Academic Promotions Framework Phase 2 Consultation Paper
Purpose and status
We are seeking views on the full proposed process for academic promotions across the University. This includes applications, assessment, panels, decisions and career development support. All aspects of the Phase 2 proposal are open to comment and may change in response to consultation. No implementation date has been agreed through this paper.
Phase 1 developed the academic pathways, role profiles and promotion criteria. This Phase 2 paper considers how applications would be made and assessed against those criteria. The three pathways are Teaching and Research, Teaching and Learning, and Professional Practice. The intention is to have a process that colleagues can understand and panels can apply consistently across the ten Schools, while allowing appropriate academic judgement.
Some details need further discussion, particularly the submission of research outputs and the use of references or external assessment. We are not proposing a fixed requirement for either at this stage. Views on what is proportionate for each route and pathway will inform the next draft.
Panel Composition
Suggested Promotions Panel
	
	Requirement
	Panel Responsibilities

	PVC
Promotions Panel
	The PVC should chair the Promotions Panel for Lecturer to Senior Lecturer applications. 

This provides a consistent institutional standard across all ten Schools within decision making panels.
	Pro Vice-Chancellor (Chair)

	
	
	Two Heads of School (rotating Membership and not considering applications from their own School)

	
	
	One senior academic from another School

	
	
	HR representative (advisory, non- voting)

	
University Promotions Panel
	For Senior Lecturer to Associate Professor promotions, a University-level panel should be convened under the PVC to ensure consistent institutional standards.
	Pro Vice Chancellor (or nominee) (Chair)

	
	
	At least one other academic member of UEB

	
	
	A Head of School (rotating membership and not considering applications from their own School) or an Academic member of UEB

	
	
	Two Professors / or One Professor and One Associate Professor

	
	
	HR representative (advisory, non-voting)

	
	
	

	Professorial
Promotions
Panel
	For Associate Professor to Professor promotions, a Senior University-level panel should be convened under the VC 
To ensure consistent institutional
standards.
	Vice-Chancellor (or nominee) (Chair)

	
	
	Pro Vice Chancellor

	
	
	Two Heads of School (rotating membership and not considering applications from their own School) or Two Academic members of UEB

	
	
	One Professor

	
	
	External Professor to provide independent academic scrutiny

	
	
	HR representative (advisory, non- voting)

	
	
	



Panel membership would bring together senior academic colleagues with relevant expertise, including rotating Heads of School where appropriate. A panel member would not assess an application from their own School. The professorial panel would include an external academic member. A People Services representative would advise on process and consistency without a vote. 
[bookmark: Approval_Routes][bookmark: _bookmark4]Approval Routes
Given the University's structure, with ten Schools reporting directly to a single Pro Vice-Chancellor (PVC), it would not be recommended that each School operates its own promotions panel. Whilst this would utilise local knowledge, it presents a significant risk of inconsistent decision-making across Schools.
Instead, Heads of School should undertake a developmental pre-submission review, with promotion decisions made through centrally constituted panels operating under the oversight of the PVC or VC.

	Promotion Route
	Pre-submission Review
	Approval

	Lecturer to Senior Lecturer
	Head of School
	PVC

	Senior Lecturer to Associate Professor
	Head of School
	PVC

	Associate Professor to Professor
	Head of School
	Vice-Chancellor


[bookmark: Role_of_the_Head_of_School][bookmark: _bookmark5]Role of the Head of School
The Head of School should undertake a mandatory developmental review before submission. This should be a quality assurance stage rather than an approval stage. The review should:
· confirm the application is complete;
· ensure evidence aligns to the chosen pathway;
· identify gaps or opportunities to strengthen the application;
· provide developmental feedback.
[bookmark: The_Head_of_School_may_provide_an_opinio][bookmark: _bookmark6]The Head of School may provide an opinion on the strength of the application and identify any areas where further development would strengthen the application. Applicants will retain the right to submit their application.
Head of School developmental review
We propose an application review before submission, replacing the current Head of Recommendation. The Head of School or line manager would review the draft application with the applicant. The review should:
· confirm that the application is complete;
· consider whether the evidence supports the selected pathway and identify any gaps;
· provide feedback on the strengths of the application and where it could be improved; and
· give an honest assessment of whether the applicant is ready for promotion.
The review would take place in time for the applicant to consider the feedback and make changes before the final submission deadline. It would not be an approval stage. 
An applicant could still submit if the Head of School or line manager considered that further development was needed. The application form would record that the review had taken place, the reviewer’s assessment and any comments the applicant wished to make in response.


Proposed assessment approach / rating scale
A common assessment matrix would help panels record how each criterion has been met and the reasons for their decision. Evidence would be considered in the context of the applicant’s discipline, pathway, responsibilities and the grade sought. The current proposal is a four point rating scale:
	Rating
	Proposed meaning

	1  Does not meet
	Little or no evidence against the criterion.

	2  Partially meets
	Some evidence, but not yet sufficient or consistent at the target grade.

	3  Meets
	Clear and consistent evidence at the target grade.

	4  Exceeds
	Sustained contribution with impact beyond expectations at the target grade.



A rating of 3 – Meets indicates the applicant has provided sufficient evidence to demonstrate they meet the standard expected for promotion to the target grade.
A rating of 4 – Exceeds should only be awarded where there is clear evidence of sustained achievement, significant impact and contribution beyond the normal expectations of the target grade.
Failure to meet any Essential Criterion will normally result in the application not being recommended for promotion. Academic judgement should not be used to override this mandatory threshold.
Ratings should be based on the quality, breadth, impact and sustainability of the evidence presented.
Essential Criteria
The proposal is that every Essential Criterion must be rated at least 3. 
Elective Criteria
In addition to the essential criteria applicants would also need to meet the proposed Elective Criteria threshold for the route:
	Route
	Proposed elective threshold

	Lecturer to Senior Lecturer
	At least four elective criteria presented, with at least two rated 3 or above.

	Senior Lecturer to Associate Professor
	At least four elective criteria presented, with at least three rated 3 or above.

	Associate Professor to Professor
	At least four elective criteria presented, with at least three rated 3 or above, including one rated 4.



Elective criteria allow candidates to demonstrate strengths across one or more pathways. The proposed elective thresholds have been designed to ensure breadth of contribution and evidence, whilst maintaining flexibility across the three pathways.
Meeting these thresholds would allow the panel to consider the overall strength of the application; it would not guarantee promotion. 
Ratings are used to:
· Support consistency across panel members
· Provide a structured basis for discussion
· Enable transparent assessment of evidence
· Panels must not make decisions based solely on numerical averages or totals
· There is no automatic score threshold that guarantees promotion 
Numerical averages may be used as a supporting tool only, for example to:
· Sense-check consistency
· Identify discrepancies in scoring
· Support panel discussion

The panel would consider the quality, breadth and sustained nature of the evidence, impact and readiness for the target grade. Ratings would support discussion, but decisions would not be made by averaging scores. Panels would record a rationale for each decision and provide feedback to applicants. Following assessment of criteria, panels must make the appropriate academic judgement.
Panels should consider:
· Whether the candidate demonstrates sustained performance (not isolated achievements)
· The impact and quality of contributions, which are evidence based
· The level of responsibility and influence appropriate to the target grade
· Evidence of trajectory, where relevant

We would welcome views on whether these thresholds are appropriate across the pathways and routes, and whether they allow for different forms of academic contribution without weakening the standard expected at each grade.
Decision-Making Framework
	Assessment Stages
	Panel Action
	Outcome

	Core (Essential) Criteria
	Assess whether all Core Criteria have been demonstrated at the required standard. Core includes leadership progressively.
	If any Core Criterion is not met - Do Not Recommend Promotion.

	
(Elective) Criteria
	Assess whether the applicant has met the required number and standard of Additional Achievement Criteria for the relevant promotion route.
	If the required threshold is not met - Do Not Recommend Promotion.

	
Panel Judgement
	Where the Core and Elective criteria thresholds have been met, the Panel should exercise informed academic judgement, considering the application.
	Proceed with a final recommendation based on the evidence presented.

	Overall Strength of Application
	Consider the quality, breadth, sustainability and evidence of the applicant's achievements.
	

	
Demonstrated Readiness
	Determine whether the applicant has demonstrated readiness for promotion to the target grade through sustained capability, achievement and impact.
	

	Final Recommendation
	Having	considered	all	evidence, determine whether promotion should be recommended.
	Recommend Promotion or Do Not Recommend Promotion












Borderline Cases
Where an application meets minimum thresholds but concerns remain:
Panels should:
· Discuss areas of strength and limitation
· Consider whether the evidence demonstrates sustained readiness for promotion
· Record a clear rationale for the decision
Where promotion is recommended or not recommended in borderline cases, justification must be documented.
	
	Requirement
	Panel Responsibilities

	




Consistency and Calibration
	



To ensure a fair, consistent and equitable assessment process across all applicants.
	Panel members must:

	
	
	Apply the agreed rating scale consistently.

	
	
	Avoid over-reliance on individual metrics or isolated achievements.

	
	
	Ensure comparable standards are applied across all applicants, irrespective of pathway, School or discipline.

	
	
	Where appropriate, the Panel may:

	
	
	Compare applications to support consistency of decision-making.

	
	
	Revisit individual ratings following panel discussion and calibration.

	
	
	Record the rationale for any amendments to ratings.

	


Recording Decisions
	
To ensure transparency, accountability and an auditable decision-making process.
	Panels must ensure that:

	
	
	Ratings are recorded clearly for each criterion.

	
	
	A concise rationale is recorded for the final recommendation.

	
	
	Decisions are supported by evidence presented within the application.

	
	
	Sufficient information is recorded to enable meaningful feedback to applicants where required.

	



Key Principles
	


To uphold the integrity of the Academic Promotions Framework.
	All Panel members must ensure that:

	
	
	Decisions are evidence-based and supported by the information presented.

	
	
	Assessment is fair, objective and free from bias.

	
	
	Academic judgement is applied consistently and only after the published assessment thresholds have been met.

	
	
	Confidentiality is maintained throughout the promotions process.

	
	
	The integrity, transparency and credibility of the promotions process is always upheld



Panels should record clear reasons for decisions in borderline cases, including where an applicant meets the minimum thresholds but the overall case is finely balanced.

Evidence and application documents
The proposed core application would include an application form addressing the criteria, an academic CV and a record of the Head of School developmental review. Applicants would be able to present relevant evidence of their work and its impact. Guidance would explain what evidence can reasonably demonstrate achievement in each pathway. Impact is intended to mean the difference made by the work, supported by evidence, rather than a list of activities alone. The scale and nature of impact would be considered in relation to the route and grade.
Proposed documentation 
	Document
	
	Purpose
	Applies to

	Promotion Application Form
	
	Sets out the applicant's evidence against the published promotion criteria and selected pathway(s).
	All applications

	Curriculum Vitae (CV) – Promotion CV Template
	
	Provides an overview of academic career, employment history, qualifications, appointments and professional achievements.
	
All applications

	Head	of	School Developmental Review
	
	Confirms that a developmental review has taken place, identifies strengths and any areas for development, and confirms the application is complete. This is advisory only and does not determine whether an application proceeds.
	All applications – additional PVC commentary for Professor

	Research Outputs
/ Portfolio of Evidence (where applicable)
	
	Enables the panel to consider published research, scholarship, professional practice outputs, creative works or other evidence relevant to the chosen pathway.
	Where applicable. These would be developed with the PVCS, to be agreed in principle.

	
External Reference
	
	
Provides independent professional commentary regarding the applicant's standing, contribution and readiness for promotion.
	Senior Lecturer to Associate Professor – one reference Associate Professor to Professor – two references

	External Assessment (where applicable)
	
	Provides an independent academic assessment of research quality, national or international standing and academic contribution, particularly for Professorial promotions.
	Associate Professor to Professor



For some applications, examples of research, scholarship, teaching or professional practice may assist the panel. The form, amount and selection of any research output submissions are still under review. We would welcome views on how panels should assess relevant outputs fairly across disciplines and pathways, without assuming that every pathway uses the same form of evidence. For example, it is highly likely that research outputs will be required as part of the Teaching and Research pathway, the quantity is not yet fixed. 
The need for references or external academic assessment at the higher promotion routes also remains under review in terms of information gathered from reference, purpose and weighting. Consultation should help establish where independent input adds value, how it would be sought, and how applicants would be treated consistently if a response were delayed or unavailable. No number limit or specific type of reference is proposed for agreement in this paper.
Circumstances and fair assessment
We propose that applicants should be able to tell the panel about circumstances that have affected the time available to build their evidence. These may include maternity or other family leave, sickness absence, disability-related circumstances or caring responsibilities. Such circumstances may affect the quantity of evidence an applicant can reasonably produce, but the quality and standard required for promotion would remain the same.
Applicants could provide a short confidential statement explaining the relevant period and its effect on their work. People Services would manage this information and share only what the panel needs to consider. The panel would take the circumstances into account when assessing the evidence and record how they informed its decision. We would welcome views on the guidance needed for applicants and panels.
Assessment is currently based largely on written applications, and we expect this to continue. Where a material point is unclear, a short written clarification process may be more manageable than interviewing applicants. Anyone asked to clarify their evidence should be given a consistent opportunity and timeframe to respond.
Panel training and calibration are proposed to support consistent assessment and clear reasons for decisions. We also propose an appeals process; its grounds, stages and decision makers will be developed following consultation. Applicants should receive an outcome, meaningful feedback and information on how to raise an appeal.
Training for Managers and Heads of School
To ensure consistent support across the University, Heads of School and line managers should receive development on:
· Understanding the Academic Promotions Framework.
· Identifying promotion potential.
· Supporting evidence gathering throughout the year.
· Providing constructive developmental feedback.
· Conducting promotion readiness conversations.
· Coaching.
· Supporting different academic career pathways.
· Succession planning and management.
[bookmark: University_Support_and_Continuous_Improv][bookmark: _bookmark19]University Support and Continuous Improvement
The University should commit to:
· Publishing clear guidance and exemplars for each promotion pathway.
· Delivering annual promotion information sessions.
· Maintaining an online promotions resource hub.
· Offering drop-in advice clinics during application periods.
· Monitoring participation in development activities.
· Reviewing applicant and panel feedback after each promotions cycle.
· Monitoring promotion outcomes by School, pathway and protected characteristics.
· Using lessons learned to continuously improve the framework.
Annual cycle and support for colleagues
The proposal envisages an annual cycle for each route, with guidance and development before applications open, followed by submission, assessment, outcomes, feedback and appeals. Timing, frequency and effective dates require further discussion alongside the resources needed to run the process. No launch date has been agreed.
Colleagues would need clear guidance and practical support before any cycle begins. Proposals include career development conversations, information sessions and workshops for applicants, advice on presenting evidence, mentoring where feasible, and training for Heads of School and panel members. We would welcome views on which forms of support would be most useful and how they could be offered fairly across Schools and pathways.
Indicative Timeline
The timetable below is illustrative and is included for consultation only. It shows the proposed sequence of activities and the approximate time needed for each stage. It is not an announcement that academic promotions will take place, and no decision has been made on an implementation or launch date. If a decision is made to proceed, the timetable will be revised to reflect the agreed start date for each promotion route.
	Activity
	Lecturer to Senior Lecturer
	Senior		Lecturer to	Associate
Professor
	Associate Professor to Professor

	Promotion guidance published
	October
	February
	June

	Promotion workshops
	October
	February
	June

	Career development conversations
	October
	February
	June

	Applications open
	Mid-October
	Mid-February
	Mid-June

	Head of School developmental review
	November
	March
	July

	Application submission deadline
	End November
	End March
	End July

	Eligibility and completeness check
	Early December
	Early April
	Early August

	Referees / external assessment invited
	N/A
	Early April
	Early August

	Reference	/	external	assessment period
	N/A
	April
	August

	HR	collates	references	/	external assessment
	N/A
	Late April
	Late August

	Application pack finalised
	Mid December
	Early May
	Early September

	Promotions Panel
	January
	Late May
	Late September

	Calibration
	January
	Late May
	Late September

	Outcome letters
	February
	June
	October

	Feedback meetings
	February
	June–July
	October–November

	Appeals
	March
	July
	November

	
Promotion effective date
	1	September
(following academic year)
	1	September
(following academic year)
	1 January (current academic year)



Questions for consultation
Are the proposed panels and decision routes appropriate, and what expertise and safeguards should be built into panel membership?
Would the Head of School review give useful developmental feedback while preserving an applicant’s ability to apply?
Are the rating definitions and proposed Essential and Elective Criteria thresholds clear and proportionate across grades and pathways?
What evidence should applicants be asked to provide, including any research outputs, and how should impact be assessed across disciplines?
When, if at all, would references or external assessment be helpful, and what safeguards would be needed?
How should individual circumstances, calibration, feedback and appeals be handled?
What cycle, support and implementation lead time would be workable? Should a cap be considered, and if so on what basis?
What happens after consultation
We will consider feedback from the recognised trade unions and academic colleagues on the full proposal. We will also take account of the separate Heads of School round table on how the process would work in practice. A revised framework will explain the main issues raised and how they have been addressed before going through the University’s governance and approval process. Detailed guidance, training and an implementation timetable would follow any decision to proceed.
Academic Career Development Framework
The Academic Promotions Framework should form part of a wider academic career development model, supporting colleagues throughout their career and ensuring promotion is viewed as the outcome of sustained development rather than a single application process. We recognise the this is a work in progress and this will not all happen at once, however over the next 3 to 5 years we would expect the below to be established. The priority of this review is ensuring that there is a fair, systematic and consistent approach to promotions for Academics. The developmental aspects will be created alongside this over the span of 5 years in conjunction with staff, managers and relevant stakeholders. 
The University should provide structured support throughout the academic career lifecycle, enabling staff to understand expectations, develop the required evidence and prepare competitive promotion applications.
	Activity
	Purpose
	Lead Responsibility

	Annual Performance and Development Review (PDR)
	Promotion aspirations discussed as part of annual objective setting and career planning, with objectives aligned to the relevant academic pathway.
	
Line Manager / Head of School

	Career Development Conversations
	Dedicated discussions focused on career progression, readiness and identifying development opportunities.
	Line Manager / Head of School

	Promotion Readiness Review
	Informal review against the promotion criteria to identify strengths, evidence gaps and readiness before formal submission.
	Line Manager and Head of School

	Academic Mentoring Scheme
	Applicants paired with experienced academics who have successfully achieved promotion to provide guidance, challenge and support throughout the process.
	Senior Academic Mentor / Professor

	Peer Mentoring
	Opportunities to share experience, review evidence and receive constructive feedback from colleagues.
	Faculty / School

	Application Writing Workshops
	Practical workshops on preparing a strong evidence-based promotion application and demonstrating impact against the published criteria.
	Centre for Learning and Teaching / Senior Academic Colleagues

	Evidence Portfolio Clinics
	Sessions supporting colleagues to develop and present evidence aligned to their chosen pathway.
	Centre for Learning and Teaching / Research Office / Senior Academic Colleagues

	Mock Promotions Panels
	Simulated panel exercises providing applicants with developmental feedback before submission.
	Experienced Panel Members /Senior Academic Colleagues

	Research Development Support
	Guidance on publications, grant capture, research leadership and demonstrating research impact.
	Research Office / Professoriate

	Teaching Excellence Development
	Support for educational leadership, curriculum innovation, pedagogic scholarship and student outcomes.
	Centre for Learning and Teaching

	Professional Practice Development
	Support for colleagues following the Professional Practice pathway to evidence leadership, external engagement and institutional impact.
	Senior Professional Practice Academics

	
Leadership Development
	Development opportunities preparing colleagues for academic leadership roles associated with higher academic grades.
	Organisational Development / PVC / Senior Academic Leaders

	Professor Development Programme
	Tailored development for Associate Professors aspiring to Professorial promotion, including strategic leadership, external profile and academic influence.
	Vice-Chancellor, PVCs and Professoriate




Conclusion and Invitation to Consult - Your Views
The University is seeking feedback from academic colleagues and recognised trade unions on the proposed Phase 2 Academic Promotions Framework. The purpose of this consultation is to ensure that the proposed arrangements are fair, transparent, consistent and proportionate across all three academic pathways and promotion routes.
We are specifically seeking views on the following proposals:
1. Panel composition and decision-making: Whether the proposed panel membership, approval routes and responsibilities provide appropriate academic expertise, independence and consistency.
2. Head of School developmental review: Whether the proposed review provides appropriate support and feedback to applicants while maintaining the applicants right to submit an application.
3. Assessment methodology: Whether the proposed four-point rating scale and Essential and Elective Criteria thresholds are clear at each promotion grade.
4. Evidence requirements: What types, quantity and quality of evidence should be required to demonstrate achievement and impact for each academic pathway and promotion route, including research outputs, professional practice portfolios and other relevant evidence.
5. External references and assessment: Whether external references or independent academic assessment should be required, for which promotion routes, and how they should inform decisions.
6. Practical implementation and development support: Whether the proposed annual cycle, indicative timescales and career development arrangements are appropriate and workable.
How to Provide Feedback
Feedback will be gathered through facilitated round-table consultation sessions and an online consultation form. Both methods will follow the same consultation themes to ensure that feedback can be considered consistently.
For each area, colleagues are encouraged to:
· Identify whether they support the proposal, support it with amendments, or do not support it.
· Explain any specific concerns or practical difficulties with the proposed arrangements.
· Identify any differences that should apply across academic pathways or promotion routes.
· Suggest alternative arrangements or amendments, including the reasons for these.
· Provide examples or supporting evidence where appropriate.
Where concerns are raised, we particularly welcome constructive and evidence based suggestions on how the proposals could be improved.
All aspects of the Phase 2 proposals remain open to consultation. No implementation date has been agreed.
Following consultation, feedback from academic colleagues, recognised trade unions and the separate Heads of School discussions will be reviewed to identify common themes, areas of agreement, concerns and proposed amendments. A revised framework will then be considered through the University's appropriate governance and approval processes before any decision is made on implementation.

















Appendix 1 – Guidance: Understanding and Evidencing Impact in the context of Academic Promotions
This guidance supports applicants and Promotions Panels in understanding how impact should be interpreted and evidenced within the Academic Promotions Framework.
1. What is Impact?
For the purposes of the Academic Promotions Framework, impact is the demonstrable difference or value created through an individual's sustained contribution. Impact is broader than the Research Excellence Framework (REF) definition of research impact and applies equally to the Teaching and Research, Teaching and Learning and Professional Practice pathways.
Impact is not the activity undertaken. It is the measurable or observable difference that results from that activity.
	Activity
	Impact

	Redesigned a module
	Student satisfaction increased, continuation improved and the approach was adopted across other programmes.

	Led a research project
	Research informed policy, professional practice or external collaboration.

	Introduced a new placement framework
	Placement capacity increased and employer satisfaction improved.

	Developed a new process
	Reduced administration time and improved service quality.



2. Principles
Impact must be supported by evidence. Activity alone does not demonstrate impact. Evidence should normally demonstrate sustained rather than one-off achievements. Panels should assess impact in the context of the applicant's role, pathway and target grade.
The expected scale of impact increases with progression to higher grades.
3. The Impact Evidence Framework
Applicants should structure evidence using the following five-stage approach:

	Stage
	Question
	Example

	Activity
	What did you do?
	Led redesign of MSc curriculum

	Output
	What was produced?
	New curriculum approved and implemented

	Outcome
	What changed?
	Assessment redesigned and student engagement increased

	Impact
	What measurable or observable difference resulted from the activity?
	NSS increased from 82% to 93%; continuation improved by 5%

	Evidence
	How can it be verified?
	NSS data, Annual Monitoring Report, External Examiner report



The impact and evidence are integral to the promotion applications, this is the fundamental basis for scoring methodology.
4. Sources of Evidence - examples
· Student outcome data (NSS, student feedback, course surveys, continuation, attainment, graduate outcomes).
· Annual Monitoring Reports and committee papers.
· External Examiner or Professional Body reports.
· Research outputs, grants, citations or knowledge exchange evidence.
· Policy documents, project reports or service improvement metrics.
· External recognition, awards, testimonials or partnership outcomes.
· Financial improvement and income generation.
5. Questions for Panels
The panel must be able to clearly answer the questions below based on the evidence provided within the application. The higher the grade the greater or more sustained the impact should be.
· What changed because of this work?
· Who benefited?
· What evidence supports the claim?
· How significant was the impact?
· Has the impact been sustained over time?
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