
 
Program Evaluation Subcommittee (PESC) 

Minutes 
Chair: Dr. Alan Goodridge 

Tuesday, April 16th, 2024   
12:30 – 2 pm WebEx Virtual Meeting  

 
Attendees:  Alan Goodridge (Chair), Debra Bergstrom, Heidi Coombs, Sandra Cooke-Hubley, Amber Critch, 

Mike Gilbert, Katrin Zipperlen, Bruce Sussex  

Regrets:  Norah Duggan, Amanda Fowler, Zhiwei Gao, Alison Haynes, Taryn Hearn, Andrea McGrath-
Janes, Brian Kerr, David Stokes 

 

TOPIC DETAILS ACTION ITEMS 

Agenda 

A. Goodridge welcomed everyone to the meeting.  

Review and approval of the minutes: 

March 19th, 2023 Moved: A. Goodridge 
Seconded: M. Gilbert 
All in Favour 

 

 

Response 
Rates Project 

Response Rates Project, 2019 

H. Coombs presented the results of a Response Rates project from 
2019, led by Dr. Olga Heath and Gerona McGrath. The project involved a 
survey to Phases 2 and 3 asking for feedback on why they do, or do not, 
complete evaluations. 

 

PESC 
Initiatives to 
Increase 
Response 
Rates 

Review of PESC Initiatives to Increase Response Rates 

H. Coombs presented a review of the ways in which PESC has attempted 
to improve response rates over the past number of years, including: 
orientation sessions that provide information about evaluation and 
examples of changes that have been made based on student feedback; 
financial incentives; changing the timing of sending out the forms; 
adding protected time in the schedules; increasing the frequency of 
faculty evaluations; looked into adding photos of instructors to the 
forms.  

Other methods considered include: sending the forms after each 
lecture; sending short, Likert-scale only evaluations after each lecture; 
dividing the class into quarters so they are only requested to complete 
faculty evaluations once per semester; only evaluating specific faculty 

 



members; making the course evaluations mandatory; implementing a 
process of summarizing changes made to be disseminated. 

 

Suggestions raised during the discussion include: 

• provide students with information about changes that are made 
based on their feedback.  

• bring back the evaluation information session previously offered 
in Phase 3.  

• circulate a document like the University of Toronto’s “You Said, 
We Did” that highlights how changes have been made based on 
student feedback, which can also help students understand how 
they are part of the process. 

• reduce the number of faculty teaching in Phases 1-3, which 
could make the courses more integrated and evaluation less 
onerous. 

• utilize D2L, since students spend so much time there anyway. 

• require students to complete a certain percentage of 
evaluations, otherwise they get a professionalism flag.  

• make evaluations mandatory, with marks towards 
professionalism. 

• link evaluations to assessment results such that students would 
not receive their grades until they complete a certain number of 
evaluations – this approach is working at both the clerkship and 
residency levels. 

• hold focus groups with students to get feedback. 

• explore the possibility of having a Yes/No survey at the end of 
each session asking if they were satisfied with the learning 
experience or not, and if they chose “No” they will be prompted 
to provide feedback as to why. 

ACTION: H. 
Coombs to request 
time in the Phase 3 
schedule for an 
evaluation session 
going forward. 

 

ACTION: A. 
Goodridge & H. 
Coombs to review 
the list of 
suggestions for 
improving 
response rates and 
develop an action 
plan. 

 

M. Gilbert noted that the residency programs are facing similar issues in 
terms of the volume of evaluations that residents are asked to complete 
and low response rates.   

H. Coombs added that PESC runs the evaluations and oversees the 
evaluation processes but does not implement curriculum changes – that 
is the responsibility of the Phase Management Leads and COS. PESC will 
need regular reports of all curriculum changes made through those 
committees in order to put together a “You Said, We Did” document. 

A. Goodridge noted that, in the past, PESC has observed that the 
response rates are highest when there is dissatisfaction with the 
curriculum and that low response rates may reflect stability and overall 
satisfaction with the curriculum.  

D. Bergstrom added that it can be demoralizing for faculty to get only 
negative feedback and she highlighted the importance of students 

 



providing positive feedback as well. There have been faculty members 
who have been so cut down in their evaluations by a handful of 
students that they have given up teaching altogether. The students do 
not provide feedback to faculty in the same way that faculty provide 
feedback to them – respectfully and with constructive criticism 
“sandwiched” between positive and encouraging comments. 

New 
Business 

Evaluating ILMs  Tabled to next 
meeting.  

Accreditation Update 

H. Coombs reported that they are working on a response for the 
Accreditation report that is due this summer, which will be based on 
new wording in the DCI. 

 

Resident Teaching Evaluation Policy 

H. Coombs reported that the Resident Teaching Evaluation policy is 
currently being revised to include the same language as the Faculty 
Teaching Evaluation Policy. It will be a much more robust policy and 
process going forward. The only difference may be the clinical faculty 
evaluation Low Performance process – PGME will be deciding on 
whether or not that process should be implemented at the 
Postgraduate level.    

 

Adjourned 1:45 pm 

Next Meeting: May 21st, 2024 – WebEx 

 


