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Local guidance on the probation requirements for research 

The same probation requirements are applied across campus, but there is a need for 
disciplinary interpretations of various key terms. These interpretations have been discussed 
and agreed by the Engineering Schools and the School of Science. 

Current requirements and wording 
ACADEMIC STAFF PROBATION: RECORD OF ACHIEVEMENT 
This document concentrates on the probation requirements around research outputs and 
applications for research funding. For these elements, the Dean signs to confirm that the following 
specific research requirements have been met: 
• Probationer is on track for acceptance, over the probation period, of three high quality

publications in academic journals from research undertaken over the course of the probation
period.

• Probationer has made at least one substantial external funding application before the end of
the second year of probation.

Defining what constitutes “high quality” publications 
• A complete 3-year research output plan should be agreed at the beginning of probation. The 

plan should take account of peer review and publication timescales.
• This plan should be revised each year and updated for a new 3-year horizon. The expectation is 

that probationers are working towards a steady-state (beyond probation), where they aim to 
produce 1-2 high quality journal papers p.a. In the last stages of probation, the 3 year horizon to 
the output plan supports the probationer’s preparation for PDR and ensures acceptable longer 
term performance.

• Discussion of the research output plan should develop into a broader discussion of research 
activities including delivery of impact, feeding into the enterprise element of probation.

• Probationers should use their School’s resources related to our strategy to produce high quality 
research outputs e.g. self-assessment tools, description of the characteristics of high quality 
research and research papers and repository of 3* / 4* papers etc.

• A formative peer review of an output should be conducted at an early stage in the preparation 
of each output. The Probation Adviser will conduct a suitable review themselves, or secure it 
from a colleague, e.g. through a school internal review system.

• Bibliometric indicators are not used as part of the output quality assessments associated with 
probation. However, in line with school guidance generally, probationers are expected to use 
appropriate bibliometric indicators (e.g. SNIP > 1.0, SJR > 0.75) to inform outlet choice.

• If a journal with lower bibliometric indicators is proposed for reasons associated with visibility 
and impact, then this should be discussed with the Probation Adviser, who will liaise with the 
Dean to provide a justification. Outlet choice should form part of the 3-year output plan.

• Co-authorship is fine, but the probationer should demonstrate to their probation adviser that 
he/she has had a substantial role in the preparation and writing of the output. This should be 
confirmed in the meeting notes.

Defining what constitutes “research undertaken over the course of the probation period” 
• An output that has required any additional work since the time of appointment is eligible.

Research written up and submitted (including the response to reviewers’ comments) from
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Loughborough, would count as “over the course of the probation period”. The author should 
state their affiliation to Loughborough University.   

Variation to the requirement for 3 outputs 
• The requirement for 3 outputs is a cornerstone of probation and has proved to be achievable, 

appropriately challenging and effective. Any variation to the requirement for 3 outputs should 
be identified at the beginning of year 1 and should be agreed and recorded in the 3-year 
research plan.

• In truly exceptional circumstances, a “2+1 plan” can be agreed in which 2 high quality 
publications are accepted and a third publication submitted after assessment by internal peer 
review. Such a plan might be appropriate for a probationer joining from a non-academic 
background, or where there is a very long lead time for papers to be published in high visibility 
journals.

• Where the discipline norm for publication is not academic journal papers, then the Dean and 
Probation Adviser will consider and approve alternative output formats.

• More substantial outputs, such as research monographs may be double-weighted, as 
determined by the Dean and Probation Adviser.

Defining what constitutes a “substantial grant application” 
• Probationers should use their school’s resources available to support submission of a high 

quality funding proposal:  internal peer review; discussions with the Research Group Leader and 
Probation Adviser; support from the school Research Development Manager.

• Eligible grant applications should fund research activity, from schemes which are externally 
reviewed and awarded on a competitive basis, e.g. applications for a new investigator award or 
equivalent UKRI scheme, to a charity or industry source would be acceptable. Probationers are 
encouraged to apply to schemes which carry research overheads.  Travel grants and 
consumables grants (or similar) are not acceptable for the purposes of satisfying this probation 
requirement.

• In exceptional circumstances, a CI role is acceptable, but the probationer’s contribution must be 
substantial, as judged by the Probation Adviser and Dean. This should be confirmed in the 
meeting notes.

• Guidance on typical monetary values:  > £100k to LU would be seen as a substantial grant 
application in engineering. In some areas, such as architecture, £50k may be more appropriate. 
Further guidance can be obtained within the School.

• The ADR will ensure that an internal peer review (following the usual school process) of the 
grant application is conducted to support and improve the quality of the submission. Since 
success is not a condition of probation, the review will assess the credibility of the application.


	Local guidance on the probation requirements for research
	Current requirements and wording
	ACADEMIC STAFF PROBATION: RECORD OF ACHIEVEMENT
	Defining what constitutes “high quality” publications
	Defining what constitutes “research undertaken over the course of the probation period”
	Variation to the requirement for 3 outputs
	Defining what constitutes a “substantial grant application”




