	
	
	



 
 
 
 
 
 
 

BSACI GPwER Allergy Accreditation Program
Assessors’ Marking Document
This assessment should be completed in line with the guidance laid out in the Assessors Guidance document. If an assessor has any uncertainties, please email GPWER@bsaci.org
Definition of grades for each category 
· Good = fulfils all aspects of the criterion demonstrating a depth of understanding and performance
· Satisfactory = fulfils all aspects of the criterion 
· Borderline (minor issues) = fulfils most aspects of the criterion with some deficiencies which could be addressed by the candidate with ‘minor’ alterations or explanation. This is essentially clarification of the existing material or evidence. The timescale for a minor issue to be addressed by the candidate would usually be expected to be no more than three months.
· Unacceptable (major issues) = insufficient evidence, poor quality of evidence, not used correct tools/proforma, or serious clinical issues raised by assessor. New material or evidence will be required. It is important to be very clear with candidates that new material is required. The timescale for a major issue to be addressed by the candidate would usually be expected to be no more than six months.
Before making a recommendation to the panel each category must be marked as good, satisfactory, borderline, or unacceptable. If any category was marked initially as borderline or unacceptable, and further information requested, detail must be provided as to why the initial grade was given, what actions were taken to address the matter, and the outcome. If the matter was not resolved in a timely fashion, and to a satisfactory standard the category should be marked as unacceptable.
Declaration 
I confirm that I do not have any conflict of interest in connection to the assessment to be undertaken by me; I will inform the GPwER office, without delay, of any situation constituting a conflict of interest or could give rise to a conflict of interest.
	Assessor 1
	Assessor 2

	[bookmark: Text2]Enter text here
	Enter text here



	Candidate Number

	Enter text here




1. Probity– Refer to section 2 of the Portfolio and the Senior Clinical Supervisors Report
Criterion: the candidate should demonstrate they are honest, trustworthy, and act with integrity.
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	[bookmark: Check1]|_| GOOD
	[bookmark: Check2]|_| SATISFACTORY
	[bookmark: Check3]|_| BORDERLINE
	[bookmark: Check4]|_| UNACCEPTABLE





2. General Medical Background – Refer to section 3 of the Portfolio
Criterion: the candidate is usually expected to be undertaking a minimum of 40 sessions of core undifferentiated General Practice per year. In exceptional circumstances a candidate may have been approved by the BSACI GPwER team to progress with the accreditation process following the completion of a ‘Structured reflective template for doctors undertaking a low volume of NHS General Practice Work’ (please refer to the GPwER office).
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





3. Theoretical Training – Refer to section 5 of the Portfolio and the Learning Diary
Criterion: the candidate is expected to demonstrate that they have completed recognised training. While a relevant postgraduate qualification is strongly recommended, training can be acquired in different ways many of which are complimentary and should not be considered mutually exclusive:
· successful completion of an appropriate postgraduate qualification in allergy (eg certificate, diploma or masters) 
· attendance at a structured course of lectures/tutorials designed to cover basic allergy
· self-directed learning with evidence of the completion of individual tasks
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





4. Clinical Training – Refer to section 6 and 7 of the Portfolio and the Learning Diary
This should be tailored and appropriate to the training needs of the candidate.
Criterion: the candidate will need to attend sufficient clinics to be able to obtain the necessary clinical experience. Examples of clinical work experience include: 
· during the Foundation Year 2 post
· as part of a GP Specialty Training programme
· as a hospital practitioner, or specialty doctor under the supervision of a consultant allergist in a secondary care allergy service
· working with an accredited GPwER (GPwSI) in the community
· working with another relevant specialist as a clinical placement agreed locally
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





5. Integrated Care – Refer to section 8 of the Portfolio
Criterion: The candidate should demonstrate they are working in such a way so as to provide an integrated service with Secondary Care.
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





6. Maintaining Good Medical Practice – Refer to section 9 of the Portfolio
Criterion: The candidate should document how they plan to keep up to date in their allergy/immunology skills, including personal development plans.
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





7. Patient Survey – Refer to the Guidance Result Declaration Form
The criteria that this should be based on include: 
· The scores
· Reflection on the patient survey including the feedback and changes made 
	Assessor 1’s comments:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments:
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





8. Senior Clinical Supervisor’s Report (SCSR)
The SCSR assesses many facets of the candidate’s capabilities. The SCSR must be written and signed off by a senior clinical supervisor (a consultant, associate specialists or accredited GPwER working as part of an integrated model with secondary care colleagues in the relevant specialty). In exceptional circumstances the BSACI may consider other individuals, but the candidate will have to gain prior approval from the GPwER team before an alternative senior clinical supervisor can complete the form.
The criteria for assessment are:
· The individual subjects: it is expected that these should be scored as meeting or above expectation. If a subject is left blank the assessor should give a provisional mark of borderline and request further information. If further information if not provided / the matter is not resolved to a satisfactory standard the category should be marked as unacceptable. If the candidate is marked by a clinical supervisor as unsatisfactory in any of the subjects then the assessor should consider a score of unacceptable, although in exceptional cases the assessor could score as satisfactory if the following three criteria are met 
· a clear explanation was given as to why a subject was marked by the clinical supervisor as unsatisfactory and what actions are being taken to address the matter
· the subject would not be putting the patient at risk
· all other subjects are scored as meeting or above expectation 
· Evidence of significant concerns
· The clinical supervisor’s overall assessment of the candidate
	Please provide numbers of categories scored as follows:
[bookmark: Text3]Above expectation:      
[bookmark: Text4]Meets expectation:      
[bookmark: Text5]Below expectation:      


	Assessor 1’s comments (especially on areas that are above or below expectation):
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s comments (especially on areas that are above or below expectation):
Enter text here

	Borderline/unacceptable: if the initial assessment was borderline/unacceptable please describe why, what actions were taken to address the matter, and what was the outcome.

	Reasons for requiring more information from initial assessment (if applicable):  

	Assessors’ comments:
Enter text here

	Feedback from resubmitted information (if applicable):

	Assessor 1’s Comments
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Comments
Enter text here

	Final grade awarded:

	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE





9. Other Comments
Comment about any other aspects of the candidate portfolio and submitting evidence that relates to your recommendation.
	Assessor 1’s Comments:
	Assessor 2’s Comments:

	[bookmark: Text6]Enter text here
	Enter text here

	Comments from resubmission (if applicable): 
	Comments from resubmission (if applicable): 

	Enter text here
	Enter text here





	Assessors’ Recommendation

	Criterion for sign off:
To recommend a candidate for accreditation it is normally expected that all categories should have been marked as good or satisfactory. In exceptional circumstances assessor 1 may recommend accreditation if a category has been marked as unacceptable, to make such a recommendation the following criteria must have been satisfied: 
· The category marked as unacceptable must not give cause for concern about patient safety. 
· The candidate must have performed as satisfactory or good in all other categories. 
· The overall impression of the candidate is that they are capable of working autonomously, to a good standard, in the specified scope of practice.

	Original submission: 
[bookmark: Check5]|_| We recommend this candidate for accreditation.
OR 
[bookmark: Check6]|_| We do not recommend this candidate for accreditation (state reasons below and suggested actions).
Enter text here

	Resubmission (if required): 
|_| We recommend this candidate for accreditation.
OR 
|_| We do not recommend this candidate for accreditation (state reasons below and suggested actions).
Enter text here





	Assessors’ Sign Off

	This application has been completed by myself and the information which I have provided is accurate to the best of my knowledge. 

	Assessor 1’s Full Name:
Enter text here
	Assessor 2’s Full Name:
Enter text here

	Date: Enter text here
	Date: Enter text here



	National Accreditation Lead’s Sign Off

	[bookmark: Check7]|_|I AGREE with the assessors’ recommendation 

OR

[bookmark: Check8]|_|I do NOT agree to recommend this candidate for accreditation (state reasons below and suggested actions) 

Enter text here


	Full Name: Enter text here
Date: Enter text here



	Feedback on assessment (to be completed by National Accreditation Lead):


	|_| GOOD
	|_| SATISFACTORY
	|_| BORDERLINE
	|_| UNACCEPTABLE

	Additional comments for assessors:
Enter text here
Additional comments/feedback to candidate:
Enter text here
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