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June 25, 2011 
 
Dr. Patricia G. Calarco 
Dean of Graduate Studies 
University of California, San Francisco 
1675 Owens Street, CC 310 
Campus Box 0523 
San Francisco, CA 94143-0523 
 
 
Dear Dean Calarco: 
 
Enclosed is the evaluation for the Graduate Program in Oral & Craniofacial Sciences 
(OCS) reviewed May 25th and 26th, 2011.  The Review Committee appreciated the 
hospitality and the opportunity to learn about the very exciting and vital programs at 
UCSF.  The UCSF Graduate Program in Oral & Craniofacial Sciences has enjoyed an 
excellent international reputation in training individuals interested in a variety of different 
fields offered through the OCS Program, represented by 3 tracks: Cell and 
Mesenchymal Biology (CMB), Biomaterial and Bioengineering Sciences (BBS), and 
Clinical and Translational Sciences (CTS).   We hope our attached review of the 
program will be of value to the OCS Program Co-Directors, Drs. Caroline Shiboski and 
Stefan Habelitz.   
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Dr. Martha J. Somerman 
Chair, Review Panel 
Oral & Craniofacial Sciences 
 
cc. Dr. Jack Ferracane, Oregon Health & Science University; Dr. Keith Kirkwood, 
Medical University of South Carolina;  Dr. Cu-Yu Wang, University of California, Los 
Angeles;  Dr. Christian Vaisse, University of California, San Francisco   
 
Attachment: Agenda 



Review Process 
 
On May 25 and 26, 2011, Dr. Patricia Calarco, Dean of Graduate Studies and her staff 
hosted a panel of external reviewers to evaluate the Graduate Program in Oral & 
Craniofacial Sciences.  The external review was chaired by Dr. Martha Somerman 
(University of Washington) and its members included Dr. Jack Ferracane (Oregon 
Health & Science University), Dr. Keith Kirkwood (Medical University of South Carolina) 
and Dr. Cu-Yu Wang (University of California, Los Angeles) and Dr. Christian Vaisse 
(University of California, San Francisco – Graduate Council Liaison).  
 
For this review a written comment was provided to reviewers several weeks before and 
included a brief history of the program, degrees granted through the program, student 
profile, mentor profile, resources, program administration and summary of the program’s 
strengths and some suggested areas for improvement.  Unfortunately, the report lacked 
details.  However most of these were made available to the reviewers upon request 
during the evaluation site visit.  
 
An excellent agenda was prepared for the meeting (see attachment) providing us the 
ability to meet with a wide variety of individuals involved with the program.   During 
executive sessions the strengths and weaknesses, recommendations and concerns 
were discussed.  
 
Below is a summary of the strengths, weaknesses and recommendations followed by 
specific details for I. Program; II. Students; III. Faculty; and IV. Physical Facility and 
Other Resources, as requested by the Graduate Program.  
 
Strengths, Weaknesses and Recommendations: 
 
Strengths: 
The UCSF Graduate Program in Oral & Craniofacial Sciences (OCS) is an outstanding 
program with numerous strengths.  A few of these are highlighted below: 
 

• The UCSF research environment is vibrant and the faculty is outstanding with 
very strong track records for outside funding.  UCSF School of Dentistry is 
ranked consistently as the number 1 dental school (58 schools) in the country in 
terms of grant support from NIDCR/NIH.  Opportunities for research in diverse 
areas are available for entering students, and the program attracts students with 
strong academic credentials and from diverse backgrounds. 

 
• The history of the OCS program indicates a strong track record of generating oral 

health scientists who have independent research programs at many leading 
dental schools across the country.  This is clear evidence that the program is 
meeting its goals and expectations.  Along with the special commitment to 
training dental professionals who wish to pursue advanced research training and 
academic careers, the OCS program is meeting important needs in addressing 
critical questions in dental research, in broadening the awareness of the value of 
dental research for the University and improving the quality of health for all 
communities.   

 
• The recent shift in the administration of the program in 2010, with the departure 

of Dr. Brian Schmidt, to Drs. Caroline Shiboski and Stefan Habelitz, while in 



transition, has resulted in innovative new initiatives.  This was viewed as a 
strength that needs to be monitored carefully to include outcome assessments of 
new initiatives to ensure that expectations are being met for students and faculty. 

 
• The faculty and students enjoy a collaborative spirit and many of the OCS 

graduates have been successful in obtaining excellent academic positions 
 
• There is a focus and requirement that all students apply for independent funding.  

Furthermore, a required course in preparing individual training grants has been 
implemented and an impressive number of students have been successful in 
obtaining individual training grants for their research. 

 
• The staff support for the training program, while new, is excellent. 

 
Weaknesses/Concerns: 
 

• There remain concerns related to an apparent decline in the applicant pool and 
to competing graduate programs on campus; however we learned that new 
initiatives are being put in place at the campus level to increase the visibility of 
these smaller programs with anticipation of increasing the applicant pools for 
programs such as OCS. 

 
• A continuous theme by students and recent graduates included a lack of clear 

guidelines on day 1 of the program.  Concerns voiced included inconsistencies in 
expectations, lack of resources/ or information as to where to go to obtain 
information, inability to navigate the system, and no go to person for assistance. 
The recent recruitment of a staff person to the research office seems to have 
improved this situation to some degree. 

 
• It was not clear how much biological sciences were required of students within 

the CTS track since some of the OCS core curriculum exempted CTS track 
students and furthermore it was not clear if these students would have an 
opportunity to explore additional biological sciences relative to their graduate 
studies if desired, an opportunity considered by the review committee to be 
important to make available to CTS students.  

 
• There does not appear to be a formal process for admission to the DDS/PhD and 

PhD program including criteria for acceptance. 
 
• Some concern of potential lack of junior faculty to mentor students going forward 

(as senior faculty retire, decrease research activities) was stated by some 
individuals. 

 
• The ability to attract underrepresented minorities to the OCS program was noted, 

a universal issue for such programs. 
 
• Lack of student engagement in the OCS program once candidacy was reached 

was a concern in terms of ensuring an identity for the OCS program. 
 

• While improvements were noted in the need for clinical faculty to provide some 
flexibility in terms of required attendance for DDS/PhD students; there remains 



concern about the lack of awareness and value of DDS/PhD program by clinical 
faculty and of equal importance to the DDS program by some research faculty.  

 
• Mechanisms to both educate and increase student awareness of courses and 

resources related to integrity in science on the UCSF campus should be 
developed and disseminated to students 

 
• Some of the students felt that the BBS track lacked sufficient structure resulting 

in an inadequate understanding of the required BBS courses and a lack of depth 
of the current courses offered.  In the review booklet, the course work was not 
described for the BBS track.  In the supplemental material received at the site 
visit, there was only one example provided for a student’s BBS elective pathway 
and this material indicated that ample courses existed for students in the 
biomaterial and bioengineering pathway to select; yet, it remained unclear if there 
were an appropriate number of OCS specific BBS courses offered at this time.  

 
• Some DDS/PhD students felt that 3 rotations slow their progress, especially with 

the requirement to prepare an F30. 
 

• Inadequate preparation/information/guidance provided for preparation of 
manuscripts and thesis was expressed by some students. 

 
• Some students felt their input was not sought out in situations that would impact 

their future such as restructuring plans for the DDS/PhD Program.  
 
Recommendations: 
 

1. As Drs. Shiboski and Habelitz move their visions forward for the PhD programs it 
is recommended that a formal outcome assessment process is put in place to 
monitor new/revised programs and student progress.    

 
2. A careful review, to include student input, on core courses and electives available 

for all three tracks should be considered.  Further, the number of required 
rotations for DDS/PhD students should be revisited. 

 
3. It is recommended that a more formal process is put in place for incoming 

graduate students to navigate their environment, e.g. a roadmap that outlines 
resources available; provides details on requirements and anticipated timelines 
for completion; and provides guidance for students as they move through the 
process.  

 
4. It is recommended that the Internal Advisory Board continues to develop 

mechanisms to increase the applicant pool and diversity of applicants to the 
program.  In addition, plans for supplementation of finances to support graduate 
students should be considered.  

 
5. It is recommended that the new programs on campus to increase the applicant 

pool for all PhD programs, which we learned about during our visit, be actively 
pursued.  Further, it is suggested that programs that enhance the visibility of 
OCS throughout the University, as well as increase interactions between the 



OCS students, postdocs and the OCS faculty throughout the students/postdocs 
time at UCSF, be developed.  

 
I. Program 
 
A. What are the goals of the program?  Is it meeting its own goals and the 
expectations of others?  Is it meeting the needs of the students, of the discipline, 
of the university, of society?  What is the program’s promise for future 
development and contributions? 

 
The Oral and Craniofacial Sciences (OCS) Program at UCSF has a long tradition of 
training oral health scientists and clinician scientists to fulfill a critical need in both 
academia and industry to address scientific issues in oral health-related sciences.  A 
major problem in US dental schools is the apparent lack of dental faculty that is forecast 
to remain or worsen in the future.  Thus, training programs such as OCS are desperately 
needed to generate independent scientists and clinician scientists that are capable of 
performing cutting edge science at the bench and, for some, translate these discoveries 
into new treatment modalities in the oral health setting.  In addition, it is imperative that 
oral health scientists be present to educate and train the next generation of both dentists 
and dentist scientists.  To accomplish the goals of training oral health scientists, several 
pathways of training have evolved to meet these goals.  Along with these pathway 
opportunities for training, an extremely well trained and talented pool of program faculty 
has been assembled to mentor trainees within the OCS Program.  Although the OCS 
program offers both PhD and MS level training, this review will only focus on the PhD 
and DDS/PhD (Dentist Scientist Training Program) aspects of the overall program, as 
requested by Dr. Patricia Calarco, Dean of Graduate Studies, UCSF.   

 
The history of the OCS program indicates a strong track record of generating oral health 
scientists who have independent research programs at many leading dental schools 
across the country.  This is clear evidence that the program is meeting its goals and 
expectations.  The OCS program is meeting important training needs in the U.S. by 
addressing critical questions in oral health sciences.  The OCS program serves the 
university community by broadening the research and educational environment.  

 
The OCS program has evolved extensively over the past several years.  With the most 
recent merger of training grants (COHORT and CTST) for the latest T90 application to 
NIDCR, and new leadership (Drs. Shiboski and Habelitz), the OCS program has been in 
a period of transition.  Currently, the OCS program has 3 main program tracks: Cell and 
Mesenchymal Biology (CMB), Biomaterial and Bioengineering Sciences (BBS), and 
Clinical and Translational Sciences (CTS).  All tracks have outstanding scientists as 
program leaders in their respective fields.  The internal advisory board (IAB) serves to 
work with OCS program leaders to ensure successful oversight of the OCS program.  
This quite accomplished group of scientists has created a very comprehensive training 
program that is well positioned to address dental oral health research training presently 
and in the future.   
 
B. Are curriculum offerings sufficiently diverse to allow for a broad range of 
educational experiences; for specialization in the major sub-divisions of the   
discipline? How do program requirements, for example courses, examinations, 
etc., compare with those of other graduate programs in the field? 
 



For the OCS program there are 3 major tracks or pathways for the PhD program: Cell 
and Mesenchymal Biology (CMB), Biomaterial and Bioengineering Sciences (BBS), and 
Clinical and Translational Sciences (CTS).  For all of these tracks, students are expected 
to take a core curriculum consisting of 10 different courses during the first year with 
journal club and seminar series repeating in the fall, winter, and spring quarters.  This 
appears to be quite extensive and sufficient for all OCS students.  However, it was noted 
that CTS students are not required to take basic science courses in the first year 
including Cell Biology, Tissue/Organ Biology.  For the CMB track there are quite a 
number of excellent courses for students to take as electives during the 2nd year of 
graduate school that covers a range of topics including cancer biology, extracellular 
matrices, and developmental biology of the craniofacial complex.   Topics covered in the 
CMB track appear well designed to meet the needs of OCS students in this field 
compared to similar programs offered across the country.   

 
For the CTS track of the OCS program, there appears to be a rigid set of courses offered 
as part of the Advances Training in Clinical Research Program (ATCR) for training of 
students in the clinical research arena.  A series of 21 separate courses are listed 
(largely epidemiology and biostatistics based) with 14 required courses along with OCS 
journal club and seminar series to form the basis for the didactic component of the CTS 
track.  This coursework should provide students with an excellent background for the 
students within this track.  It was not clear how much biological sciences were required 
of students within this track since some of the OCS core curriculum exempted CTS track 
students and furthermore it was not clear if these students would have an opportunity to 
explore additional biological sciences relative to their graduate studies if desired, an 
opportunity considered by the review committee to be important to make available to 
CTS students.  

 
In the BBS track of graduate training, there appears to be no formal requirements 
beyond the first year OCS curriculum.   This issue was discussed with students during 
the program review and was viewed as having both pros and cons relative to the OCS 
program. Students viewed having flexibility to take courses at UCSF or other campuses 
in the Bay Area as a plus.  However, some of the students felt that they BBS track 
lacked sufficient structure resulting in an inadequate understanding of the required BBS 
courses.  In the review booklet, the course work was not described for the BBS track.  In 
the supplemental material received at the site visit, there was only one example provided 
for a student’s BBS elective pathway and this material indicated that ample courses 
existed for students in the biomaterial and bioengineering pathway to select; yet, it 
remained unclear if there were an appropriate number of OCS specific BBS courses 
offered at this time.  
 
 
C.  What coursework, seminars, and other educational experiences are offered in 
the area of integrity in science and professional conduct of scientists?  How do 
the faculty communicate with students about the ethical behavior in the conduct 
of research, in the analysis of data, and in the reporting of research findings? 
 
From the materials provided, there appear to be two formal didactic courses offered 
during the typical second year of the graduate program in OCS to address ethics in 
science--DPH 200—Behavioral and Ethical Considerations in Dentistry and appropriate 
to address the area of integrity in science.  However, detailed mechanisms to both 
educate and increase student awareness of other UCSF resources were not provide.   



 
 
D. Are sufficient resources allocated to the program to allow it to meet its goals? 
Are the resources allocated used in the most effective manner?  Is the program as 
productive as possible given the resources available to it? 
 
As with all graduate programs adequate extramural and intramural support is crucial to 
ensure and long term success of the academic program.  For the OCS program at 
UCSF, there has been a long history of training grant support from the NIDCR to support 
the graduate program.  At the time of this review, there are 2 T32 grants that directly 
support the OCS program—COHORT and CTST.  In addition, there are some individual 
F30 and F31 awards to support both DDS/PhD and PhD candidates, respectively.  In 
addition to the T32 support, the Dean of Dentistry provides some addition tuition support 
to help defray the costs of DDS/PhD student education along with some marginal 
support from the Graduate Division for student stipend and/or tuition support.  Other 
foundational support is noted.  A major concern currently is the recent submission of the 
comprehensive T90/R90 training grant to the NIDCR.  Although not funded on initial 
submission, this is a very strong program that should receive meritorious reviews with 
the application resubmission.  Given the decreasing support from both NIH and the 
institution due to economic times, the use of available resources is quite effective. With 
the addition of the foreign DDS to be added to the R90 component of the new training 
grant, there is potential to increase support for non-US residents.  Still, there is a need to 
increase intramural and foundational support to support non-eligible students for 
T90/R90 support.   

 
Overall, the OCS program and faculty have done a superb job with available resources 
in a highly effective and productive manner.  It appears that there is adequate staff to 
manage the needs of the present OCS program with additional support from the Dean’s 
office in the Dental School.   

 
II. Students 
 
A.  Are students of high ability attracted to the program? What criteria are used in 
admitting students to the program? Does the program have an effective plan with 
sufficient resources for recruiting new students?  
 
The program offers support to three categories of trainees. These are as follows: 1) PhD 
training to pre-doctoral DDS trainees (dual DDS-PhD), 2) single degree trainees (PhD 
only) to non-dentists and 3) PhD training to post-doctoral dentists. The admissions 
committee uses four criteria when evaluating applicants for admission: 1) transcripts of 
previous academic work (with a special focus on grades in basic science coursework); 2) 
GRE scores (verbal, quantitative and analytical) for PhD applicants and DAT scores for 
DDS/PhD applicants; 3) TOEFL scores (where applicable) and 4) three letters of 
recommendation. However, GRE and DAT admission scores for OCS students were not 
available to the review committee for evaluation.  For the applicants to the DDS/PhD 
dual program, the candidates must also be accepted to the DDS program. This program 
has used and continues to use effective approaches to recruit potential students. The 
interdisciplinary collaboration between local institutions like UC Berkeley, Stanford and 
San Francisco State University has strengthened their recruitment efforts. The 
admission process is well-conceived and organized. The program has a successful track 



record in obtaining training grants from NIDCR to provide students with financial support. 
During the review period, the program received support by two NIDCR training grants. 
 
B.  Are the students in this program diverse in terms of gender, ethnicity, and 
socioeconomic background? What has the program done to promote and 
maintain such diversity? What is the history of the program’s outreach efforts? 
 
The student enrollment data provided in the report was poorly organized and incomplete. 
Thus, it was difficult for the committee to evaluate. Based on the data provided from 
years 2006 to 2011, there were no underrepresented minority students enrolled in the 
PhD or DDS/PhD programs. The lack of diversity remains a major concern. While the 
committee cannot judge the history of the program’s outreach efforts from the report, the 
program has devised an action plan for recruiting underrepresented minority students for 
the coming years.  
 
C. Does the program have established procedures for regularly evaluating student 
performance? Does the program ensure that adequate information and good 
advice are provided to students? 
 
Some students have concerns about the course selection process and program 
requirements. While the advisor may advise the academic training in general, she or he 
may not be familiar with the course requirements for a specific track. It appears that 
incoming students do not receive adequate information about the program, i.e. a road 
map detailing requirements and expectations/time-lines for completion of specific 
requirements. As discussed previously the PhD program has three tracks: 1) biomedical 
sciences (cell and molecular biology), 2) biomaterials and bioengineering and 3) clinical 
and translational research. The requirement for the biomedical sciences track is well 
described in the report. For the clinical and translational research track, the one year 
advanced training in clinical research is offered through the School of Medicine as a 
substitute to the basic science courses. The review committee was not provide with 
information on the course requirements for the biomaterials and bioengineering track 
although some information was provided on site as described above.  
 
The program has established procedures for evaluating student performance. It appears 
that the core course is well developed for the biomedical sciences track. For DDS/PhD 
students, the minimum requirements for three lab rotations may be over-loaded given 
the heavy clinical duties required of them by the DDS program. There is a lack of 
coordination between the research and clinical training required of the DDS/PhD 
students. On the other hand, the qualifying examination, advancement to candidacy and 
dissertation research requirement are well established by the program.  
 
 D. Are there sufficient opportunities for faculty-student interchange; for the 
supervision of research projects and teaching activities? 
 
When an in coming student joins the program, the academic (research) advisor is 
immediately assigned to the student. Faculty-student interaction appears to be excellent 
and of great benefit to the student. The students satisfy their research requirements in 
an appropriately-matched research training environment and via interaction with  
postdoctoral fellows and staff. Many students have been able to obtain individual training 
grants from NIH which indicates that their research training is appropriately mentored by 



both the research advisor and the research committee. Due to the nature of the 
University, the program cannot offer teaching assistantship to students.   
 
E. Does the program provide sufficient financial support for its students?  
 
Most of domestic students are supported by the NIDCR training grants. There are no 
solid mechanisms to support international students. It appears that the international 
students depend on the Principal Investigator’s (advisor’s) grants. The dean has 
expressed strong commitment to the program. However, if the training grant application 
cannot be renewed, it will be problematic for the program in the coming years.    
 
F. Do students complete the program within normal time limits? What is the 
quality and scope of research results or other scholarly work published by 
graduate students? 
 
The students take four to seven years to complete their degree depending on the 
training track or program. Many students are in the DDS/PhD program and therefore, 
understandably so, take seven years to complete their training. Nearly all students have 
published before they graduate and, even more impressive, some students have 
published in the highly-impacted journals such as Cell, PNAS and Nature Methods.  
 
G. Are students successful in finding suitable positions upon graduation? 
 
The students have an excellent record of continuing in academic careers at different 
universities upon successful completion of the program. The PhD graduates have 
pursued their academic career goals by performing postdoctoral training at other 
universities. The DDS/PhD graduates have either obtained a faculty appointment or are 
doing specialty training at UCSF as well as other universities.  
 
H. What is the morale of the students in the program?  
 
Based on the graduate student survey, most students appear to be satisfied with the 
instruction, curriculum, research and faculty advising of this program. The students are 
happy with the available student workspace, office resources, computing and student 
health services. However, some students have concerns about curriculum and career 
development advising.  During the interview, the students expressed considerable 
enthusiasm and pride about their research training at UCSF which, in and of itself, 
increases the overall morale. 
 
III. Faculty 
 
A. What is the general scholarly quality of the faculty of the program?  Is the 
faculty adequate in numbers and sufficiently broad in interests for the program 
offered? 
 
There are sufficient numbers of faculty representing many diverse research interests and 
having widely varying expertise.  Perhaps the greater concern is that there are too few 
students enrolled in the program for the number of highly qualified faculty available. This 
will be more of a problem for new faculty perhaps, as students may tend to gravitate 
toward more established labs.  But at this point, this does not seem to be a problem.  
There is a trend for students to congregate in certain labs in a bit of a disproportionate 



way. But due to the openness of the labs and the faculty camaraderie, it is obvious that 
there is much cross fertilization occurring for the students.   
 
Forty four biosketches were provided for faculty associated with the OCS program, 
though additional faculty participate in the program (perhaps another dozen) and several 
were interviewed on site.  Based on the information in the biosketches, the faculty is 
about 60% males.  Nearly 60% of the faculty are Professors (and Emeritus), 15% are 
Associate Professors, and 25% are Assistant Professors.  This represents somewhat of 
a more experienced faculty, but there are several recently hired Assistant Professors 
who are very actively involved in the program.  Nearly half of the associated faculty 
members have NIH support.  The faculty members, many of whom are leaders in their 
fields, have always been a great strength of the program, and this continues to be true.  
The students frequently cited the quality of the faculty as the principle reason for 
selecting the OCS program at UCSF vs. similar programs at other schools of dentistry. 
 
B. Do faculty members receive sufficient support for their teaching and 
counseling activities in the graduate program? 
 
This program is a priority for the school of dentistry at UCSF, and is supported by the 
dental school administration financially and professionally.   Faculty members were in 
agreement that they had ample time for faculty development and that their teaching 
loads, while valued, were not overbearing.  All faculty members have the opportunity to 
serve as mentors for the graduate students.  In fact, each student is initially assigned a 
mentor, and has the opportunity to retain this mentor as well as their selected mentor for 
the research thesis.  These mentor’s roles were highly valued by the students. 
  
C. Are faculty members of quality being recruited and retained?  Is the faculty 
diverse in terms of gender, ethnicity and background? 
 
Faculty members of quality have been recruited and retention in the program has not 
been an issue as most of the faculty have been at the university and associated with the 
OCS program for a long time.  There is always an effort to increase the numbers of 
underrepresented groups, but this is a difficulty that all universities face.  Overall, the 
faculty does represent a very diverse group in terms of gender, background and 
ethnicity. 
 
D. What is the morale of the faculty in the program? 
 
The morale of the faculty is excellent.  Everyone is well aware of the budgetary 
restrictions and the difficult financial situation being faced, but this does not seem to 
have a negative effect on their outlook.  The faculty is highly collaborative. They 
genuinely seem to enjoy working with one another, mentoring the fine students, and 
being employed at UCSF.  There seems to be general agreement that space is 
adequate in terms of amount and quality to support their work. The committee was able 
to visit several newly remodeled labs that were state of the art. 
 
IV. Physical Facilities and Other Resources 
 
A.  Is the physical plant, e.g., classrooms, office space, laboratories, study and 
lounge areas, satisfactory? Is the library adequate to support the instruction and 



research needs of the program? Are web-based resources sufficiently utilized by 
members of this graduate program? 
 
In addressing this issue we had the opportunity to visit recently renovated research 
facilities located on one floor with ample space, core facilities and space available for 
new recruits.  Furthermore, all of the students we met with were very satisfied with their 
learning environments.  
 
B.  Is there adequate equipment to support graduate instruction and research? Is 
there adequate secretarial, technical, and other staff assistance for this graduate 
program? 
 
In interviewing faculty, staff and students they all responded that adequate support was 
available for their individual programs.  Further, the staff support for grant submissions, 
writing proposals and technical support were all viewed as a sufficient for their needs.  
 
 


