School of Medicine

“How to Read a Long Form” Suggestions and Tips


Transmittal Memo
· Overview of the file and any outstanding points in it.

· General review of clinical, teaching, scholarship, and service activities.

· Comments on committee review (vote, dissents, etc).

· Vital – comments on any “noise” in the file (bad evals, negative comments from referees, unhappy trainees, for example).  The department needs to assert:

1. We noticed;

2. We’re taking a stand (it’s a problem and we’ll handle it, or it’s not a problem and here’s why);

3. If it’s a problem, we’re fixing it (here is our plan to fix it and monitor in the future if necessary – for example, bad teaching evaluations – we’ll have the faculty member go to the Center for Teaching and Learning; we’ll have a teaching mentor meet and review evals quarterly, etc.).

· Assistant Professors:

· Name the mentor.

· If MCL, state the amount of flexible protected time that the department will provide for research (hint:  needs to be 15-20% or more).  Flexible = “doesn’t have to be in a single block,” for example, two half-days that aren’t concurrent is fine. 

Search Process

· Committee membership including information on any collaborative or mentoring relationships with candidate  (especially important with internal candidates).
· Review process described as historical narrative – search committee meeting dates, what was decided at each meeting.  

· Important dates:

· Search started

· Ads placed and letters sent

· Candidate pool reviewed
· Definitive pool chosen

· Interviews

· Final candidate chosen.

· Include all requested documents – list of contacts, advertisement, solicitation letter, affirmative action grid (Why the grid?  Someone in the Provost’s Office goes through every long form and enters that information into a database!). 

· For internal candidates:  vital to make a clear case that:

·  there was a full, fair, broad national search

· The ad was broadly stated 

· The criteria used to narrow the pool were programmatically necessary (making it clear that you weren’t just trying to get down to the internal candidate)

· The role that the candidate will be assuming will be substantially different than the role they currently occupy (this is not a “promotion” from a non-faculty role, because we don’t do those!).

If you have an internal candidate and you’re putting your search summary together, Call Us and we may be able to help.
Eval (instead of Search) Process

· Documentation of notification of candidate (your email or Dr. Stevenson’s; if neither is available, a simple statement about when and how the candidate was notified).
· Committee membership including information on any collaborative or mentoring relationships with candidate.

· Emphasis on Process (not discussion of the candidate’s strengths and weaknesses)
CV

· No general format requirements – just has to contain the information requested!  Candidate can list all the presentations and abstracts they desire. 
· Up-to-date, complete, and consistent with other information in file (this is harder than it looks!).
· Peer-reviewed articles separated.  (can be further separated into original research and case reports, but not required)
· Grant information – title, funding source, dates, candidate’s role (if candidate is not PI, list PI), status.  No dollar amounts! (per the University)
· All Stanford faculty appointment dates (mm/dd/yy format), with full academic title (per the University again – for example, Research line faculty must include “(Research)” in their title.)
Scholarship Section

· Robust introductory paragraph with thoughtful analysis for lay reader (see instructions) – should describe how the candidate has impacted the field.
· For individual article discussions, if candidate is middle author, explain role and contributions.
· Indicate author of statement.  Author can’t be a co-author on the pubs discussed, and can’t be the candidate.  
· Do not copy language from candidate’s statement.  (readers will totally notice)

· Suggest using recent articles (what have you done for us lately?).
Creative Activities


· Don’t use this section. ;-)  (it’s for art and performance faculty)

Clinical Activities

· Describe clinical duties – suggest listing clinics and services attended (three half-day hepatology outpatient clinics and two months per year on the inpatient gastro/hepa service), and examples of conditions seen or procedures performed (focusing on pre- and post-transplant patients and those with advanced liver disease).  
· MCL – give approximate clinical (or clinical and teaching) % FTE.  Especially important for Assistant Professors; it is assumed that if a faculty member is listed as 80% clinical FTE, then they have 20% FTE protected time for scholarship.

Teaching

· Describe teaching contributions – bedside, operative, informal didactic, formal course lectures, program development and leadership, research mentorship.

· Name types of students that are taught, supervised or mentored – for example, M.D. students, undergrads, residents or housestaff, grad students, Ph.D. students, postdoctoral fellows, clinical fellows (say, Infectious Disease fellows), community physicians.

· Explain the setting in which they’re taught/mentored – for example, in clinic or on service, in the classroom, at the microscope, in the laboratory, in the clinical research setting.

Candidate’s Statement

· Up to date (if it’s from a year ago, ask them to go over it again).

· Consistent with information in remainder of document.
· No dollar amounts can be mentioned here either.

· Cover current work and future plans, especially for scholarship.

Referee Letters

· Referee grid complete and correct (read the letters to make sure someone marked “expert” doesn’t really belong in “mentor” or “collaborator” category).
· Solicitation letter included and appropriate (check the criteria).
· Solicitor not collaborator (co-author) or mentor of candidate – check the CV before you mail the letters!

· Letters received – number, mix of relationships and institutions.
· Quality and content of evaluations.
· Comparison to peers, if applicable.

· If anything negative or questionable is mentioned, be sure it gets handled in the transmittal or evaluation sections.
Comparison Peers (if applicable)

· Peer grid complete

· Breadth of field for UTL

· Peers appropriate rank and distinction

· Moving toward “predictive” peers – more senior faculty in the same area of research, comparing with where they were at a similar stage in their career.
Trainee Letters

· Referee grid complete – current status of trainees
· Solicitation letter included and appropriate

· Letters received – number

· Quality and content of evaluations
· “Noise” handled in transmittal/eval.

Clinical/Teaching Evaluation Forms

· Summarize if more than a few.
· Include sample form if providing just summaries.
· Forms included should reference dates and  category of respondents (undergrads, fellows, faculty)
· If no forms available, refer reader to other sources in file for this information

· For candidates with clinical duties, evaluation of clinical skill by trainees is not sufficient
· If handwritten comments are hard to read, please type them (sorry!).
Evaluation Narrative

· Similar to transmittal memo in that is a summary assessment, but represents the voice of the initial evaluation or search committee, as opposed to the voice of the chair.
· Keep criteria for the action in mind when evaluating candidate.

· If for an initial appointment, explain how candidate stacks up against the rest of the definitive pool.

Counseling Memo

· Draft format – do not give to candidate before University review complete

· Complete and consistent with information in long form

· Identifies plan for resolution of issues (for example, regular mentoring for better research focus)
· Communicates performance criteria for possible future long form review
· If the next likely action would be a promotion, quotes the criteria from the Medical School handbook for promotion to the next level (for example, for an MCL Assist Prof reappt, include the criteria for Assoc Prof MCL).

· If Assistant Professor MCL, name mentor and % protected time for scholarship.

· If improvements needed from candidate, specify departmental plan to support the candidate (e.g. don’t just say “increase your rate of publication”, but explain what the department will do to help, and how – giving increased protected time by hiring another CE to cover clinics, for example). 

· Suggested “Don’ts”:

· Don’t mention possible transition to the CE line for MCL faculty.

· Don’t give a target number of publications (legal office request).
· See sample on OAA website (FAA Tools).
And in closing – thank you for all of the hard work that you do.  And yes – readers at the School and the University really do read every word you put into these long forms – and appreciate them.
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