
SEEL Placement Panel 2019 

I attended the SEEL placement panel in June 2019 as a Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP) to 
observe the process of allocation. It was an interesting day to be a part of and provided confirmation 
of how this process aims to provide the best outcome for the TEPs being placed considering the 
variety of placement locations. 

Prior to the panel meeting, all placement request forms were compiled and numbered in a folder. 
This provided a good level of anonymisation so that placements could be allocated on the basis of 
the information in the form. The order that placements were considered were as follows: 

1) Trainees with family and medical needs. 
2) Trainees in year 2 seeking a one-year placement in year 3. 
3) Trainees in year 1 seeking a second and third-year placement. 
4) The provisional placements were reviewed for equity, and alternative solutions were 

considered. 
5) Finally, requests from outside SEEL were considered in light of the remaining available 

spaces. 

From this process, it was noted that several Trainees had incorrectly placed themselves as having 
family requirements when they did not meet the criteria specified. This led to these trainees to be 
considered within the larger group of trainees so as not to give them an unfair advantage. It was 
recommended that trainees carefully read what constitutes as having a family need and for 
universities to check that they meet this criterion before the forms are sent. It was intended that this 
will be fed back to university course leaders.  

Furthermore, it was noted that some fifth choices appeared unviable because they were extreme 
distance away from the trainee’s home and it appeared that the trainee could have picked other 
placements that were closer. It is important for trainees to note that the panel may have to consider 
fifth choices due to competition for popular places and the limited number of placements. 
Therefore, Trainees should ensure that these placements are viable options. As it is a requirement to 
put one out of London borough, in future, it may be a good idea to have an option (to be ticked) that 
TEPs would want to be considered for any remaining London placements before an out of London 
placement is chosen. 

The placement panel did an excellent job of maintaining a fair and structured process considering 
the number of trainees and available placements. The panel members strived to place trainees in 
the highest numbered placement they could and sought to minimise the amount of 4th or 5th choice 
placements. I was satisfied that this process was fair and sought the best possible outcome. 
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