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Objective. To continue efforts of quality assurance following a 5-year curricular mapping and course
peer review process, 18 topics (‘‘streams’’) of knowledge, skills, and attitudes were assessed across the
doctor of pharmacy (PharmD) curriculum.
Design. The curriculum committee merged the 18 topics into 9 streams. Nine ad hoc committees
(‘‘stream teams’’) of faculty members and preceptors evaluated the content, integration, and assessment
for their assigned streams across the 4 professional years. Committees used a reporting tool and curric-
ulum database to complete their reviews.
Assessment. After each team presented their findings and recommendations at a faculty retreat, the 45
faculty members were asked to list their top priorities for curriculum improvement. The 5 top priorities
identified were: redefinition and clarification of program outcomes; improved coordination of streams
across the curriculum; consistent repetition and assessment of math skills throughout the curriculum;
focused nonprescription and self-care teaching into an individual course; and improved development of
problem solving.
Conclusions. This comprehensive assessment enabled the college to identify areas for curriculum im-
provement that were not readily apparent to the faculty from prior reviews of individual courses.
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INTRODUCTION
Doctor of pharmacy programs are expected to engage

in a process of continuous quality improvement, initially
achieved through curriculum review and mapping, with
subsequent action taken and modifications made to ad-
dress any weaknesses identified. The results of a curricu-
lar review should identify areas for improvement and
form the basis for future curricular revisions and reviews
to provide ongoing programmatic improvements. The
success of the review and mapping depends upon broad
and meaningful involvement by faculty members and
practicing pharmacists, and also requires structured pro-
cesses and procedures.1 The Accreditation Council
for Pharmacy Education (ACPE) provides guidance to
schools and colleges of pharmacy about this process in
standards 3, 10, and 15 of the Accreditation Standards and

Guidelines for the Professional Program in Pharmacy
Leading to the Doctor of Pharmacy Degree.2 Detailed
descriptions of each of these standards as they relate to
curricular review and improvement may be found at
www.acpe-accredit.org.2 Despite guidance from the lit-
erature and from ACPE, colleges that have completed
curricular review and mapping have sought to determine
the next steps in continuous quality improvement in their
professional programs.

The University of Oklahoma College of Pharmacy
has been involved in such inquiry and work continuously
since 2003, learning and then evolving its approaches to
curriculum management as the college gains greater un-
derstanding of its professional program. The college’s
first efforts, from 2003 through 2005, involved a peer-
review process of reviewing, assessing, and mapping
of each course within the professional curriculum and
resulted in recommendations for changes in content and
assessment strategies for some courses. This work was
supported by the development of a searchable, electronic
curriculum database, named the Pharmacy Curriculum
Management System. The database included course ma-
terials as well as information from the curriculum and
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assessment committees (including meeting minutes and
peer-review reports). Since the inception, the database has
been updated each semester by course coordinators with
course syllabi, objectives, content, assessment strategies,
and maps of course objectives to the programmatic out-
comes and levels of learning achieved, thereby providing
faculty members access to information taught throughout
the curriculum to aid in the revision and improvement of
their individual courses and in the development of new
electives.3 From 2006 to 2007, the college completed a sec-
ond review of individual courses to evaluate compliance
with and the impact of implementing the recommended
changes and to determine appropriate sequencing of all
courses within the professional curriculum. This work re-
sulted in the movement of some core professional courses
to better align the curriculum content and to further support
the development of pharmacy practice skills.

During these 2 individual course reviews, the leader-
ship of the curriculum committee and the college realized
that many individual courses largely operated in silos, seg-
regated from the rest of the curriculum, while at the same
time having the expectation of producing well-rounded and
competent pharmacists. The leadership recognized that
further changes were needed in the organization, integra-
tion, delivery, and assessment of the professional program
to fully achieve the stated goals and outcomes of the
PharmD program. While individual course reviews had
yielded much useful information and resulted in improve-
ments in both content and assessment, a comprehensive
review was needed to reevaluate courses longitudinally
to determine how well each course provided either an ad-
equate foundation or facilitated the development and pro-
gression of knowledge, skills, and attitudes expected for
future courses in the curriculum.

During 2008 and 2009, the curriculum committee con-
tinued its efforts in continuous quality improvement by
following a logical progression from curricular mapping
to evaluation of content, integration, and assessment of
‘‘streams’’ of knowledge, skill, and attitude development
across the 4 years of the professional curriculum. This
allowed for a continued college dialogue and sustained
the collaborative efforts among faculty members and other
stakeholders regarding content of the professional curricu-
lum, instructional strategies, and assessment methods, all in
light of the expected outcomes for graduates. This paper re-
views the college’s most recent approach to reviewing the
curricular structure, including course sequencing, reiteration,
and integration across the 4 years of the professional program.

DESIGN
At the beginning of the fall 2008 semester, the dean

charged the curriculum committee with organizing and

overseeing a college-wide curricular assessment of streams
of knowledge, skill, and attitude development across
the professional curriculum. The initial planning occurred
within the curriculum committee, and the process was
carried out within ad hoc peer-review committees that
involved the entire faculty and selected preceptors. The
curricular stream assessment was completed within 1 ac-
ademic year, and the timeline is described in Table 1.

Because individual courses had previously undergone
2 separate peer reviews, the goal of the curricular review
was to evaluate how knowledge, skills, and attitudes were
developed throughout the curriculum and to assess whether
coordination was occurring among courses with similar
topics to ensure these ‘‘streams’’ were continuous. The re-
view encompassed all required didactic courses and ad-
vanced pharmacy practice experiences (APPEs) in the 4
years of the PharmD curriculum. The curriculum commit-
tee identified 18 topics to be reviewed. Smaller topics with
similar content and skills and those involving the same
courses were grouped together to reduce the number of
ad hoc committees required. The topics taught within the
pharmaceutical care modules also were combined, but
given the large amount of content covered within this 10-
course series, the work was divided and allocated to 2
teams. This resulted in 9 ad hoc committees (referred to
as ‘‘stream teams’’) charged with evaluating the following
streams: clinical communications; drug information and
literature evaluation; pharmaceutics, pharmacokinetics,
and pharmacy math; pharmacy administration, law, ethics,
and professionalism; decision making and problem solving;
non-prescription products, preventative health, and special
populations; pharmacy practice experiences; pathophysiol-
ogy, pharmacology, medicinal chemistry, and therapeutics

Table 1. Timeline for Stream Assessments

Date Process Timeline

October 2008 Stream topics identified
November 2008 Reporting tool developed to guide ad

hoc stream teams
December 2008 Course survey developed to aid

information collection and was
completed by each course coordinator

January 2009 Ad hoc stream teams selected
February 2009 Stream teams received assignments

and orientation
February 2009 –

April 2009
Individual stream assessments carried

out by stream teams
May 2009 Stream team chairs presented findings

to curriculum committee
June 2009 Stream team chairs presented findings

and faculty set priorities at
college-wide retreat
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in integrated pharmaceutical care modules 1-5; and patho-
physiology, pharmacology, medicinal chemistry, and ther-
apeutics in integrated pharmaceutical care modules 6-10.

Prior to launching the stream teams, online curricular
resources were developed and the Pharmacy Curriculum
Management System database was updated to provide
the necessary data for teams to complete the curricular
review in an efficient manner.3 As a supplement to the
information already housed in the Pharmacy Curriculum
Management System, a stream survey was created and
administered to all course coordinators of required didac-
tic courses. This survey enabled course coordinators to
self-identify if a particular stream topic was taught and/or
assessed in their course and for the curriculum committee
to advise each stream team on which courses required
their review. The survey instrument was used to collect
additional data such as how stream topics were assessed
in a course and if communication regarding course con-
tent occurred with other course coordinators. The course
coordinators completed the survey instrument electron-
ically and the curriculum committee then reviewed the
data and generated a report for each stream topic that
listed which courses taught that topic and included the
additional data collected. Each report was distributed to
the corresponding stream team chair. Information for
required APPEs was uploaded to the Pharmacy Curric-
ulum Management System for easy access by all stream
team members. The community and hospital APPE con-
tent and assessments are standardized and facilitated
by the college’s office of experiential education; thus,
course syllabi and assessments were provided by this
office. A survey report on ambulatory care and acute care
APPE content that had been completed by the curricu-
lum committee 2 years prior to the stream reviews was
provided to the teams.

In addition to gathering the pertinent data for review,
the curriculum committee developed a reporting tool to
guide the stream teams’ work and ensure consistency
among the data collected (this reporting tool is available
upon request from the author). Teams that were assigned
multiple topics were encouraged to complete a separate
report for each topic for which they were responsible. The
chairs of the 2 teams that were assigned the topics within
the pharmaceutical care modules were encouraged to col-
laborate and were scheduled to present their findings in
sequential order to allow for discussion of these findings
in an integrated fashion.

To ensure leadership and administrative support to
guide the work, each stream team was led by a chair
and vice chair. Also, each 8-person team included at least
1 individual from the curriculum committee and 1 or more
faculty members from each of the college’s 3 depart-

ments. This broad representation of the college ensured
that diverse perspectives were considered. All full-time
faculty members participated on a stream team, and select
adjunct preceptors were appointed to teams within their
areas of expertise (eg, a community preceptor served on
the nonprescription products team and a hospital clinical
pharmacist served on the decision-making and problem-
solving team). Faculty participation on the teams was an
expectation and considered part of their service to the col-
lege. Charges to other college committees were reduced for
the academic year in which the curricular review was con-
ducted to compensate for the added work time the stream
reviews required. Adjunct preceptors participated on a vol-
untary basis and agreed to participate prior to announce-
ment of the formal team assignments. Additionally, an
administrative support team consisting of the chair of the
curriculum committee, the associate dean for academic
affairs, the assistant dean of assessment and evaluation,
and 2 administrative staff members with expertise in the
Pharmacy Curriculum Management System database was
available to attend stream team meetings and to consult
with chairs and provide guidance as needed.

The stream teams received written communication of
their appointment and charges, and the chairs and vice
chairs were invited to a special meeting of the curriculum
committee to review the timelines and process to help
launch the teams. The stream teams were given 10 weeks
to complete their curricular review.

Each stream team met 2 to 4 times for 1 to 2 hours over
the 10-week period, with some preparatory work done
prior to each meeting. Each team submitted their findings
and recommendations in writing using the stream report-
ing tool. Stream team reports described time allotted to
the stream topic, timing of topic introduction, topic repe-
tition and advancement, topic assessments, and team rec-
ommendations. The stream team chairs met individually
with the curriculum committee to discuss the findings of
their stream review and recommendations for curricular
improvements. After these meetings, each stream team
chair wrote an executive summary report that was distrib-
uted to the entire faculty. The process culminated with the
presentation and discussion of the stream team findings at
a 2-day faculty retreat.

EVALUATION AND ASSESSMENT
Upon reviewing the 9 stream team reports, the cur-

riculum committee found several common themes. There
were some areas of inconsistency in the delivery, conti-
nuity, and integration of topics across the curriculum. For
example, the college did not teach a consistent approach
to problem solving and decision making, and therefore,
each faculty member taught this process differently. Most
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stream teams found that faculty members conducted their
courses independently and identified a need for improved
coordination and communication among course coordi-
nators. The stream teams recommended that a formal pro-
cess of assigning ‘‘stream champions’’ to work with course
coordinators be implemented to ensure specific topics were
advanced and integrated within the curriculum. Addition-
ally, some topics lacked repetitive assessment across
the curriculum. For example, the pharmacy math course
occurs in the first year, and several courses in subsequent
years taught or applied math skills, but did not consistently
assess students’ math skills. Finally, many teams expressed
that the stream review process was difficult because they
did not fully understand the outcomes and the desired level
of competencies that the college had for each topic.

At a faculty retreat, the college’s entire full-time fac-
ulty identified priorities for curricular improvement after
reviewing and discussing the findings from the 9 stream
teams. Each of the 45 faculty members in attendance was
asked to write his/her top 2 priorities for curricular change
on an index card (Table 2). The same 2 priority areas for
curricular improvement were listed by over 25% of the
faculty members polled. The first priority was to develop
a consistent management system for stream topics to

improve coordination of streams of knowledge, skills, and
attitudes across the curriculum. The second was to rede-
fine program outcomes and clarify and agree upon the
proficiency level that students need to demonstrate for
each outcome. These top 2 faculty priorities were consis-
tent with the major themes that the curriculum committee
had identified upon review and discussion of the stream
reviews within curriculum committee meetings. Addi-
tional priorities that were ranked by 10% to 25% of the
faculty polled applied to specific topics or areas within
the curriculum. These included repetition and assessment
of pharmacy math skills beyond the first-year math course,
teaching nonprescription products and self-care concepts
in a separate course, and improvement and consistency in
teaching problem solving and critical thinking. These top
priorities areas were consistent with needs identified in
previous curriculum reviews and discussions.

DISCUSSION
During the 5 years of curricular mapping and course

peer review that preceded the committee review, the Uni-
versity of Oklahoma College of Pharmacy worked to make
the curriculum more transparent and encouraged dia-
logue within and among courses to focus instructional

Table 2. Faculty Priorities for Curricular Change from Retreat Poll

Prioritiesa Response, %

Develop a consistent management system for stream topics to improve coordination of streams of
knowledge, skill, and attitudes across the curriculum

62

Redefine program outcomes and clarify and agree upon the proficiency level that students need to
demonstrate for each outcome

27

Repetition and assessment of pharmacy math skills beyond the P1 math course 22
Separation of non-prescription and self-care into an individual course 13
Improvement and consistency in teaching problem solving and critical thinking. 11
Develop a mechanism to ensure that all students meet minimum standards before beginning APPE

(eg, high stakes assessment)
9

Maintain or increase focus on use of drug information 9
Reassess/improve the content of pharmacology within pharmaceutical care module and throughout

the curriculum
7

Reassess/improve the content and location of the social and behavioral sciences in the curriculum 7
Standardize and streamline IPPE and APPE objectives and competencies 7
Develop consistent acute care and ambulatory care APPE outcomes and assessments 4
Rebuild curriculum and teaching methods using continuous self-assessment 4
Standardize expectations and methods for teaching SOAP notes 4
Better dissemination of information being taught in courses and how this information integrates

(i.e. simplify PCMS database)
4

Re-evaluate the focus of student assessments (knowledge versus skills) 4
Review the content of medicinal chemistry in the Principles of Drug Action course 4
Develop a basic skills log book for IPPEs and APPEs 4

Abbreviations: P1 5 pharmacy year 1, APPE 5 advanced pharmacy practice experience, IPPE 5 Introductory pharmacy practice experience,
PCMS 5 pharmacy curriculum management system
a Priorities are listed for those receiving more than 1 faculty vote. There were an additional 24 priorities listed by only 1 faculty member (2%) per
priority area.
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efforts. While these reviews offered insight into individual
courses, the need to understand how courses related to each
other remained. Based on common themes and recommen-
dations from the previous reviews, the college focused its
next step on evaluating curricular streams of knowledge,
skills, and attitudes, which would provide a unique cross-
sectional overview of the curriculum. This review evalu-
ated where repetition was needed and beneficial for student
learning, taking on a different emphasis than previous
reviews that focused on individual courses and elimination
of redundancy.1 Overall, the evaluation of the streams of
knowledge, skills, and attitudes across the curriculum was
an internal peer review that had broad faculty involvement,
was completed in one year, and resulted in outcomes that
have led to additional next steps in the curricular review
and improvement process.

Keeping the stream review manageable required the
curriculum committee to merge 18 knowledge-, skill-, and
attitude-based topics together in a coherent fashion. While
this consolidation helped reduce the number of teams
needed, it also resulted in grouping some topics that were
not directly related. For example, combining pharmacy
administration, law and ethics, and professionalism as a
stream was atypical. Even though the 3 topics can be cat-
egorized under social and administrative sciences, they are
not directly linked. The primary reason for combining
topics was there were not enough faculty teams available
to assign only 1 topic to each team. This consolidation re-
quired some debriefing of the stream teams and led mem-
bers of each team to ‘‘divide and conquer’’ the topic areas
among themselves, which ultimately led the team to com-
plete a thoughtful review of each assigned stream topic.
Similarly, there also was debate among members of the
curriculum committee about whether pharmacy math
should be an independent stream or considered a compo-
nent of pharmacokinetics and pharmaceutics. Ultimately,
math was merged with pharmacokinetics and pharmaceu-
tics because the committee agreed that there would be an
overlap among the topics and combining them would fur-
ther limit the number of stream teams required. Colleges
that have a larger faculty and/or a preceptor base that is
more involved in the didactic curriculum may be able to
increase the number of stream teams and divide some of the
combined topics into separate topics assigned to separate
stream teams, such as reviewing pharmacy administration,
pharmacy law and ethics, and professionalism separately.

There were 3 perceived strengths associated with the
stream curricular review. First, the review process was
facilitated by an electronic curricular database, the Phar-
macy Curriculum Management System, which made the
most current course information immediately accessible to
stream teams. This database contributed to the completion

of the project within the 1-year timeframe. However,
a limitation of a retrospective database review is the as-
sumption that the intended curriculum is the same as the
delivered curriculum.3 Live delivery of the associated
streams of knowledge, skills, and attitudes was not eval-
uated, although activities, assessments and student eval-
uations were reviewed.

Another strength of the review was the culture of as-
sessment at the college and the acceptance of curricular
review among the faculty members. As reported previously,
establishing buy-in with the process of review can be time
consuming and a potential roadblock.1 The longstanding
history of curricular review at the college allowed the stream
teams to progress more easily into the review process,
allowing the reviews to be completed in a timely manner.

The stream reviews used a standardized, structured,
and systematic process for evaluating the curriculum that
was based on the outcomes of the college’s previous re-
views. This structure allowed all stream teams to remain
focused on the same elements of the review.

Due to a lack of literature reporting on next steps of
curricular review beyond curriculum mapping and a lack
of validated tools to assist with the process, the stream
review process was a novel approach that used tools that
lacked psychometric data. Aside from the evaluation tools
used, this was our third iteration of curricular review and
the refinement of the process over time has been success-
ful as evidenced by our timely completion and detailed
outcomes that provide a foundation for future work. Un-
derstanding faculty priorities for future curricular change
and review was instrumental in the next steps to be un-
dertaken. The college is now using the insights gained over
the years from individual course and broad stream reviews
to refine, and in some cases, redefine the outcomes of our
professional program. The outcomes that the doctor of
pharmacy program was established with in 1998 were
based on the Center for the Advancement of Pharmaceu-
tical Education (CAPE) outcomes. The stream evaluation
allowed the faculty to evaluate its success with and under-
standing with the CAPE outcomes. The greatest gains from
the review process have been increased faculty awareness
of the contributions of their course to program outcomes;
the relationship of individual courses within streams of
knowledge, skill, and/or attitude development; and most
importantly, greater insight into stated program outcomes
and a more realistic view of how to attain them.

SUMMARY
Having completed extensive curriculum mapping and

individual course review over a 5-year period, the University
of Oklahoma College of Pharmacy undertook a curricular
review to assess streams of knowledge, skills, and attitudes
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across the 4-year professional curriculum. Keys to success
for this process were the existence of an updated electronic
curriculum database, and faculty members accepting their
role as reviewers and having past experience in conducting
curricular reviews. This review enabled the college to iden-
tify areas for improvement within the curriculum that were
not readily apparent to the faculty from prior reviews of
individual courses. The college agreed that clarification of
programmatic outcomes was a top priority for curricular
improvement, and an ad hoc committee was appointed to
address this over the next 2 years. The stream review out-
lined above is a process that could be replicated or adapted
by other colleges or schools of pharmacy seeking to move
beyond their initial curriculum mapping efforts and continue
to refine their program.
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