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A PILOT STUDY TO EVALUATE FEASIBILITY OF A CURRICULUM REVIEW PROCESS

INTRODUCTION

The Assessment & Curriculum Committees created 
a holistic curricular review process to evaluate the 
curriculum and identify curricular needs.

The committees designed the process to:
• Consider individual courses within the 

curriculum and course specific outcomes;
• Involve course faculty for a richer 

interpretation of course data and provide 
actionable recommendations;

• Provide on-going, cyclical review of the 
curriculum

The objective of this pilot was to evaluate the 
feasibility of a PharmD curriculum review process.

METHODS

CONCLUSIONS

FINDINGS

Caitlin Cameron, PharmD; Janet Cooley, PharmD, BCACP; Maryam Fazel, PharmD, BCPS, BCACP, CDCES
R. Ken Coit College of Pharmacy, The University of Arizona

• Two first year courses were identified for the 
pilot program.

• Faculty from both committees and students 
performed the pilot.

• Course syllabi were collected for the 
corresponding semesters.

• Course objectives and outcomes were 
evaluated against the curriculum map to 
identify discrepancies.

• De-identified grades were exported from the 
learning management system for three 
cohorts.

• NAPLEX and PCOA results were collected.
• Notes were taken on areas of improvement.

Figure 1. Curriculum Review Process

• An innovative Curriculum Review Process was created and approved 
by the faculty.

• P4s effectively collected necessary data.
• Process was shown to be feasible with an extended timeline.
• Faculty and student reviewers identified ways to enhance the 

process.
• Future studies are needed to assess the effectiveness.
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• Differences were noted when comparing course 
objectives & outcomes in college curricular map 
ACPE standards and objectives noted in course 
syllabi (~30% discrepancy )

• Variability in how course outcomes and objectives 
are documented in syllabi

• Need for improvement of reviewer and faculty 
understanding of curricular map scoring system

Faculty Arm • Course coordinators’ involvement can enhance data 
reliability and its use for continuous quality 
improvement

• Information overload without clear direction on 
interpretation and next steps

• Lack of actionable findings in some cases
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• Time delay between early courses (e.g.,P1) and 
results on national assessments can limit 
interpretation of results

• Difficult to interpret relevance of NAPLEX to course 
effectiveness (soft skills, P1 year)

• Updates in course assessments or differences in 
applied curves from one year to the next
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