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UKPHR consultation - survey
Review of routes to registration for specialists
Closes: Monday 29th February 2016 at 4pm.
Please return all completed surveys to UKPHR by either of the following means:

Email: register@ukphr.org
Post: 18c Mclaren Building, 46 Priory Queensway, Birmingham, B4 7LR

Standard route

In summary, the task & finish group thinks it is reasonable to accept that the existing Standard Route is fit for purpose.  If so, there is no need to consider additional action to strengthen this route given the curriculum is up to date and is approved by UKPHR and GMC. The steps relied upon by UKPHR (approval of the curriculum, receipt of a CCT, receipt of an application form and scrutiny of the FPH’s annual training quality report) are adequate quality checks.
	Q1. The task & finish group judges that the Standard Route is fit for purpose. How far do you agree/disagree?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that?




	Q2. The task & finish group does not believe that additional checks on applicants’ competence are required in relation to the Standard Route.

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? What further checks would you suggest there should be?



	Q3. Do you have any comments you wish to make in response to this section?

	


Dual registration
In summary the task & finish group concludes that GMC’s process for registering medical practitioners and accepting them onto its Public Health Specialty Register is robust and there would appear to be no reason (based on public protection) for UKPHR to withdraw dual registration from medical practitioners who are registered by GMC on its Public Health Specialty Register.

The GDC’s curriculum has not yet been reviewed in the light of the new FPH curriculum but automatic entry onto the UKPHR register is still warranted for dental practitioners whose names appear on the GDC’s Dental Public Health Specialist List.
	Q4. How far do you agree / disagree that the dual registration route for registered medical practitioners who are registered on GMC’s Public Health Specialty Register and for registered dental practitioners who names appear on the GDC’s Dental Public Health Specialist List is fit for purpose?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? What would you suggest should be changed?




RSS and Defined Specialist – retrospective portfolio assessment
In summary the task & finish group concludes that there is a continuing rationale for the existence of a portfolio/CESR route to registration and proposes the following way forward for consideration by consultees:

· There should be only a single public health specialist route, alternative to the Specialty Training Programme, which would replace the current RSS and defined specialist routes
· A non-standard training route to the register should therefore continue to exist. This should be based on the curriculum recently approved by the UKPHR and GMC; it should be reviewed against the revised Public Health Skills & Knowledge Framework when this is published
· The default form for applications would be electronic, with the onus on the applicant to establish why in exceptional cases this would be inappropriate
· The entry criteria for application would need to be clearly defined, perhaps including requirement of a number of years’ practice in public health
· References and testimonials should be required in support of applications by this route and views are invited as to whether authors of references and/or testimonials should be required to be individuals who are registered by the GMC, GDC or UKPHR
· There should be a requirement that at least some evidence presented is current and in the case of practitioners’ portfolios the requirement is that at least 50 per cent of the evidence should relate to the 3 years immediately preceding the presentation of the portfolio for assessment
· UKPHR should work with others to develop the concept of “credentialing” as a form of recognition of expertise in certain clearly defined areas of public health practice
· Within the FPH’s curriculum, the Part A and Part B exams are an integral part of the assessment. Whilst success in these two exams is seen as highly desirable, the task & finish group is not convinced at this stage that applicants should be precluded from demonstrating knowledge in the field of public health by other means at postgraduate level.  

	Q5. How far to you agree / disagree that there is a continuing rationale, for a route to registration as a public health specialist as an alternative to completing the Specialty Training Programme?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? Can you suggest a different or additional rationale?




	Q6. How far do you agree / disagree that there should be only one assessment route for all public health specialists, replacing RSS and defined specialist registrations?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? 




	Q7. How far do you agree / disagree that the assessment route (or more than one assessment route) should be aligned with the FPH curriculum (due to be introduced in 2016)?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? 




	Q8. Do you think that the nomenclature for one or more assessment routes should be “retrospective portfolio assessment” or “Certificate of Eligibility for Specialist Registration”? Or doesn’t it matter?

	Retrospective portfolio assessment


	

	Certificate of Eligibility for Specialist Registration


	

	Doesn’t matter


	


	Q9. Do you agree that the normal way of applying for assessment should be by electronic means?

	Yes


	

	No


	

	If no, why is that?




	Q10. Do you agree that there should be entry criteria for application?

	Yes


	

	No


	

	If no, why is that? If yes, what criteria do you suggest?




	Q11. How far do you agree that there should be specific criteria relating to years’ practice in public health?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? What alternative criteria do you suggest?




	Q12. Do you agree that references and testimonials should be required in support of applications by this route?  

	Yes


	

	No


	

	If yes, should authors of references and/or testimonials be required to be individuals who are registered with GMC, GDC or UKPHR?

	Yes


	

	No


	

	If no, why is that? Would you suggest alternative requirements?




	Q13. Would you support a requirement that 50 per cent of all evidence for assessment should be from within the three years immediately preceding presentation?  

	Yes


	

	No


	

	If no, why is that? Would you suggest alternative requirements?




	Q14. How far to you agree / disagree that all applicants should be required to pass Part A exams?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you disagree, why is that? 



	Would passing Part A exams be sufficient to exempt an applicant completely from having to prove knowledge?

	Yes


	

	No


	

	Don’t know


	

	How far would you support the availability of an assessment of knowledge as an alternative to passing Part A exams?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If you support, on what basis should UKPHR permit the assessment alternative?

If you oppose, why is that?




	Q15. Should all applicants be required to pass Part B exams?

	Yes


	

	No


	

	Don’t know


	

	How far would you support the view that passing Part B exams would be sufficient to exempt an applicant completely from having to demonstrate their application of knowledge in their working environment?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	How far would you support the availability of an assessment of application of knowledge as an alternative to passing Part B exams?

	Strongly agree
	Agree
	Neither agree nor disagree
	Disagree
	Strongly disagree

	
	
	
	
	

	If so, on what basis should UKPHR permit the assessment alternative?




	Q16. Do you wish to add any further comment here about Part A and Part B exams?

	


	Q17. Are there any ongoing developments that you think may have a bearing on the decisions that UKPHR will take in relation to routes to registration for specialist registration?

	


Thank you for completing our survey!
We really appreciate your assistance and your answers will help us to make the right decisions going forward on these professional issues.

Feel free to contact us if you have any questions or queries about this survey:

(: register@ukphr.org
(: 0121 296 4370

(: 18c Mclaren Building, 46 Priory Queensway, Birmingham, B4 7LR

We may wish to quote from comments you have made, without divulging your identity – do we have your permission to use your comments as quotes?

Yes   (            No  (
We will write up the results of this survey and publish them in summary form. Would you like us to send you the full report?
Yes   (            No  (
[You do not have to give these details but for us it adds fine detail and enables us to send you the consultation report]

NAME:
EMAIL ADDRESS:

PHONE NUMBER:

YOUR WORKPLACE ADDRESS:

UK Public Health Register    Chair: Professor Bryan Stoten
Suite 18c, Mclaren Building, 46, Priory Queensway, Birmingham B4 7LR (Registered Office)
Tel: 0121 296 4370   Email: register@ukphr.org

www.ukphr.org

Public Health Register is a not for profit company limited by guarantee. Company No 4776439 Registered in England and Wales
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