Evaluation Committee Meeting Notes

March 26, 2009
In attendance:  Srinath Adusumalli, Diane Biskobing, Radha Chirumamilla, Robert Downs, Scott Harrison, Paula Horvatich, Kathleen Kreutzer, Paul Mazmanian, Co-Chairman, Roberta McKnight, Sherif Meguid, John Pierce, Azhar Rafiq, Co-Chairman, Kiila Tollerson, Sara Trigero, Guests: Alyssa Thurman, Isaac Wood
1. Notes were read to describe the Evaluation Committee meeting of February 26, 2009.  There were no suggested revisions.

2. The agenda was distributed for the Evaluation Committee meeting of March 26, 2009.  It included: 

a) Development of the Revised Jefferson Scale of Physician Lifelong Learning (JEFFSPLL-Medical Student Version): response rate, course of events...Dr. Azhar Rafiq 

b) Development of the VCU SOM fast track courses...Ms. Kathleen Kreutzer

c) Update of the curriculum under construction: How far have we come? What is left to do?...Dr. Isaac Wood 
3. Dr. Azhar Rafiq reported progress of the VCU School of Medicine, regarding development of the JEFFSPLL–Medical Student Version.  Sixty persons were sent the first pilot test of the VCU medical student version.  More than half the subjects responded.  Several Evaluation Committee members questioned the value of such exploratory work.  It was generally recognized that the process for determining reliability and validity of the revised JEFFSPLL—Medical Student Version was similar to that of the parent scale, the Jefferson Scale of Physician Lifelong Learning, and the protocol for development is widely accepted by psychometricians in educational and psychological research.  The second iteration of the JEFFSPLL–Medical Student Version is scheduled for distribution on April 3, 2009 to 60 students, 15 in each class.  Dr. Rafiq distributed a handout (attached) made up by Ms. Angela Wetzel, leader of the JEFFSPLL—Medical Student Version project.  It included deadlines, tasks, and the names of those responsible for development of the scale.  
4. Ms. Kathleen Kreutzer reviewed progress on planning the fast track courses.  She distributed an outline for the Evaluation Course Sub-committees. The outline included questions to guide the development of planned changes; for example, what does research tell us about using the teaching methods proposed?  What types of resources are needed to make these changes?  Are there adequate resources available here in the School of Medicine to support these changes?
Ms Kreutzer reviewed planned changes for the 2009/2010 M1 Immunology course, as planned with Dr. Deborah Lebman.  Changes include: 1) identify patients to represent key immunological conditions and arrange participation in class, and 2) have students read materials before class, coming in prepared to use the information during class to solve problems in clinical cases.  
Planned changes for the M2 Endocrinology course, led by Dr. Diane Biskobing, include inviting patients into class during the 2-hour presentation on diabetes to: a) report on the impact of the disease on their day-to-day life, including the condition itself, as well as challenges related to management, b) use of a 1-hour documentary about David Reimer, a boy who was raised as a girl, to illustrate the complexity of gender, and c) involving student volunteers to live as persons with diabetes for 3 days or so and report back to the class on their experiences..  
In general, the Evaluation Committee found all these suggestions to be encouraging and inquired about how to evaluate them.  A table called Advantages and Limitations by Category of Traditional Data Collection Methods (attached) was revisited.  There was a strong suggestion for student led focus groups; faculty-led groups can make students feel less able to comment freely 
It wasanticipated they could focus on the notion of better preparation for the exam, better learning, or better conditions for increased opportunities to interact.
5. Dr. Isaac Wood delivered minutes from the February 18, 2009, meeting of the Curriculum Planning Committee (attached).  He reviewed the structural changes for the medical school curriculum.  He reiterated that what came from the focus groups earlier in the Curriculum Renewal Process is what continues to drive and inform the design.  Structural changes were discussed, including students being longitudinally assigned to a battery of patients and returning to cases from the first integration phase.  The values of individualized, tailored, learning to prepare for internship is a central feature of the new curriculum.  
Paul Mazmanian thanked Dr. Wood for advising the Evaluation Committee and for the leading the Curriculum Renewal.

The group adjourned at 1:05 PM.
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