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Introduction

Pharmacy programs are tasked with developing "Practice
& Team-Ready" pharmacists with career success skills.
Exam reviews strengthen metacognition and foster lifelong
learning.

Reviewing missed questions helps identify mistakes,
improves exam-taking behaviors, and prevents future
errors.

Results
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p-value****

.002
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Key Findings

. 95% of students attended one or more sessions during the
2022-23 Academic Year

. 60% of students attended 50% of sessions held over
the entire academic year

Attendees with over 50% session attendance in both the
Fall and Spring had significantly higher respective

semester GPAs

Academic Year - GPA (Overall)*** | 3.19 (0.55)

3.30 (0.54)
Number of students, n 99 95 95

. There was no difference noted, however, in
cumulative GPA analysis.

n=47

*For the Fall semester; there were 7 sessions in total: 0-3 Sessions (< 50%); 4-7 Sessions (> 50%)

**For the Spring semester, there were 8 sessions in total: 0-4 Sessions (< 50%); 5-8 Sessions (> 50%)
*** For the Academic Year, there were 15 sessions in total: 0-7 Sessions (< 50%); 7-15 Sessions (> 50%)
***Independent t-test was performed to determine significant; a p-value <.05 was deemed significant

Despite positive trends, no significant correlations are
observed between the number of sessions attended and
the resultant GPA on a term or academic year basis.
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among peers.

All first-year PharmD students (n=99) enrolled were

included. Additional research is needed to evaluate the longitudinal

effects of exam review attendance over student
performance in the entire curriculum

Academic performance data (including term and
cumulative GPA) and the number of exam review sessions
attended were collected.
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