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Objectives

ÅIdentify barriers and facilitating factors to effective consult 
interactions

ÅRecognize effective interventions to enhance consult 
interactions

ÅDiscuss evaluation of consult interactions in the context of 
fellowship milestones



The role of teaching in consultation
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Patients

Specialty
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CŜƭƭƻǿǎΩ ŀǘǘƛǘǳŘŜ ǘƻǿŀǊŘǎ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ

Question
Agree or strongly 

agree
I enjoy teaching residents and medical 
students 94%

If I had more time I would do more teaching 88%

My teaching skills can be improved 96%

Anticipate becoming academic clinician 
educator 20%

Anticipate a teaching role in my career                                                                                      60%

Reid et al Clinical Rheumatology (2020) 39:673ς680

N = 107 (71% response rate)



Teacher training experience

Question

Training in education during residency? 51%

Training in education during fellowship? 36%

Clinician educator pathway during fellowship? 25%

Reid et al Clinical Rheumatology (2020) 39:673ς680



Explains recommendations / 
Collaborates with team

Teaches / demonstrates 
concepts

Gives feedback

Targeted and 
active teaching



Barriers and facilitating factors





In addition to workload, what is the biggest 
ōŀǊǊƛŜǊ ǘƻ ȅƻǳǊ ŦŜƭƭƻǿǎΩ ǘŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ƳƻǊŜΚ 

ÅFellow interest

ÅResident interest

ÅHospital systems (resident location, etc.)

ÅResident and fellow perceptions

ÅDivisional priorities



Primary team structure
Workload

Teaching skills
Experience

Familiarity
Subspecialty culture

Consult request

Fellow Resident

Rules Culture Structure

Tools

Factors impacting the resident-fellow 
teaching interaction

N = 34

Perceptions
Pushback

Miloslavsky et al Medical Education 2015

Perceptions
Willingness to engage

-Wǳǎǘ ǎŀȅ άȅŜǎέ

- Limit the damage of poor 
questions

- Set expectations

- Collaborate and empower

- Make teaching a habit

- Build familiarity



Teaching effectively during consultation



Consult interaction example

Å28 yo M admitted with pleuritic chest pain  

ÅECG demonstrates diffuse ST segment elevations

ÅTroponin returns at 270 mg/dL

ÅHeparin is started

ÅPrimary team suspects pericarditis, but would like 
ŎŀǊŘƛƻƭƻƎȅ ƛƴǇǳǘ ǘƻ ƳŀƪŜ ǎǳǊŜ ǘƘŜȅΩǊŜ ƴƻǘ ƳƛǎǎƛƴƎ ŀƴ ŀŎǳǘŜ 
coronary syndrome



Please rate this consult interaction

ÅPoor

ÅFair

ÅAverage

ÅGood

ÅExcellent



ÅAppeared hurried

ÅDid not create a positive environment

ÅDid not assess learner

ÅTeaching likely ineffective

Å5ƛŘ ƴƻǘ ŀŘŘǊŜǎǎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ

ÅDid not explain recommendations

Scenario 1 debrief



What was the most notable positive aspect of 
this interaction?

ÅSetting expectations

ÅLŘŜƴǘƛŦȅƛƴƎ ƭŜŀǊƴŜǊΩǎ ƪƴƻǿƭŜŘƎŜ ƎŀǇǎ

ÅFacilitating a conversation between resident and fellow

ÅRelaying facts/concepts effectively

ÅFeedback

ÅEfficiency



PARTNER approach

ωPartner with resident

ωAssess the learner

ωReinforce positives

ωTeaching objectives 

ωNew knowledge

ωExecute recommendations

ωReview

Miloslavsky et al, Arthritis Care Res 2016
Miloslavsky et al, J Grad Med Educ2017



Fellow evaluation



Kirpatrick model of evaluation

Discussion

OSTE
Direct observation



Resident-fellow feedback
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Excellent Very good Good Fair Poor

Overall satisfaction

N = 109

2021 4.47 4.42 4.33 4.30 4.20 4.20 4.17 3.91 3.90 3.87 3.82 3.66 

2019 4.41 4.11 4.32 4.34 4.15 4.03 3.90 3.60 3.54 

Change 0.02 0.22 (0.02) (0.14) 0.05 4.17 3.91 (0.13) (0.03) 0.22 0.12 



Pushback
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2021 4.79 4.47 4.44 4.44 4.32 4.09 4.09 3.99 3.84 3.81 3.66 3.25 

2019 4.60 4.46 4.11 4.17 3.64 3.80 3.74 2.85 2.88 

Change (0.14) (0.01) 0.33 0.15 0.35 0.04 0.07 0.81 0.37 

N = 109



Teaching
2021 4.05 3.95 3.73 3.67 3.58 3.51 3.35 3.32 3.29 3.24 3.15 3.10 

2019 3.27 3.83 3.59 3.73 3.71 3.74 3.98 3.30 3.82 

Change 0.79 0.12 0.15 (0.15) (0.20) (0.39) (0.66) (0.01) (0.58)

N = 109
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