UNIVERSITY

Faculty of Medicine

Program Evaluation Subcommittee (PESC)

Minutes

Chair: Dr. Alan Goodridge
Tuesday, 20 January 2026, @ 12:30 — 2:00 PM
2M240 and WebEx

Attendees: Alan Goodridge (Chair), Mohammad Almutawa, Debra Bergstrom, Jessica Bishop, Heidi Coombs, Amanda
Fowler, Melanie Johnston, Brian Kerr, Jaxon Mayo, Naomi Milner, Liam Robbins, Meghan White, Katrin Zipperlen

Regrets: Hayley Dalton, Alison Haynes, Taryn Hearn, Charli Philpott, David Stokes, Bruce Sussex

Topic Details Action Items
1. Welcome & | A. Goodridge welcomed Dr. Jessica Bishop as the interim Phase 4 Lead. There
Agenda was no quorum at the beginning of the meeting.
A. Goodridge presented the agenda.
e No COl declared.
e Agenda reviewed and approved.
2. Minutes A. Goodridge moved approval of the minutes from December 16th, 2025;
seconded by D. Bergstrom. Minutes approved.
3. Review of e D. Bergstrom to speak at Phase 3 about
. No Updat TABLED
Action ltems instructional video for Clinical Skills. R
e D. Bergstrom to work with D. Stokes and Phase 4 No Update TABLED

Prep Lead about adding EPIC orientation to P4P.

e COS to meet with faculty about double lecture time
slots and to liaise with faculty about explaining
medical jargon.

B. Kerr reported that
COS will discuss these
points with the UCLs.

e H. Coombs to organize an IPE focus group.

Ongoing
e H. Coombs to follow up with A. Fowler about .
.. Ongoing
revising the MED6750 Response Report.
e H. Coombs to follow up with D. Bergstrom about .
Ongoing

revising the MED7710 Response Report.

ACTION: H. Coombs to
follow up with learners.

ACTION: A. Fowler to
update the Response
Reports and resubmit.

ACTION: D. Bergstrom
to revise the MED7710
Response Report and
resubmit.

4. Business
Arising

4.1 Comments related to ILMs in Phase 2 (Theme 1)

e The learners reported that they did not have enough background
knowledge in this Theme for the independent nature of the ILM and
suggested changing it to a tutorial. No action will be taken at this point
because there were only a couple of comments about this. It will be




monitored for the next iteration of the Theme and the Response Report
is being updated accordingly.

4.2 Issues around Attendance at Mandatory Sessions

In the Phase 3 course evaluations, some of the learners noted that the
lack of attendance by their peers at mandatory sessions is negatively
impacting the level of discussion at those sessions. In addition, it is
unfair to those who are diligent and attend the sessions when those
not attending are using the time to study for the exam. H. Coombs
reached out to D. Bergstrom who confirmed that the Phase Leads have
a process for handling lack of attendance at mandatory sessions, but
they need the instructors to take attendance and that does not seem to
be happening. ILS is the only part of the curriculum where attendance
is regularly taken.

B. Kerr added that this issue has been discussed at UGME.

M. White suggested email reminders for the classes about attending
mandatory sessions.

D. Bergstrom confirmed that this has been discussed at other meetings.
Part of the issue is that they do not know which instructors are taking
attendance and there are not enough people available to take
attendance at every session. They have circulated sign-in sheets at
times, but that is not an ideal approach. This is a program-wide issue
that goes beyond Phase 3 and requires a program-wide approach.
Learners receive a professionalism letter (after one warning) if they do
not attend mandatory sessions.

K. Zipperlen added that attendance for mandatory sessions is part of
the course success criteria — learners must attend to pass the course.

A. Goodridge will raise this issue at UGMS and ask for an action plan. If
sessions are mandatory, we need enforcement and standards that have
to be met. B. Kerr will bring it up at an upcoming Leadership meeting.

ACTION: A. Goodridge
to discuss mandatory
attendance at UGMS.

ACTION: B. Kerr to
discuss mandatory
attendance at an
upcoming Leadership
meeting.

4.3 Mandatory Process for Course Evaluations

H. Coombs presented a proposed mandatory process for course
evaluations in which the classes would be divided into subgroups, and
each subgroup would have an assigned evaluation to complete. This
would reduce the number of course evaluation surveys that we are
requiring learners to complete from 17 to 5 (for Phase 3, spanning the
entire year). It would not include faculty evaluation.

The committee discussed the proposal and made these suggestions:

o Add protected time in the schedule to complete the surveys.

o This approach would allow for more actionable information
and diversity of feedback, since all learners in the program
would be participating.

o Make sure people know that their completion of the surveys is
being monitored.

o Tie completion of the mandatory surveys to professionalism
rather than course completion; tying it to assessment/course
completion would be difficult.

o Restrict access to practice questions if survey is not completed.

A. Goodridge thanked the committee for their suggestions and will
present the proposed process at UGMS.

ACTION: A. Goodridge
to present proposed
mandatory course
evaluations at UGMS.
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4.4 New Clinical Faculty Evaluation Form (Emergency Medicine)

e H. Coombs presented the new Clinical Faculty Evaluation Form that is
being used by Emergency Medicine, which focuses directly on their
learning experience with clinical faculty rather than the broad
breakdown of CanMEDS competencies in the previous form. A. Haynes
provided feedback before Christmas and we revised accordingly. We
are considering it a pilot and are hoping to adopt it for use in the other
Disciplines for the 2026-2027 academic year.

e H. Coombs asked if this form is sufficient for gathering the feedback
that clinical faculty need to know about their teaching and if there is
anything else that we should add.

e M. Johnston asked about the process of administering the forms and
whether or not they go to everyone that the students rotate with.

e A. Goodridge suggested soliciting feedback from Emergency Medicine
about how the form has been received so far.

ACTION: H. Coombs to
solicit feedback from
Emergency Medicine
about new clinical
faculty evaluation form.

ACTION: H. Coombs to
contact APAs about
their process for
administering the
forms.

5. Learner
Representation

5.1 Preclerkship — J. Mayo & M. White
e Nothing to report.

5.2 Clerkship — H. Dalton
e Notin attendance.

5.3 PEl = N. Milner

e For breast exam Clinical Skills, the SP was not aware that they had no
prior knowledge about the topic. They had only received a checklist on
Brightspace about what to do and it would have been helpful to have
access to instructional videos beforehand. M. Johnston has discussed
this with Dr. Maria Goodridge who confirmed that it is the intention of
the session that the learners have no prior knowledge, but that PEI may
address this however they feel best. They have agreed to send an
instructional video beforehand to help learners prepare for the
sessions.

e For cardiology Clinical Skills, the SPs have all been male so far and the
learners are concerned that they are not having experiences with
female SP. M. Johnston will ask Clinical Skills to ensure that all PEI
students have learning experiences with female SPs. D. Bergstrom
agreed that it is important for learners to have experience with female
SPs for all Clinical Skills, especially cardiology.

ACTION: H. Coombs to
inform Dr. M.
Goodridge about the
discussion around
female SPs.

6. Updates

6.1 Phase Management Updates
e M. Almutawa had nothing to report.
e A. Fowler had to leave the meeting early.
e D. Bergstrom had nothing to add.
e J. Bishop had nothing to report.

6.2 PEI Campus Update
e M. Johnston had nothing to add.

6.3 UGMS Update
e T.Hearn was not in attendance.
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7. New
Business

7.1 PEI-Relevant Content in Sessions

H. Coombs reported that there have been instances in which some
sessions have not included PEl-relevant information, which was most
noticeable in some HELM sessions in discussions around consent and
confidentiality. This has come up in various faculty evaluations, that
faculty are not incorporating PEIl content when it comes to different
provincial legislation.

A. Goodridge called for advocacy around the incorporation of PEI
content to represent relevant provincial and geographical differences.

ACTION: A. Goodridge
to discuss PEl content at
UGMS.

ACTION: B. Kerr to
discuss PEl content with
the UCLs.

7.2 Timing of Teaching Prior to Exams

A. Goodridge reported an increase in feedback about the delivery of
new content prior to an exam and opened the floor for discussion. The
schedule is in line with university regulations which require 24 hours
between the delivery of new content and an exam. This does not seem
to be a major issue at the moment, and the schedule is already so tight
that it would be difficult to add more time between new content and
the exams. The committee decided that no action is required at this
time and agreed to monitor going forward.

Adjournment

Meeting adjourned at 1:55 pm.

Next Meeting

February 17th, 2026
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