
SEEL Placement Panel 2020 

I attended the SEEL Placement Panel 2020 as the Trainee Educational Psychologist (TEP) 
representative to observe the allocation process. Due to the Covid-19 situation, this was done 
remotely for the first time. Whilst normally a first draft is completed during the meeting, due to the 
panel being held remotely a first draft was completed ahead of time by two members of the panel, 
whereby trainees who had recorded a medical or family need (which met with the criteria given) 
were placed first. This first draft was then considered by all members of the panel in the meeting. 
Forms were anonymised, so panel members did not know the names of any TEPs, and were not 
aware which universities TEPs were from. 

After the initial first draft was considered, all those who were provisionally allocated their 4th and 5th 
choices were then looked at again, to see if it would be possible to give them a placement in their 
top three choices. In many cases, this was successful. After this, all allocations were checked to 
ensure they corresponded with the trainee’s nominated placements. All allocations were then 
checked again to see whether any trainee may be able to get a placement that was higher on their 
preferences. I felt that the wellbeing of trainees was held in mind throughout the process, with the 
panel doing their best to ensure that journey times did not exceed an hour when at all possible. 
After this, applications from outside SEEL were considered for any unallocated placements. 

This year was the first year which included the “additional placement preferences” section on the 
placement preferences form. From observing the panel, I would highly recommend that in future 
trainees strive to make the best possible use of this section. For example, trainees may wish to note 
that they would prefer several other outer-London placements to be considered before their 5th 
choice. This would help the panel to know whether a trainee may prefer an otherwise unallocated 
placement to their 5th choice, when they would not have been able to list these in their original five.  

Some trainees also included their Year 1 placement in their five choices, which is not recommended. 
This is so that you can have a range of experiences through different placements in your training 
journey, which can help your development as a TEP. When a first year placement was included in the 
top five choices, the panel strove to place the trainee in one of their other choices. This was so that 
the TEPs could benefit from a range of experiences, and in the interest of fairness to those who had 
read the guidelines and felt they should not include their Year 1 placement in their preferences. 
Should trainees still wish to be considered for their Year 1 placement in Years 2 and 3, they could use 
the “additional placement preferences” section to indicate this, instead of their five named choices. 
Trainees should be aware that they must put down at least one out-of-London placement – that is, a 
placement that is neither an inner nor outer London borough. Trainees should consult the list made 
available to be clear about which areas are considered outer-London boroughs. 

When completing the medical/family exceptional circumstances sections, it is useful to try and 
include the full impact of these circumstances, so that the panel can take these into account. It can 
also be useful to include the rationale for your placement preferences in accordance with these 
sections, so that the panel can have a clear idea of how this may support you. For example, if you 
have chosen a 1st preference that is not closest to your home because this is closer to your 
doctor/child’s school, it would be helpful for panel to be aware of this. Trainees should carefully read 
the criteria for medical or family circumstances, as some of the forms did not meet these criteria, 
and as such were considered with the rest of the applications in the interest of fairness. 

What was striking throughout the process was how much the panel truly care, recognising the 
importance of the decisions being made, and how they try their utmost to get the highest 



preference possible for all trainees. The process was transparent, fair and robust throughout; I felt 
that the panel did an excellent job in generating the best outcomes possible. 
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