Criteria for Periodic Career Review with Greatest Assigned Effort in Teaching
[Date]

Toni M. Ganzel, M.D., M.B.A.
Dean, School of Medicine

University of Louisville

Dear Dr. Ganzel,

As Chair of [Department], I am pleased to recommend satisfactory periodic career review of [Faculty Member] of [Department].  The eligible faculty vote was [  ].

 [Faculty Member]’s work assignment over the past 5 years has averaged:  [%]% Research, [%]% Clinical Service, [%]% Community Service, [%]% Service to Research, and [%]% Teaching.  Satisfactory periodic career reviews is based on excellence in teaching and proficiency in the additional areas of the work assignment, as well as scholarly activity.  Dr. [Faculty Member] meets the criteria as follows:

Excellence in Teaching [Note: if the candidate doesn’t meet excellence, please give appropriate consideration to the amount of time the faculty member has had since the PAT document became effective: September 2017]
Excellence in teaching is best demonstrated by a documented substantial teaching assignment with a major responsibility for (i.e., leadership role) a teaching program.  Peer and supervisory reviews must support the rating of excellence.  Reviews by the recipients (students or residents) must be obtained and should support the rating of excellence. Examples of evidence of excellence include: teaching awards, engaging in structured mentoring or advising activities, developing new instructional or curricular materials, evidence of learning (e.g., analysis of learner portfolios or critical incidents or results of pre- and post-teaching assessments of learning performance) and participation in interdisciplinary teaching efforts.  Descriptions of the quantity and quality of these educator activities should demonstrate excellence. 

For professor, extra-university leadership in teaching, curriculum development, advising/mentoring, educational leadership/administration, or learner assessment is required.  This can be demonstrated by participation in extramural educational initiatives (examples: election or appointment to regional or national committees involved with teaching, curriculum development, advising/mentoring, educational leadership/administration, or learner assessment; invitations as a visiting professor for teaching activity; convening/chairing a national or regional conference focused on education; invitations to evaluate an educational activity at another institution; participation in subspecialty board review or test development committee; invitation to be an accreditation (AGME or LCME) site visitor.
 [Document how excellence is demonstrated, showing how each of the criteria are met.]

Proficiency in Service
Proficiency in clinical service is best demonstrated by a documented clinical assignment.  Reviews by peers, referring physicians, and/or patient satisfactory surveys should demonstrate satisfactory performance. Evidence of significantly increased clinical-service-related collaborative partnerships with the community may be presented as a supplement to the activities in service. Proficiency in Community Service is defined as service to the department, university, commonwealth, or nation and is best demonstrated by documented service and satisfactory peer and supervisory reviews of the service. Activities must involve medical and/or basic science expertise. Proficiency in service to research is documented service to research assignment. Candidate must obtain satisfactory peer and supervisor reviews of the service to research. Satisfactory reviews by the recipients (e.g., colleagues, principal and co-investigators of clinical or non-clinical research) of the service to research. Proficiency in administrative service is defined as significant non-departmental administrative assignments that serve a broader function in the School of Medicine or university (e.g., department chair, assistant, associate, or vice deans) should not be included in the department review.  Non-departmental administrative activities should be reviewed independently of the department and unit review by the candidate’s appropriate supervisor.
 [Document how proficiency is demonstrated.]

Proficiency in Research

Proficiency in research is best evidenced by regular dissemination of original research findings (on average, at least annual dissemination with a 20% work assignment) the majority of which should be through traditional peer-reviewed nationally-recognized publications.  For those with a work assignment in research of less than 20% at least one peer-reviewed publication (or other evidence of dissemination of knowledge) during the period of review is required.
[Document how proficiency is demonstrated.]

Scholarly Activity

Scholarly activity must be demonstrated regularly (i.e. on average annually).  Examples of ways to demonstrate scholarly activity include but are not limited to published articles, textbooks, and book chapters; technology transfer; development of new protocols that are widely accepted; development of teaching tools, curricula, study guides, well subscribed faculty development programs, workbooks adopted by other institutions; development of patents.  Other examples are invited lectureship or grand rounds; oral/poster presentations at local, regional, or national meetings; extra-university leadership roles; intramural or extramural funding for a clinical or educational project; substantial contribution to a local or national clinical trial; service as a board reviewer or writing board review questions.
[Document how Scholarly Activity is demonstrated]
In summary, [Faculty Member] has demonstrated excellence in teaching, proficiency in service and research, and scholarly activity.  I am pleased to endorse the recommendation of the [department] and give my strong support for the satisfactory periodic career review of [Faculty Member] of [department].

Sincerely,

[Chair]

Professor and Chairman

Department of [Department]
