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Judging the quality of (or evaluating) Supporting Information (SI)
(Based on an RST document)
Overview / relevance

· Is it specific to the appraisee and do they have “ownership” of it?
· Is it specific to the current appraisal year?

· Was it initiated by them?

· Is it personally meaningful?

· Has it contributed to their professional development?

· How was the original learning need identified? OR Is the SI based on a learning want rather than a need?

· Were they involved at every stage in its evolution? (e.g. an SEA)

· Is it appropriate to the appraisee’s professional “context” (e.g. to their scope of work)

· Is there a connection to the previous year’s PDP?

· If not does it represent or describe a proactive or reactive process?

Quality

· Is it a legible, credible, concise, non-repetitive, structured and logical account (and...does it make sense)?

· Is it well presented?

· Is there any evidence of learning?

· Is there any evidence of reflection?
· Is it supported or informed by an evidence base (e.g. national guidelines)
· Is there a “broader narrative” / “holistic overview” in the write-up?

· Has there been adherence to a standard in terms of process e.g. if an audit was the cycle completed?
· Is there evidence of the application of learning in practice?
· Is there evidence of change?
· Is there any evidence of a deepening of understanding or gaining of insight?

· Is there any evidence of an impact on others (colleagues, patients, organisation) / sharing of the learning?
· Is there evidence of a good level of IT skills?
For Revalidation

· Is there a discernible link to an appraisal category?
· Is it "good enough" as supporting information for revalidation?
· Does it cover the full breadth of the appraisee’s scope of work?
· If not why not? (could be good reasons - explanatory information useful)

· Are there any noticeable gaps?

· Is there a serious cause for concern?
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