Performance and Talent JNCC Sub-Group (November 2025)
Promotion Review
Summary
This paper sets out the responses to the feedback provided by JNCC in October 2025 on the proposed changes to the Academic and Technical Specialist Promotion Framework and Criteria. 
Response to feedback on changes to the Academic and Technical Specialist Promotion Framework and Criteria 
Academic Criteria:
	General comments
	Response

	· There are frequent mentions of making an impact 'beyond your school/faculty'.  This wording needs updating, given the proposed new university structure.  To make an impact at 'school/faculty' level will be a higher bar in future, so it needs rewording to 'department/school' for the new structure.

	· The decision to move to the College/School structure is still under consultation so this hasn’t been updated yet. Once a decision is approved, these references will be reviewed and updated to consider the most appropriate level to retain the same ‘bar’ (department/school/college/institution). 

	· There have been suggestions of an interim promotion level to ensure realistic career progression in time and avoid leaving staff stuck indefinitely at the same level (often level 5)

	· As this is not consistent with our pay structure and framework it is not possible to introduce a new promotion level, and consideration of this is not in scope of this review.

	1. Feedback on academic promotions

	· Greater flexibility in principle, but wording such as “above discipline norms” and “availability of opportunity” leaves wide managerial discretion over what counts as “meeting” a criterion. Also a potential equity issue, particularly for underrepresented or part-time staff.

	· This wording is included to account for differences across disciplines which will require local discretion; we must allow room for flexibility to reflect different disciplinary norms. Reference to disciplinary norms has previously been standard wording in promotion criteria. 
· To mitigate individual managerial discretion, disciplinary norms will now be informed using external data on performance through the new academic performance dashboard at the discipline level to provide greater transparency. 
· We have reviewed and improved our mitigating circumstances guidance for part-time staff.


	· The distinction between A (core), B (choice) and C (additional excellence) risks creating subjective interpretations across faculties. Clear written assurance should state that meeting all A criteria constitutes a sufficient basis for promotion, and that absence of C-level evidence cannot disadvantage a candidate.

	· In response to this feedback, we have updated our guidance around the use of A/B/C for clarity: 
· “To be successfully promoted, applicants would have to meet all essential expectations (A) and at least one of the choices (B) within each area of activity (where included) 
· Where an applicant wishes to strengthen an area of their application then a C criterion can be used to reflect their strengths and discipline norms. It is not explicitly required if the candidate comfortably meets all A&B criteria”
· We are also considering alternatives to the naming convention of ‘A/B/C’ to avoid assumptions about the value weighting (e.g. B isn’t any less important than A)


	· The new ABC model substantially increases the documentation and mapping required for applicants, likely to lengthen both preparation and review time.
· This will necessitate piloting with optional adoption for one year and providing a simplified guidance matrix or self-assessment template if the model is retained.

	· The research done to inform the EIA has highlighted the potential risks associated with a more flexible model which we are mitigating through comprehensive but simplified guidance as well as developing a simplified application form which is mapped to the criteria, and a key on the criteria to indicate the levels of flexibility per pathway. 
· This includes a matrix to indicate which options the applicant is putting forward to support both applicants and decision makers. 
· We will be continuing to engage and negotiate documentation changes with the unions as part of the process consultation including the application, pre-committee and feedback forms. 
· The launch will not be treated as a pilot, as it is essential that we provide consistent expectations for our staff and ensure fairness and equity for all applicants within the same promotion cycle. Following the launch, we will review outcomes and user feedback to inform ongoing improvements and to address any unanticipated challenges.


	Some of the requirements are unrealistic and do not consider differences between disciplines enough (see more specific examples on this below).  

	· Please see responses to the specific criteria concerns below.


	This also applies to the requirement to obtain both outputs and funding as essential for R&T, when those vary greatly. These 2 categories should be merged as one, so that if one only is obtained, but consequential enough, it does not necessarily require the other one

	· We note your suggestion; however, this has been the established approach in previous iterations, where outputs and funding were treated as separate criteria. We are not planning to make changes to this approach at this time.

	2. Removal of external engagement as a core requirement
1. Now optional (“C” criterion). While this reduces burden, it may devalue civic and outreach work, which contributes to the university’s stated strategic aims (valued publicly, but undervalued internally).

	· We are in agreement that we should not be devaluing civic and outreach work. References to civic activity can be found as part of the ‘university citizenship’ criteria which is core for all.


	3. New or expanded financial expectations
1. The new framework introduces explicit expectations around financial growth and sustainability, including income generation and cost-conscious activity.
→ Could incentivise commercialisation over scholarship and disadvantage disciplines or roles with limited access to external income.

2. Introducing “Financial Growth and Sustainability” as a measurable criterion within all pathways risks penalising those in teaching-only roles where direct revenue generation is unrealistic. à This should not form part of the essential expectations for the T&CL pathway at any level.

3. Making research income procurement “essential” for level 5 (potentially also L6) R&T is problematic, and can put some staff at a disadvantage due to inequalities in external funding availability according to the discipline.  

4. Although an optional requirement, the form should ensure that external income obtention for staff on T&CL pathway does not become an expectation, as opportunities for these staff members are limited.

	1. ‘Other external income’ which includes commercialisation is an optional (C) or choice (B) criterion. Commercialisation is included to recognise applicants with strengths in this area rather than to set an expectation for all. This is also not in lieu of scholarship: outputs and research/teaching excellence are core criteria of all pathways. 

2. For T&CL colleagues, reference to financial growth and sustainability was included for T&CL at level 6 and 7 in the previous criteria under ‘Financial Contribution and Reputation Building’. The updated wording is intended to make this criterion clearer. For clarity:
a. For T&CL at level 6 and 7 they have a choice in how they show their financial contribution; this can either be through demonstrating financial growth and sustainability through “development and delivery of innovative programmes leading to financially sustainable delivery of academic (teaching and/or research) practice”, OR through other forms of direct income
b. “Other income” is not an A criteria: this is to recognise applicants with achievements in bringing in other forms of income rather than setting this as a core expectation
c. We recognise the need to clearly articulate this in the training to avoid the presumption from the framework headings, that this equates to direct income.

3. The criterion expectations for income generation at level 5 has not changed from previous iterations. The new criteria wording makes the level of contribution more explicit (“Contributes to” rather than awarded (6) leads and has delivered (7)), moving away from the previous blanket “External research income commensurate with the level/discipline group”. The intention is that realistic income generation for this level will be informed by the new academic performance dashboard and agreed within the Faculty. 

4. Please see above. For T&CL at levels 6 and 7 there is a choice between ‘other income’ and ‘financial growth and sustainability’; the latter does not specifically ask for direct external income.


	4. Integration of PGR supervision into “leading excellence in RKE” (where available)
1. PGR supervision and leadership criteria include wording like “where there is availability of opportunity”.
→ While this attempts fairness, in practice, it could disadvantage staff in departments with fewer research students or leadership roles, reinforcing structural inequalities unless clear mitigations and guidance are in place
2. Some areas have more PGR funding available than others, and opportunities for PGR supervision can differ from one School to another, or even among staff within the same School. These imbalances need to be accounted for.

	1. We would like to understand your comment further. The intention of this wording is to reflect your concerns that PGR supervision is not always available for a variety of reasons and therefore should only be an expectation where this is a realistic option. PGR supervision was previously a core criteria for R&T / R and we believe the new framework acknowledges that there may be limited opportunities to fulfil this, and other forms of leadership and developing others can be included. 

2. See above

	5. Expanded and clarified leadership expectations
1. Consolidation of “academic citizenship” into broader “developing others” and “leading excellence” categories.
2. While this makes progression routes more explicit, it also elevates leadership expectations at all levels, which may be unrealistic for some staff groups.
3. Leadership roles depend on the Head of School and the amount of these leadership admin roles are limited, so if a staff member isn’t picked up, they cannot contribute to these. This is therefore and inbuilt arbitrariness. It is also demeaning to those who contribute to the non-leadership admin jobs, but which are essential to the school, and is problematic, if only from an EDI perspective.

	
· The framework intentionally includes greater recognition of leadership for all. There is not an expectation that applicants must hold or have held a formal leadership role; the criteria include reference to a wide range of different types of leadership with an overarching expectation of developing others beyond your own practice.

· We will mitigate this by effective guidance and training to help colleagues understand the broad interpretation of leadership. 


	. Enhanced illustrative examples and refined outputs criteria
1. Inclusion of examples for different output types (research, scholarly, other) is helpful.
2. However, the inclusion of quantitative indicators (e.g. “4 high-quality outputs,” “exceeding KPIs”) could formalise pressure toward metric-based evaluation.
3. For research and scholarly outputs, the precision “external” should be added to any mention of “peer-review” to ensure fairness and impartial evaluation.

	1. We are pleased that this is a helpful addition

2.  This criterion aligns with existing expectations and established language, and we are not considering any changes to it at this time.

3. In response to your feedback, we have added ‘external’ to references to peer review, which echoes feedback from RKE committee. 

	Adjusted Education and Student Experience (ESE) criteria
1. Introduction of a distinct “Enhancing the Student Experience” area recognises pastoral and student support work.
2. Positive development, but evidence requirements (data, outcomes) may still over-rely on metrics such as NSS or attainment data.
3. ‘Education: Enhancing the Student Experience’, for level 7, there is now a requirement to ‘impact upon a significant number of students beyond your discipline’ (emphasis added). 
à It will be difficult for all those going for promotion to have the opportunity to demonstrate impact beyond their discipline; there will only be a few similar opportunities within the university.  If the word ‘beyond’ is removed, then this gives opportunities within the discipline, but at a national level.

	
1. We are pleased that this has been viewed as a positive step forward. 

2. Whilst we are keen to ensure that applications are evidence based, we also believe we have included a wide range of possible evidence for applicants rather than assessing this purely through one narrow metric. Impact does need to be demonstrated, but there is significant breath of examples and metrics to recognise the variety of ways colleagues can evidence the criteria. 

3. In response to your feedback, the wording has been updated to remove reference to 'beyond’ your discipline. This can be within the discipline, but with impact beyond the institution.

	. Streamlined citizenship criteria
1. “Advancing EDI” now located within “Developing Others,” and “external engagement” separated out.
à May improve clarity, but risks narrowing recognition of EDI leadership to mentoring rather than systemic change. Retaining a separate EDI criterion or explicit scoring element would signal continued institutional priority and allow proper recognition of accessibility and inclusion work.

	1. We recognise the risks that have been raised. EDI has been removed as a separate criterion in line with best practice, to avoid it becoming a ‘box-ticking’ exercise. Instead, it has been integrated across other criteria and should be embedded in all aspects of practice.

There remains clear reference to more systemic or strategic leadership in EDI within both the citizenship and developing others criteria. Such evidence would be highly valued; however, as not all colleagues have access to these types of opportunities, EDI considerations are now reflected within the broader criteria to ensure fairness and inclusivity.

	9. Transition and Fairness
1. Colleagues preparing promotion applications should be permitted to apply under the existing 2023–25 framework for at least one additional cycle to ensure fairness and continuity.

	1. We acknowledge the concerns raised; however, we consider that implementing this change would likely lead to increased confusion among colleagues. The revisions made are designed to provide clearer articulation of existing expectations, not to introduce new requirements, and will not disadvantage applicants. It is also essential that all applicants within the same cycle are assessed against a single, consistent framework to ensure fairness and equity.


	10. Revised references to institutional “values”
1. “Upholding our values” now embedded throughout. UCU notes the need for clear guidance to ensure this remains developmental, not behavioural or disciplinary.

	1. We note your concerns regarding the guidance on upholding values. For promotions, this guidance is intended to support staff development and recognition/reward. The application of values within disciplinary processes falls outside the scope of this workstream, but we would be happy to explore this further in future discussions about our broader approach to performance management.



Technical Specialist Criteria: 
	1. Introduction of dedicated technical pathway (levels 4–7)
· Major positive change recognising technical careers.
· However, criteria closely mirror academic ones, and may not reflect the diversity of technical work (e.g. not all have research or teaching outputs).
· The Model and Criteria document refers to RKE1, RKE2, RKE3 but there are no footnotes attached.

	· The criteria were developed by a Technical Specialist Steering Group in consultation with Technical Services staff. 
· The framework and criteria have been benchmarked against existing promotion frameworks at two other institutions to ensure rigour and consistency. 
· Alignment with academic criteria ensure parity of esteem, but guidance will include diverse examples beyond research and teaching.

	2. “Opt-in” and pathway assessment process
· Requiring a line manager review before opting onto the pathway introduces potential gatekeeping. UCU recommends transparent guidance and appeal

	· The pathway assessment process is a one-off activity to ensure clarity on whether a Technical Services staff member is on the Technical Specialist or Managerial pathway. 
· There will be a process to enable movement between pathways as roles evolve over time. 
· This process of assessment is designed to support alignment and clarity on eligibility, not to create barriers. 
· Guidance will be created to clarify its purpose and include transparent reconsideration/review routes to ensure fairness for all staff.

	3. Alignment with academic structure but without “B” criteria
· Technical staff have A (essential) and C (optional) criteria only, with no “B” choice criteria. There is a note on this, but no rationale other than “is not relevant”
· This could reduce flexibility and lead to an “all or nothing” threshold.

	· B criteria within this pathway have instead been represented as either T (teaching) or R (research) which will aid flexibility and diversity of roles. 

	4. Addition of new “Leading Technical Excellence” area
· Welcome recognition of technical expertise and leadership, but expectations at higher levels mirror academic leadership (committees, policy, external recognition), which may not fit all technical contexts.

	· The inclusion of this area rightly recognises the high-level expertise and leadership demonstrated by technical professionals.
· While some have noted parallels with academic leadership expectations, it is important to recognise that many technical staff already contribute significantly at this level - for example, through leadership of specialist facilities, participation in Research Council panels, professional body committees, and sector-wide initiatives.
· The criteria will therefore retain this level of ambition while ensuring examples reflect a broad range of technical contexts.


	5. Expanded teaching and research recognition
· Teaching and research versions of each area are defined (T vs R), which clarifies routes but risks role drift if workload or job description does not support both.

	· The introduction of R (research) and T (teaching) variants within the criteria is designed to ensure that existing contributions in these areas can be formally recognised through promotion.
· This does not create an expectation for technical staff to take on additional teaching or research activity beyond their current role.
· Given the highly specialised nature of most technical posts, it is difficult to “drift” into research or teaching specialism - these distinctions simply ensure that where such contributions are a genuine part of a role, they can be appropriately recognised.
· Assessment will remain grounded in job descriptions and agreed workloads.


	6. Requirement for sector or external recognition at higher levels
· “Professor of Technical Practice” (Level 7) described as sector-leading, but status and pay equivalence to academic professorial roles unclear.

	· The expectation for sector or external recognition at senior levels reflects the significant national and international leadership already demonstrated by many technical professionals.
· The “Professor of Technical Practice” title at Level 7 is intended to provide clear parity of esteem with academic professorial roles.
· The current Level 7 pay scale will be made redundant. R&T staff have a dedicated banding scale, and the expectation is that this will change to be inclusive of TS staff. This will be discussed with the Pay & Reward JNCC sub-group.

	7. Expectation of broader EDI and mentoring contributions
· Positive inclusion of EDI and mentoring as leadership evidence.
· Should be matched with recognition of time commitment and training support.

	· The inclusion of EDI and mentoring as evidence of leadership is strongly supported and aligns with our institutional culture and values.
· We recognise that Technical staff do not currently have formal workload planning processes equivalent to those used for academic staff.
· As such, we will work to ensure that time, support, and training for these important contributions are appropriately recognised and embedded within local planning and appraisal discussions.





