Assessment Subcommittee meeting where course and clerkship evaluations were reviewed

ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE

November 14, 2000
PRESENT: Dr. Mike Casey, Dr. Jeffrey Crain, Dr. Julie Harper, Dr. Doug Heimburger, Dr. Tom Huddle, Ms. Theresa Logan, Dr. Chris Lorish, Mr. Jim McAnally, Ms. Robin Meezan, Dr. Tony Nicholas, Dr. Greg Pence, Dr. Dennis Pillion, Dr. Mike Quick, Mr. John Shaia, Dr. Jim Sheetz, Dr. Peter Smith, Mr. Richard Vest, Dr. Bill Weaver, and Dr. Mike Wyss

At the request of the Chair, Dr. Lisa Guay-Woodford, who was called away because of an emergency, Dr. Lorish called the meeting to order. Since Dr. Guay-Woodford could not attend, she had asked that this meeting be devoted to the course evaluation reports by the students and that an extra meeting later in November be scheduled to discuss the IPS student assessment issues.

The course review summaries were presented by the following Sophomores: Ms. Meezan, Mr. Shaia, and Mr. Vest. The report on each course was presented in two parts: current year comments and common themes (positive and negative) over the last three years.

GROSS ANATOMY

Strengths: case-based teaching; lab; faculty; organization of the class; cross-sectional anatomy tutor; Weaknesses: embryology; too few lectures; logistical problems in lab; anatomy block too short; Common themes (positive): cross-sectional anatomy tutor; case studies; laboratory; Common themes (negative): embryology; logistics in lab

MEDICAL ETHICS

Strengths: wide range of topics; Stephanie Call, MD and clinical correlations; clinically relevant; Weaknesses: lack of clarity about course grading; test question clarity; lectures did not emphasize learning objectives; "biased" presentation of material; Common themes (positive): clinically relevant; Common themes (negative): request to make the class pass/fail

MEDICAL HISTORY

Strengths: faculty knowledge; on-line testing; interview assignment; Weaknesses: lack of clarity about course grading; excessive focus on detail; uninteresting lectures; narrow cultural focus; Common themes (positive): importance to a well-rounded physician; Common themes (negative): excessive focus on details; request to make class pass/fail

MEDICAL BIOCHEMISTRY

Strengths: small-group discussion; computer tutorials/testing; Dr. Taylor as course director; Weaknesses: lack of relevance to clinical medicine; lecturers "talking over our head," Genetics; Common themes (positive): extensive knowledge of lecturers; Common themes (negative): lack of relevance to clinical medicine

BEHAVIORAL SCIENCE/HUMAN SEXUALITY
Strengths: interesting lectures; clinical correlations; patient interviews; clinical relevance; well organized; Weaknesses: poor wording and ambiguity of exams; repeated lecture content; lack of course objectives; number of exams; Common themes (positive): interesting lectures; clinical relevance; Common themes (negative): poor wording and ambiguity of exams; number of exams

MEDICAL CELL AND TISSUE BIOLOGY

Strengths: Dr. Sheetz; good correlation between Cell and Physiology; lab instructors; small-group presentation; Weaknesses: perception of course director; too many lectures; clarity of exam questions; need of additional lab assistance; Common themes (positive): Dr. Sheetz; good correlation between Cell and Physiology; Common themes (negative): clarity of exam questions; need of additional lab assistance

PHYSIOLOGY

Strengths: knowledgeable and enthusiastic lecturers; organization; relevant topics; course master approachability; small groups; Dr. Pam Lucchesi; Weaknesses: text

PHARMACOLOGY I

Strengths: case studies; drug list; number of quizzes; relevance of material; Weaknesses: case study facilitators; quiz timing; course organization (lack of correlation between lectures, text, and learning objectives and the exams); text; Common themes (positive): perceptiveness of course master responsiveness; Common themes (negative): course master responsiveness has declined; lack of correlation between lectures, text, and learning objectives and the exams

NUTRITION

Strengths: interesting material; open-book/non-comprehensive final; selective; text; course master; Weaknesses: too many clinical correlations; ambiguous text questions; lack of opportunity to improve grade; CD ROM; Common themes (positive): clinical applicability of course; positive experience with open book exams; responsive course master; Common themes (negative): ambiguous text questions

NEUROSCIENCES

Strengths: course master; faculty-led discussion groups; text; fun/interesting course; quality of lectures; Weaknesses: exams too difficult; neurosim program; overwhelming amount of material; Common themes (positive): fun/interesting course; discussion groups; course master; 

ICM 

Strengths: development of communication skills; topics at small-group meetings; Weaknesses: course director accessibility and responsiveness

In the discussion that followed, the following were pointed out: (1) As to the oppressiveness of the amount of work in Gross Anatomy, it seemed greater to the students in comparison to their college work load than to their other medical school classes. (2) The rating of a course director is closely related to students’ perception of him/her as responsive and sensitive to student needs; students who don’t attend class activities have little opportunity to get to know the course director; and it should not be taken negatively by students when course directors express dissatisfaction with low attendance in lectures and labs. (3) Course directors should review questions posted on the course’s web page, even if the question is not forwarded directly to them. However, course directors do not have access to the students’ "e-wall" and thus cannot respond to any course issues that may have been posted there.

There being no further business, the students were thanked for their presentation, and the meeting was adjourned.

Summary prepared by Bill Weaver

Minutes

ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE

October 14, 1999

The meeting was called to order by the Chair, Dr. Mapstone.

Review of 1998-99 Sophomore Courses.  Third-year students, Marjorie Lee White and Alan Long, presented the evaluation results of the courses.  A handout of the MS2 Course Evaluation Mean Table was distributed.  Special notation was made of the highest and lowest rankings for the overall quality of course (question #33).  Pharmacology II and three of the Correlative Pathology sections (Neuroscience, Musculoskeletal and Skin, and Reproductive) were among the highest.  Mr. Long commented that these numbers directly correlate with the responsiveness of the course section director (question #9).  The students praised the evaluation process and expressed that changes have been noticed in some courses where problems had been indicated by the student evaluations.

Course Evaluation Response Rates.  Courses not giving bonus points for completion of the evaluation received the lowest response rates, with some Correlative Pathology sections obtaining as low as 8.5%.  Ms. White commented that the Correlative Pathology sections are short, requiring students to fill our evaluations frequently, especially as most of the time two Correlative Pathology sections are running concurrently.  By the end of the course, the students are burned out on completing evaluations.  Much discussion was generated, and several suggestions were made concerning peer faculty evaluation of courses, length of the form, using a focus group methodology, using a sample of students to evaluate each course/course component, and, regarding Correlative Pathology, whether every section should be evaluated each year and/or whether two concurrent sections can be evaluated on the same form.  Dr. Guay-Woodford expressed the hope that the Subcommittee would be able to find a way to make course evaluations “useful,” i.e., provide credible data about important issues.  Currently, course evaluation data are used by different people (department chairs, MEC committees, etc.) and for different purposes.  The data are of uneven credibility in large part because of varying response rates and inappropriate responses (for example, lecture evaluations by students who did not attend the lectures).  A key goal of this Subcommittee is to create an evaluation process that collects credible data so that better decisions can be made with those data.  Dr. Guay-Woodford requested that the Subcommittee think of possible solutions for discussion at the next meeting.

The meeting adjourned.  Prepared by Theresa Logan and Chris Lorish

Minutes

ASSESSMENT SUBCOMMITTEE

September 14, 1999

Present:  Dr. Mike Casey, Dr. Hughes Evans, Ms. Leslie Gewin, Ms. Terri Gottstine, Dr. Lisa Guay-Woodford, Dr. Thomas Huddle, Ms. Theresa Logan, Dr. Chris Lorish, Dr. Pam Lucchesi, Dr. Tim Mapstone, Dr. Tom Moore, Dr. Michelle Nichol, Dr. Tony Nicholas, Ms. Alyce Oliver, Dr. Dennis Pillion, Dr. Jim Sheetz, Dr. Hal Thurstin, and Dr. Bill Weaver

The meeting was called to order by the Chairman, Dr. Mapstone, who announced that as he would be leaving the University at the end of October, a new Chair (Lisa Guay-Woodford, MD) has been appointed.  Drs. Mapstone and Guay-Woodford agreed to jointly chair the October meeting.

Review of 1998-99 Freshman Courses.  Ms. Gewin and Ms. Oliver distributed a document containing students’ assessments of the various courses.  They began by reviewing the standard items that are on the questionnaire concerning each course.  The report is as follows:

[The information handed out by the students will be entered here.]

Discussion:  Students’ rating of courses tend to reflect rather strongly the grades given in the courses.  Since different testing methodologies call for different learning methodologies, changing student testing will change the way students learn.  Essay and short answer tests that test recall rather than mere recognition often can be effective in showing more about student knowledge than does the multiple-choice test.  A problem with essay testing is the difficulty of its subjectivity, though there are methods by which some standardization of expectations in student answers can be incorporated.  The length of time required to grade a set of essay exams can be a difficulty, though students are fine with this length of time if told in advance to expect it.  Students very much liked computerized testing in the Cell and Tissue Biology course.  The students believe this method of testing should be included in other courses.  A major limitation is the problem of not being able to test all of class at one time.  If the same test items are used on all sittings of the test, the issue of confidentiality is a problem.  Although the honor code would indicate that this should not be a problem, Drs. Mapstone and Nicholas felt that the honor code does not provide adequate safeguards.  In regard to some course directors’ decision to offer un-proctored exams, Drs. Mapstone and Nicholas indicate that this is a level of trust that is excessive and that no board exam is ever administered without being carefully proctored.  Furthermore, Dr. Mapstone expressed the opinion that the students should re-assess the honor code, especially in the area that penalizes the student for not reporting an observed infraction as much as the student who commits the infraction.

There being no further business, the meeting was adjourned.  

Prepared by Bill Weaver, PhD
