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Purpose  
 
The purpose of this report is to provide an evaluation of the selection days for 00072 Fee-
Paid Medical of the First-tier Tribunal Health, Education and Social Care Chamber (Mental 
Health) as well as capture general feedback on candidate performance. The report 
describes how selection days were undertaken by both panels and candidates; including 
what characterised stronger and weaker demonstrations of the competencies  
needed to fulfil the requirements of this role. 
 

Competency Framework 
 
At selection day, the situational questioning and a competency-based interview were 
designed to assess the following competencies: 
 
Situational questions 

• Exercising Judgement (EJ) 

• Assimilating and Clarifying Information (ACI) 

• Possessing and Building Knowledge (PBK) 

• Working and Communicating with Others (WCO) (partial) 
 
Competency-based interview 

• Working and Communicating with Others (WCO) (partial) 

• Managing Work Efficiently (MWE) 
 
The assessment criteria were developed so that candidates could demonstrate the 
proficiency and capability transferable to the role from other contexts. The specific 
behavioural indicators under each competency were designed to reflect the aptitude and 
faculty that an effective Fee-Paid Medical of the First-tier Tribunal Health, Education and 
Social Care Chamber (Mental Health) is expected to have. This enabled us to assess 
candidates in a fair and consistent way. 

Statutory Eligibility 

To be eligible for appointment as a Fee-Paid Medical Member, individuals must be a 
registered medical practitioner.  

“Registered medical practitioner” means a fully registered person within the meaning of the 
Medical Act 1983 whether or not they hold a licence to practise under the Act.  

Non-Statutory Eligibility 

In order to be eligible to apply candidates’ registration with the General Medical Council 
(GMC). Registration must be with the GMC in the UK and this must be unconditional. 
Conditional registration is where a doctor has either been issued with a warning or has been 
referred to a Fitness to Practice Panel or has any restrictions upon their registration with the 
GMC. Candidates must be registered before they apply for this selection exercise. 

Applicants must have held a full-time or part-time appointment as a consultant psychiatrist 
for at least three years, one of which should normally be within the last five years; 

AND 

Have membership of the Royal College of Psychiatrists at any of the following levels: 



• Member 
• Fellow 
• Specialist associate 

Please note Speciality Doctors or Associate Specialists doctors are not eligible to apply. 

Performance of candidates 
 
97 candidates applied for this exercise; 3 candidates were subsequently removed for not 

meeting the eligibility criteria. 94 candidates were invited to selection day. 7 candidates 

withdrew their application prior to the selection days.  

51 candidates were recommended by the Judicial Appointments Commission to the Senior 

President of Tribunals for appointment. In making this decision the Commission took into 

account all relevant character checks and all evidence provided by the candidates at 

selection day as well as the candidates’ independent assessments. 36 candidates were 

assessed as ‘not presently selectable’. 

Selection day 
 
Development of situational questions  
 
The situational questions were drafted by the Chief Medical Officer of the Health, Education 
and Social Care Chamber (Mental-Health). In common with all the selection tools developed 
for this exercise, the situational questions were designed to assess relevant transferable 
skills and to minimise the extent to which candidates might be advantaged or disadvantaged 
by their professional background. 
 
The materials developed for this exercise were reviewed internally by Operations, Policy, 
and Diversity and Engagement teams to quality and equality assure the material to ensure it 
was an effective tool to assess candidates. The teams also ensured that the materials did 
not unfairly advantage or disadvantage any potential candidates undertaking the selection 
days on the basis of their diversity characteristic or professional background. Following this 
internal quality assurance, the material was then reviewed by the JAC Advisory Group.  
 
The JAC Advisory Group, which is composed of members of the judiciary and 
representatives of the legal professions and chaired by a lay JAC Commissioner, offered 
advice and guidance during their development. 
 
The effectiveness of the situational questions was assessed by means of a dry run with a 
range of volunteers from relevant candidate groups. This provided an opportunity to trial the 
test material and make any necessary amendments. 
 
Structure of the situational questions 
 
For the situational questions, candidates were provided with a scenario, medical report and 
a social circumstance report. They were asked to take on the role of a Medical Member of 
the Health, Education and Social Care Chamber (Mental Health) and consider issues that 
are typical of those likely to arise in this post. Candidates were given 30 minutes preparation 
time on the selection day to read the scenario, and two reports and prepare their answers. 
There were 13 questions in total for candidates to consider, which they were later asked by 
the Judge on the panel in the interview. This lasted up to 30 minutes.  
 



The scenario was based on a female patient with a diagnosis of schizo-affective disorder. 

She is married with two children. She has a past history of depression and post-natal 

psychosis. Her insight is variable. She is experiencing marital issues which have been 

aggravated by mental illness and safeguarding concerns due to risk behaviour related to 

children – and husband. The two reports gave conflicting opinions as to whether the patient 

should remain detained in hospital.  

The situational questions were designed to assess current medical knowledge, ability to 

apply medical knowledge and legislation, ability to provide specialist advice and focused 

predominantly on the competencies Exercising Judgement, Possessing and Building 

Knowledge and Assimilating and Clarifying Information.  

 
Advance preparation 
 
There was no advanced preparation required from candidates ahead of the selection day.  
 
Assessment of candidates’ responses to the situational questions 
 
The evidence for each competency is assessed as either outstanding, strong, sufficient or 
insufficient. The panels then make a final overall assessment of candidates as either 
outstanding, strong, selectable or not presently selectable. 
 
Outstanding candidates:  
 

• Grasped all the facts from the reports and issues to be addressed 

• Showed clear knowledge of statutory criteria and relevant guidelines  

• Gave a clear explanation of all medical and social care issues  

• Clarified the critical issues 

• Provided specific reference to risk assessment 
 

Strong candidates:  
 

• Showed a thorough grasp of the facts in the materials and gave appropriate weight to 
the issues 

• Provided confident analysis, evaluating the evidence and providing reasoned 
explanations having considered every aspect of the scenarios from the parties 
 

Selectable candidates:  
 

• Grasped the necessary facts but the consideration was brief 

• Reached a conclusion but without conviction and reasoning 

• Demonstrated a reasonable understanding of the statutory framework, processes 
and procedure 

• Gave correct responses but lacked sufficient grasp on the information provided 
 

Not presently selectable candidates:  
 

• Failed to demonstrate relevant knowledge  

• Reached inappropriate decisions missing key information 

• Showed lack of knowledge of tribunal procedures or role of the specialist member 
 

Competency based interview 
 



Each candidate then had a competency-based interview. Here the panel was seeking further 
evidence and examples from the candidate of the required competencies and in the context 
of the role of medical member.  
 
 
Managing Work Efficiently  
 

Outstanding evidence:  
 

• Examples involved devising and implementing new systems or procedures which 
improved own work throughput and that of others  

• The candidate took an innovative approach to resolving a difficult situation, 
introducing change and demonstrably increasing efficiency.  

• Examples of handling multiple roles  
 

Strong evidence:  
 

• Proactively planning and setting priorities  

• Examples related to a sustained period with conflicting priorities  

• Consideration given to the work of others  

• Evidence of resilience in a challenging situation 
 

Sufficient evidence:  
 

• Examples that demonstrated the ability to handle a considerable workload, proactive 
planning and responding swiftly to changing needs 

• Evidence of resilience and flexibility to manage workload effectively  
 

Insufficient evidence: 
  

• Limited evidence of managing proactively  

• Limited examples in relation to decision making and responsibility for workload.   
 
Working and Communicating with Others  
 

Outstanding evidence: 
 

• Provided clear and fluent answers which showed breadth and depth. The focus was 
on the candidates own actions and behaviours in specific complex examples with a 
strong element of challenge 

• Demonstrated a calm, confident, flexible approach to resolving difficulties in a way 
that supports and challenges others to achieve the required outcome 

• Shows great integrity and insight in resolving an extremely challenging issue 
 

Strong evidence: 
 

• The candidate outlined in detail the steps they took to overcome difficulties or 
conflicts and brought people together to achieve a specific goal 

• Showing sensitivity in a demanding situation which may involve making unpopular 
decisions 

• Dealing with challenging situations, perhaps in a panel setting  
 

Sufficient evidence:  
 



• Demonstration a level of confidence in the decisions made  

• Gave routine examples which demonstrated sufficient understanding of the needs of 
the parties.  
 

Insufficient evidence: 
 

• Lack of clarity and evidence in the responses given 

• Examples did not demonstrate understanding of the information provided.   
 
 

Feedback from Candidates 
 
After the selection days, candidates were invited to complete an anonymous candidate 
survey. 32 candidates responded to the survey. Based on the results of the survey 
 
The customer service was sufficient on the selection day 

• 95% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 3% of candidates not application 
• 2% of candidates rated them as fair 

 
The instructions provided beforehand enabled me to prepare for the selection day 

• 83% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 5% of candidates disagreed 
• 12% of candidates neither agreed nor disagreed 

 
 
I understood what was expected on the selection day 

• 88% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 10% disagreed 
• 2% of candidates neither agreed or disagreed 

 
 
The situational questions discussed in the situational questioning were realistic and 
relevant to the role 

• 100% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
 
The situational questioning gave me a chance to display how I would react to tribunal 
various situations 

• 74% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 20% of candidates neither agreed nor disagreed 
• 6% of candidates disagreed 

 
I am confident in the situational questioning as a JAC selection tool 

• 69% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 29% of candidates neither agreed nor disagreed 
• 2% of candidates disagreed 

 
The interview questions gave me the opportunity to demonstrate my skills, abilities 
and competence for this role 

• 64% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 24% of candidates neither agreed nor disagreed 
• 12% of candidates disagreed 

 
The panel behaved professionally and treated me with respect 



• 98% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 2% of candidates disagreed 

 
I am confident in the interview as a JAC selection tool 

• 76% of candidates either agreed or strongly agreed 
• 17% of candidates neither agreed nor disagreed 
• 7% of candidates disagreed 

 
 


