Head of School Application Review - Round Table Discussion Paper
Purpose
We would like to discuss a proposed review of the promotion application before submission. This process would replace the current Head of School recommendation. The aim is to give applicants an honest view of the strength of their draft, with enough time to make changes, while keeping the decision on promotion with the panel. This paper and the accompanying form and guidance are working drafts for the round table; the process has not been agreed or finalized at this stage.
The round table is a discussion with Heads of School which focuses on the Head of review how the review could work in practice. 
The wider staff and trade union consultation covers the full Phase 2 promotions process.
Proposed approach
The applicant would prepare a complete draft against the chosen promotion route and pathway, including the evidence they intend to rely on. The Head of School or line manager would read the draft before meeting the applicant. The reviewer would comment on;
· whether the application is complete;
· how well the evidence addresses the criteria;
· whether the application demonstrates sustained and evidenced impact; 
· where the case is strong or needs work;
· whether the application as a whole in their view, currently demonstrates readiness for promotion.
The review should be critical and constructive. The reviewer’s view would be recorded with reasons linked to the criteria. It would be advice to the applicant and information for the panel. It would not determine whether an application can be submitted, and it would not replace the panel’s assessment. 

An applicant could submit even if the reviewer considered that further development was needed.







Suggested sequence of events
	Stage
	Timeframe
	Proposed action

	Prepare
	1 month 
	The applicant applied through the relevant route and pathway and sends a complete draft application, CV and proposed evidence to the reviewer before the review deadline.

	Review
	2 weeks
	The Head of School or line manager reads the draft against the published criteria and identifies points for discussion. The reviewer does not give provisional panel ratings.

	Discuss
	1 week
	The applicant and reviewer discuss strengths, gaps, any evidence that needs explaining, and the reviewer’s view of readiness. The reviewer records the feedback and any difference of view.

	Record
	1 week
	The reviewer completes the standard form by the deadline date given. The applicant receives it and may add a response. Acknowledgement confirms the discussion took place, not agreement with the reviewer’s opinion.

	Revise and submit
	1 week
	The applicant has time to update the application before the final deadline. The review form accompanies the application, whether or not the reviewer considers the applicant ready.

	Assess
	
	People Services checks that the review took place or records an exception. The promotions panel considers the final application and supporting documents and makes its own assessment.



Timing and exceptions
The review must happen early enough for the applicant to act on feedback. One option for discussion is to require the draft at least ten working days before the final application deadline, with the review completed within five working days. The final dates would be set alongside the promotion cycle. Heads of School may wish to suggest a different period, particularly if several applications arrive together.
There should also be a route in the circumstance the normal reviewer is unavailable or has a conflict of interest. The Head of School should arrange an alternative senior academic reviewer and record why the normal review did not take place. A delay or omission outside the applicant’s control should not prevent submission.
Points for discussion at the round table
Should the Head of School normally carry out the review, or should a line manager do so in some cases? 
Who should act where there is a conflict, vacancy or absence?
What would make the review genuinely useful to an applicant, and how direct should the recorded readiness assessment be?
Would the proposed timing give applicants enough opportunity to revise their applications? How should missed review dates be handled?
Does the draft form capture enough feedback without becoming a second application or a provisional panel assessment?
How should an applicant’s disagreement with the reviewer be recorded and presented to the panel?
What guidance or training would Heads of School and line managers need to apply this approach consistently?
Proposed outcome of the meeting
To establish any areas of concern around timescales or feasibility of a critical review approach. 
If this is not considered a feasible approach, please come with ideas of alternative approach for Head of School / Line Manager review of application.  

