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DAY 1

Rewrite a Job Description for Clarity and Inclusion

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Every hiring process begins before the first application arrives. It begins with the job description.

That document shapes who applies, who self-selects out, what recruiters search for, what hiring managers expect, and

how interviewers later judge fit. Yet in many organisations, job descriptions are treated as admin. They are copied from an

old role, patched with new responsibilities, approved quickly, and posted with language that nobody has questioned in

years.

AI can help HR teams review job descriptions faster and more consistently. But this is not a cosmetic writing task. A better

job description should clarify the work, protect the hiring bar, reduce unnecessary exclusion, and make it easier for

qualified candidates to decide whether the role is worth their time.

Plain English A good job description is not a wish list. It is a clear agreement about the work, the outcomes, and the

evidence needed to hire fairly.

Why job descriptions drift

Job descriptions often drift because roles change faster than documents. A role that once needed heavy administration

may now need stakeholder management. A requirement added for one hiring manager may remain long after the reason

disappears. A degree requirement may sit in the template because nobody asked whether it predicts success.

Drift creates problems:

* candidates misunderstand the role

* recruiters screen for the wrong evidence

* hiring managers expect too many things from one person

* interviewers assess inconsistent criteria

* strong candidates opt out because the requirements look unrealistic

* underrepresented candidates may self-screen more heavily against inflated requirements

The goal is not to make every job description shorter. The goal is to make every requirement defensible.

Audit before you rewrite

The audit is often more valuable than the rewritten version. It shows which assumptions have become embedded in the

document.

Look for:
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Vague language

Phrases like "excellent communication skills" or "fast-paced environment" need translation. What communication? With

whom? Under what conditions? What pace means fast here?

Inflated expectations

Long lists of requirements may describe an ideal candidate rather than the person needed to do the job well.

Exclusionary or coded language

Words like "rockstar," "ninja," "aggressive," or "digital native" can send unintended signals. So can unnecessary degree

requirements, location assumptions, or years-of-experience thresholds that are not tied to actual complexity.

Mixed must-haves and preferences

If nice-to-haves appear beside genuine requirements, candidates may assume they need everything.

Internal jargon

Candidates should not need to understand your internal language to understand the job.

Keep the hiring bar clear

Inclusive hiring does not mean lowering standards. It means defining standards accurately.

A strong rewrite should preserve role scope and seniority while removing unnecessary barriers. For example:

* Instead of "10 years of experience required," specify the complexity of work the person must have handled.

* Instead of "excellent stakeholder management," describe the stakeholder situation.

* Instead of "degree required," ask whether equivalent experience is acceptable.

* Instead of "fast-paced," explain the practical reality: shifting priorities, short deadlines, or high-volume requests.

The hiring manager should still recognise the role. If the rewrite changes the role, it has gone too far.

A premium job description has three jobs

A polished job description does more than advertise a vacancy. It quietly performs three serious HR functions.

1. It aligns the internal team

Before candidates see the role, the job description should force agreement inside the organisation. If the hiring manager,

recruiter, compensation partner, and interviewer group all read the same document and imagine different jobs, the

process is already at risk.

Use AI to surface those differences. When the model separates must-haves from nice-to-haves, ask the hiring manager

to respond line by line. Do not settle for "all of these are important." That may be true, but it does not mean all of them are

required on day one.

A useful follow-up is:

Which three requirements would you defend if the candidate market pushed back?

That question changes the conversation. It asks the manager to prioritise, not simply prefer.

2. It gives candidates honest information

Candidates are making a decision too. A strong job description helps them understand the work, the level, the pressure

points, and the likely shape of success.

For example, "work cross-functionally" is vague. "Partner with Product, Sales, and Customer Success to prioritise

customer-facing release communications" gives a candidate a clearer picture of the role. It also helps them decide

whether their experience is relevant.

This matters especially for candidates who do not come from identical companies or familiar career paths. Clearer

language can widen the pool because it allows people to recognise transferable experience.
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3. It becomes the foundation for assessment

The job description should connect to the interview plan. If a requirement appears in the job description but never

appears in the assessment process, ask why. If interviewers assess something that is not in the job description, ask

whether the role document is incomplete.

Use the rewrite to create a cleaner assessment chain:

* job outcome

* required capability

* interview competency

* evidence to collect

* scoring rubric

That chain makes hiring more disciplined and easier to explain.

A simple review framework

When reviewing the AI output, use four lenses.

Clarity

Can a qualified candidate understand what the role actually does? Remove phrases that sound impressive but do not

carry information.

Relevance

Can every requirement be linked to a real task, risk, responsibility, or outcome? If not, it may be decoration.

Proportionality

Is the requirement appropriate for the level? A coordinator role should not read like a senior strategy role. A senior role

should not be filled with junior task lists.

Inclusion

Could the wording unnecessarily discourage qualified candidates? Inclusion is not only about individual words. It is also

about inflated criteria, narrow pathways, and unclear expectations.

Example: from inflated to useful

Weak version:

We are looking for a world-class communicator who can thrive in a fast-paced environment and manage multiple

stakeholders.

Better version:

Youwill explain hiring progress, risks, and trade-offs to hiring managers each week, especially when priorities shift or

candidate availability changes.

The second version is less dramatic, but much more useful. It tells candidates what communication looks like in the role.

It also gives interviewers something to assess.

Another weak version:

Bachelor's degree required.

Better version:

Experience applying structured hiring, employee relations, or people operations practices in a professional environment.

Equivalent practical experience is welcome.

This replacement should only be used if the degree is not legally, professionally, or genuinely required. The point is not to

remove standards automatically. The point is to make every standard earn its place.
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Use AI as a review partner, not the decision-maker

AI can flag language patterns, suggest clearer phrasing, and separate requirements. It cannot know your legal context,

compensation philosophy, union environment, internal mobility goals, or workforce plan.

Before posting, HR should review:

* role scope

* pay band

* legal compliance

* physical or location requirements

* essential qualifications

* accessibility language

* internal equity considerations

* hiring manager expectations

AI improves the draft. HR owns the accountability.

Turn the rewrite into an intake conversation

The best outcome of today's exercise may be a better conversation with the hiring manager.

Use the audit to ask:

* Which requirements are truly essential on day one?

* What can be learned in the first six months?

* What will success look like after 90 days?

* What kind of experience predicts performance here?

* Which requirement would we remove if it narrowed the pool too much?

* What does failure look like in this role?

These questions turn job description editing into hiring design.

What to do after the AI rewrite

Do not move straight from AI output to posting. Treat the output as a working draft and run a compact review.

First, compare the rewrite against the current pay band. Sometimes a cleaner job description reveals that the role is

bigger than the compensation range supports. That is not a copywriting issue. It is a job architecture issue.

Second, check whether the title fits the market. AI can suggest alternatives, but HR should validate whether the title is

understandable to candidates and consistent with internal levelling.

Third, share the must-have and nice-to-have split with the hiring manager. Ask them to approve it explicitly. This reduces

late-stage surprises when a strong candidate lacks a preference that was never truly essential.

Finally, save the clean version as the new source of truth. If the organisation keeps recycling old templates, the same

problems will return in the next search.

Today's practice

Choose one real job description. Run the prompt. Then review:

1. Which requirement was hardest to justify? 2. Which phrase was too vague for candidates to interpret? 3.

Which nice-to-have was accidentally written like a must-have? 4. What would the hiring manager need to confirm

before posting? 5. What language makes the role clearer without weakening the standard?

By the end, you should have a stronger job description and a clearer understanding of what the role truly requires.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are a senior HR business partner and inclusion specialist. I need you to review and rewrite the job description

below for [JOB TITLE] at [COMPANY NAME], a [BRIEF COMPANY DESCRIPTION]. Current job description:

[PASTE FULL JOB DESCRIPTION] Please do the following: 1. Identify vague, inflated, exclusionary, or

unnecessary language in the original 2. Rewrite the description using clear, outcome-focused language 3. Replace

jargon and corporate filler with plain English 4. Separate genuine must-haves from nice-to-haves 5. Flag any

requirements that may narrow the candidate pool without clear role relevance 6. Suggest two alternative job titles

that may attract a broader qualified pool Keep the hiring manager's intent, role scope, and seniority intact. Do not

invent responsibilities or lower the bar. Make the description clearer, fairer, and easier for qualified candidates to

assess.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one real job description from your organisation. Run the prompt, review the audit first, and use it to have a better

intake conversation with the hiring manager.

EXPECTED WIN

A clearer, more inclusive job description with must-haves separated from nice-to-haves and a practical audit of language

that may be hurting the hiring funnel.

POWER TIP

After the rewrite, ask AI to create a one-page hiring manager intake form covering team context, first-90-day

challenge, success measures, failure signals, and non-negotiable behaviours.
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DAY 2

Generate Structured Interview Questions

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Interviews should produce evidence. Too often, they produce impressions.

Unstructured interviews can feel natural and useful, but they are vulnerable to inconsistency. One interviewer focuses on

technical depth. Another focuses on confidence. Another asks about culture fit without defining what that means. By the

time the panel debrief happens, candidates have not been assessed against the same evidence.

AI can help design structured interview questions quickly, but the HR value is not speed alone. The value is consistency,

fairness, and better calibration.

Plain English A structured interview helps the panel compare candidates against the role, not against each other's

conversational style.

Start with competencies

Do not ask AI to create interview questions until the competencies are clear.

Competencies should describe what predicts success in this specific role. Avoid generic lists such as "communication,

teamwork, problem solving" unless you define them in context.

Better examples:

* influence senior stakeholders without direct authority

* translate ambiguous business problems into workable analysis

* manage high-volume employee relations cases with good judgement

* build trust with managers who are under pressure

* prioritise competing operational requests without losing service quality

The more specific the competency, the better the question.

Translate the role into evidence

A strong interview framework starts with a simple question:

What evidence would convince us this person can do the job at this level?

That question is more useful than "What should we ask?" because it prevents the interview from becoming a list of

interesting conversations. The interview should be designed around evidence that predicts performance.

For example, if the competency is "manage employee relations cases with sound judgement," the evidence might include:
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* how the candidate gathers facts

* how they separates allegation from interpretation

* how they weighs policy, precedent, and employee impact

* how they documents decisions

* how they escalates risk

* how they communicates with managers under pressure

Those evidence points can become questions, probes, and scoring anchors. Without that step, AI may produce questions

that sound professional but do not reveal enough.

Make the interview stage-specific

The same competency can be assessed differently at different stages.

First-round screen

The goal is usually signal, not full diagnosis. Questions should confirm relevant experience, motivation, communication,

and basic judgement. Keep them focused.

Hiring manager interview

This stage should test the core work of the role. Questions can go deeper into decision-making, trade-offs, stakeholder

situations, and examples of similar complexity.

Panel interview

Panels work best when each interviewer owns a defined area. AI can help create a panel map so three interviewers do

not all ask different versions of the same question.

Final stage

Final interviews often test alignment, seniority, operating style, and practical trade-offs. Keep the discussion structured

even when the conversation becomes more strategic.

When you fill in the prompt, include the stage. It changes the quality of the output.

Behavioural and situational questions serve different purposes

Behavioural questions ask for past evidence:

Tell me about a time when you had to influence a manager who disagreed with your recommendation.

Situational questions test judgement:

If a hiring manager wanted to reject a candidate for a vague "culture fit" reason, how would you respond?

Both are useful. Behavioural questions show what the candidate has done. Situational questions show how they think

through relevant scenarios.

The prompt includes both so the interview does not rely only on polished past stories or only on hypothetical answers.

Probe vague answers

Follow-up probes are essential because candidates often answer at a high level.

Useful probes include:

* What was your specific role?

* What evidence did you use?

* What trade-off did you consider?

* What happened after that?

* What would you do differently now?

* How did you know it worked?
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AI can generate probes for each competency, which helps less experienced interviewers go deeper without improvising

poorly.

Build the rubric before interviews begin

Questions are only half the system. Scoring matters.

Without a rubric, interviewers may rate confidence, similarity, polish, or personal preference. A rubric defines what weak,

acceptable, and strong evidence looks like.

For each competency, define:

* 1 out of 5: little relevant evidence or poor judgement

* 3 out of 5: adequate evidence with some gaps

* 5 out of 5: strong, specific evidence at the required level

This makes debriefs more disciplined. The panel can discuss evidence rather than vibes.

What good interview notes look like

Structured interviews only work if the notes support the decision. Notes should capture evidence, not personality labels.

Weak note:

Great energy. Seems like a strong fit.

Better note:

Described reducing time-to-fill for specialist roles by changing the intake process, clarifying must-have criteria, and

introducing weekly hiring manager updates. Provided metrics and explained one trade-off around candidate quality.

The better note can be discussed. The weak note cannot.

Encourage interviewers to write notes in three buckets:

* Situation: what context did the candidate describe?

* Action: what did the candidate personally do?

* Outcome: what changed, and how do they know?

This keeps the conversation anchored in evidence.

Watch for bias in scoring

AI can flag common bias risks, but the panel must manage them.

Bias can enter when interviewers:

* overvalue confidence

* confuse polish with competence

* reward familiar career paths

* penalise different communication styles

* use "culture fit" without definition

* compare candidates to each other instead of the rubric

* let one strong answer influence unrelated scores

Mitigation is practical: use the same questions, take evidence-based notes, score independently before discussion, and

require examples for claims.

Calibrate before the first candidate

A hiring panel should not discover its standards during the debrief. Calibration should happen before interviews begin.

Share the AI-generated question bank and rubric with the panel. Then ask:

* What would a strong answer sound like?

* What would be acceptable but not exceptional?

* What answer would create concern?
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* What evidence is required for a high score?

* Which competencies are most important if trade-offs appear?

This does not remove judgement. It improves judgement by giving it a shared frame.

For senior roles, calibration is especially important because candidates may have different styles. One candidate may be

concise and direct. Another may be more reflective. Another may have worked in a different industry. The panel must

decide whether the evidence meets the role requirements, not whether the candidate tells the story in the most familiar

way.

Candidate questions are part of the experience

The prompt asks AI to prepare likely candidate questions and suggested responses. This is not a minor detail.

Candidates often ask about team culture, success expectations, flexibility, growth, decision timelines, and why the role is

open. If interviewers give inconsistent answers, the candidate experience suffers and trust declines.

Prepare clear responses to common questions. If the answer is not yet known, say so honestly and explain when it will be

clarified. A polished answer is less important than a truthful one.

Today's practice

Choose one role. Define three to five competencies. Run the prompt. Then ask the hiring manager:

1. Do these competencies predict success here? 2. Which questions would reveal useful evidence? 3. Which

questions feel generic or irrelevant? 4. What would a strong answer look like at this level? 5. Where might the

panel score inconsistently?

By the end, you should have an interview framework that supports better hiring decisions and a more defensible process.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an organisational psychologist who designs structured interview frameworks. I am hiring for [JOB TITLE] at

[COMPANY NAME]. Role context: [BRIEF CONTEXT] Key competencies: [LIST 3-5 COMPETENCIES] Level and

seniority: [LEVEL] Interview stage: [FIRST ROUND / PANEL / FINAL] Create a structured interview question bank:

1. For each competency, write two behavioural questions using STAR evidence 2. For each competency, write one

situational question 3. For each competency, write one follow-up probe for vague answers 4. Write a two-sentence

role overview the interviewer can read aloud 5. Write three likely candidate questions with suggested responses 6.

Flag where bias can enter scoring and how to mitigate it Format the question bank as a table. Keep questions

job-relevant, evidence-based, and appropriate for the role level.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one active or recent role. Define the competencies with the hiring manager, run the prompt, then review which

questions the panel will actually use.

EXPECTED WIN

A structured interview question bank with behavioural, situational, and probe questions, plus role overview,

candidate-question guidance, and bias mitigation notes.

POWER TIP

After reviewing the question bank, ask AI to create a 1-to-5 scoring rubric for each competency with examples of

weak, acceptable, and strong evidence.
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DAY 3

Write Candidate Communication at Scale

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Candidate communication is employer brand in motion.

Candidates may forget the exact interview question they were asked, but they remember being left waiting. They

remember unclear logistics. They remember a rejection that sounded automated after they invested hours in the process.

They remember whether the organisation treated them with respect when the answer was no.

AI can help HR and talent teams create better templates at scale. But the goal is not to make communication sound

artificially warm. The goal is to make it timely, clear, honest, and human enough that candidates feel the process was

handled with care.

Plain English Automate the structure. Personalise the signal. Keep accountability human.

Why candidate communication matters

Candidate experience affects more than the current role.

Poor communication can lead to:

* candidate drop-off

* offer-stage silence

* negative reviews

* weaker referrals

* damaged employer brand

* future applicants opting out

* hiring managers losing momentum

Good communication does not guarantee acceptance, but it reduces uncertainty. It helps candidates understand where

they stand and what happens next.

The communication standard to aim for

A premium candidate communication system has three qualities.

Timely

Candidates should not need to chase for basic updates. Even a short delay message is better than silence when a

decision is taking longer than expected.
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Clear

The message should explain what has happened, what happens next, and whether the candidate needs to do anything.

Ambiguous warmth is not enough.

Proportionate

The level of care should match the candidate's investment. A candidate who applied and was not selected for screen

needs respect and clarity. A candidate who completed four interviews needs more personal acknowledgement.

AI can help you create the system, but HR must decide the standard.

Templates are not the problem

Templates get a bad reputation because many are cold, vague, or overused. But a good template is a service tool. It

ensures important communication happens consistently, even when hiring volume is high.

The problem is not using templates. The problem is using templates that sound like nobody thought about the person

receiving them.

A good candidate template should:

* be short

* be clear

* avoid false warmth

* explain the next step

* respect effort

* leave room for personalisation

* match the stage of the process

* avoid making promises HR cannot keep

Personalise by stage

Not every candidate needs the same level of personalisation.

Early-stage applicants

For high-volume roles, a concise and respectful rejection may be enough. The key is timeliness and clarity.

Interviewed candidates

Candidates who spent time with the team deserve more care. A template can still help, but add one specific sentence

about the process or appreciation for their time.

Final-stage candidates

For close candidates, communication should usually be more personal. A call may be better than an email. If email is

used, the tone should acknowledge the investment.

Offer-stage candidates

Follow-up should be calm and helpful, not pressured. The goal is to keep the conversation open and remove uncertainty.

Design templates around moments of uncertainty

Candidate communication is most valuable when uncertainty is high. Look at your hiring process and identify the

moments where candidates are most likely to wonder what is happening.

Common moments include:

* after application submission

* after recruiter screen

* before an interview panel
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* after final interview

* during offer approval

* when the role is paused

* when another candidate is further ahead

* when feedback is delayed by holidays or business travel

These are the moments where silence creates frustration. AI can help build a template for each moment, but the template

should include the operational reality. If approvals usually take a week, do not promise two days. If feedback cannot be

individualised at high volume, do not imply that it will be.

Make personalisation easy

Personalisation fails when it depends entirely on memory or goodwill. Build small fields into each template so recruiters

can add useful detail quickly.

Useful personalisation fields include:

* candidate first name

* role title

* interview stage

* specific next step

* target timing

* recruiter contact point

* one sentence of appreciation

* one practical preparation note

For later-stage candidates, add a field for a specific reference to the conversation. It does not need to be long. One

sentence can make the message feel considered.

Example:

Thank you again for walking us through your experience leading the onboarding redesign project.

That sentence signals attention without overpromising feedback.

Use AI to create a template library

Start with the four templates in today's prompt, then expand based on your process:

* application received

* interview scheduling

* interview preparation

* delay update

* rejection after screen

* rejection after panel

* offer follow-up

* role paused

* role reopened

* talent community invitation

Store templates where recruiters and hiring managers can find them. A good template library reduces silence.

Review for fairness and tone

Before using AI-generated templates, check:

* Are we making promises we cannot keep?

* Is the language respectful but not overfamiliar?

* Does the template avoid giving misleading feedback?

* Is the next step clear?

* Is there a place for personalisation?

14 / 100



* Does this fit our employer brand?

* Would this feel appropriate if posted publicly?

That last question is useful. Candidate emails can be screenshotted. Write accordingly.

Avoid the common tone traps

AI-generated candidate emails often drift into language that sounds polished but insincere. Watch for these patterns.

Too much enthusiasm

Not every message should sound excited. A rejection email should be respectful and warm, but excessive positivity can

feel strange when the outcome is negative.

Too vague

Phrases such as "we will be in touch soon" are not helpful if the candidate needs timing. Use a realistic window when

possible.

Too legalistic

Some messages need careful wording, but overly defensive language can make the company sound cold. Balance care

with clarity.

Too personal

Warmth should not become familiarity. Avoid language that assumes closeness or emotional intimacy, especially in

automated messages.

Too final when the door may stay open

If a candidate may be suitable for future roles, say that carefully. Do not make vague talent-community promises unless

your organisation actually maintains one.

Build a small governance habit

Candidate templates should not be created once and forgotten. Review them quarterly or after major hiring-process

changes.

Ask:

* Which templates are used most often?

* Where are candidates still chasing updates?

* Which messages create confusion?

* Are recruiters editing templates heavily because the base version is not useful?

* Do hiring managers know when candidates will hear from us?

* Are we treating internal candidates with appropriate care?

This keeps the template library practical rather than decorative.

Today's practice

Identify the communication gap causing the most friction. Run the prompt. Choose one template and adapt it for real use.

Before sending, add one human signal:

* role name

* timing detail

* interview stage

* appreciation for time invested

* clear next step

* contact point for questions

By the end, you should have one improved communication going live and the beginning of a template library that protects
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candidate experience at scale.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an experienced talent acquisition specialist and employer brand writer. Create candidate communication

templates for [COMPANY NAME], a [BRIEF COMPANY DESCRIPTION]. Employer brand tone: [THREE WORDS]

Hiring context: [HIGH-VOLUME ROLE / SENIOR ROLE / SPECIALIST ROLE / EARLY CAREERS] Candidate

experience issue to improve: [DELAY, REJECTION, OFFER FOLLOW-UP, INTERVIEW LOGISTICS, ROLE PAUSE]

Write: 1. Rejection email for candidates not selected for interview, 30-50 words 2. First-round interview invitation

with role context, logistics placeholder, and tone-setting sentence 3. Offer follow-up message for candidates who

have not replied after five business days 4. Hold email for strong candidates while a role is paused For each

template include subject line, email body, and one sentence on how to personalise before sending.

TODAY'S TASK

Identify the most painful candidate communication gap in your hiring process. Run the prompt and use one template in a

live candidate communication this week.

EXPECTED WIN

Four candidate communication templates that are warm, clear, scalable, and aligned to your employer brand.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to create tiered rejection versions for high-volume applicants, close second-place candidates, and senior

candidates who invested significant time.
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DAY 4

Build a New Hire Onboarding Checklist

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Onboarding is not a first-week checklist. It is the bridge between a hiring decision and actual performance.

Most organisations know onboarding matters, but the experience many new hires receive is still surprisingly thin. They

get system access, policy links, introductory calls, and a welcome message. Those things are necessary, but they do not

answer the questions that shape whether someone becomes productive and settled:

* What does success look like in this role?

* Which relationships matter first?

* What decisions can I make independently?

* What does my manager expect in the first month?

* Where do I go when I am blocked?

* What are the unwritten norms of this team?

AI can help HR create onboarding plans quickly, but the quality depends on the brief. A generic prompt will produce a

generic schedule. A good HR prompt turns onboarding into a role-specific operating plan.

Plain English Onboarding should help a new hire understand the work, the people, the standards, and the first few wins

that matter.

Why onboarding often underperforms

Onboarding usually fails for ordinary reasons.

The hiring manager is busy. HR owns the system steps but not the role context. IT owns access but not confidence. The

team welcomes the new hire, but nobody explains how decisions are made. The employee attends a week of meetings

and still does not know what good performance looks like.

The result is a strange experience: the new hire is surrounded by activity but short on clarity.

This creates risk. Early uncertainty can slow productivity, increase anxiety, and weaken trust. It can also hide role-design

problems. If nobody can explain what the new hire should achieve in 30, 60, and 90 days, the problem is not the

employee. The problem is that the organisation hired before it had a clear enough integration plan.

Separate orientation from onboarding

Orientation is the basic introduction to the organisation. Onboarding is the structured path into contribution.

Orientation includes:
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* payroll

* benefits

* equipment

* system access

* required training

* policies

* company overview

Onboarding includes:

* role outcomes

* first priorities

* stakeholder map

* manager expectations

* team norms

* decision rights

* early feedback

* success milestones

Both matter. But if HR only manages orientation, the organisation may still call it onboarding while leaving the new hire to

work out the real job alone.

Use ownership columns

The strongest part of today's prompt is the ownership split: HR, manager, and new hire.

This prevents the common handoff problem where everyone assumes someone else is responsible. HR cannot own

every onboarding experience because HR does not know every role deeply enough. Managers cannot own everything

because they need operational support. New hires cannot be passive recipients because onboarding works best when

they actively build context.

A useful onboarding plan makes ownership visible.

HR owns the foundation

HR should make sure the employee has what they need to start well: offer handoff, contract details, access coordination,

policy orientation, benefits, required training, and the overall experience standard.

HR also owns the rhythm. If the organisation promises 30-day and 60-day check-ins, HR should make sure they actually

happen.

The manager owns role clarity

The manager should explain priorities, success measures, decision rights, team norms, stakeholder relationships, and

feedback expectations. No AI-generated plan can replace that conversation.

The manager also owns early presence. A new hire should not have to chase their manager for direction during the first

two weeks.

The new hire owns active learning

New hires should be encouraged to ask questions, document assumptions, reflect on gaps, build relationships, and

confirm priorities. Good onboarding is not spoon-feeding. It is structured self-orientation with support.

Build around the first 90 days

The 30-60-90 structure is popular because it gives everyone a shared time horizon. But it is often used badly. Many plans

say things like "learn the business" in month one, "start contributing" in month two, and "own projects" in month three.

That is too vague to guide behaviour.

A stronger milestone framework defines what good progress looks like.
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First 30 days: context and confidence

By day 30, the new hire should understand the role, team, systems, stakeholders, recurring meetings, and immediate

priorities. They may not be fully productive yet, but they should know where to focus and who to ask.

First 60 days: guided contribution

By day 60, the new hire should be contributing to meaningful work with support. They should be able to handle defined

responsibilities, explain trade-offs, and identify where they still need context.

First 90 days: reliable ownership

By day 90, the new hire should own agreed parts of the role with appropriate independence. They should understand

performance expectations and have a clear development plan for the next quarter.

This does not mean every role reaches full productivity in 90 days. Senior or complex roles may take longer. But 90 days

is enough time to know whether the onboarding system is working.

Include first-week knowledge checks

Knowledge checks are not tests. They are signals.

After week one, the new hire should be able to answer questions such as:

* What are my top three priorities for the first month?

* Who are the five people I need to build relationships with first?

* Which systems do I need every week?

* How does my manager prefer to communicate?

* What should I do if I am blocked?

If they cannot answer, the fix is not to blame the employee. The fix is to improve the onboarding plan.

Make the manager check-in more human

Many first-month check-ins focus only on tasks. That misses the emotional reality of joining a company.

At the end of month one, managers should ask:

1. What feels clearer now than it did on day one? 2. Where do you still feel under-informed? 3. Which

relationships are helping you settle in? 4. What has surprised you about the role or team? 5. What do you need

more or less of from me?

These questions surface issues early. They also show the employee that onboarding is not just compliance. It is care with

structure.

Use AI to remove blank-page friction

AI is useful here because onboarding plans are repetitive in structure but specific in content. HR should not have to

rebuild the format every time. The model can produce the architecture: weeks, owners, milestones, questions, reminders,

and missed steps.

Your role is to check whether the output reflects reality.

Review for:

* manager capacity

* role complexity

* remote or hybrid realities

* system dependencies

* legal or compliance training

* accessibility needs

* security restrictions

* stakeholder availability

* cultural context
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* probation or review timing

If the plan assumes too much manager time, simplify it. If the plan ignores a critical system, add it. If it treats the role like

every other role, make the brief sharper.

Commonly missed onboarding steps

AI should help you catch the small steps that create big friction.

Common misses include:

* no clear owner for system access

* no explanation of team decision-making norms

* no stakeholder map

* no first meaningful assignment

* no manager check-in after week one

* no context on why the role exists

* no explanation of what success looks like

* no safe space for the new hire to ask basic questions

* no plan for remote relationship-building

* no feedback loop before probation review

These steps are not glamorous. They are the difference between a new hire feeling welcomed and a new hire feeling

managed.

Today's practice

Pick one real role. Use the prompt to generate the plan. Then review it with the manager.

Ask:

1. Which manager actions are realistic? 2. Which milestones are too vague? 3. Which relationships should be

added? 4. Which systems or approvals could slow the new hire down? 5. What would the new hire need to know

by Friday of week one to feel grounded?

By the end, you should have an onboarding plan that is specific enough to execute and flexible enough to adapt.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR operations specialist who designs structured onboarding programmes. I am creating an onboarding

plan for a new [JOB TITLE] joining [TEAM OR DEPARTMENT] at [COMPANY NAME]. Role context: [BRIEF ROLE

CONTEXT] Manager: [MANAGER TITLE] First 90-day priority: [PRIMARY OBJECTIVE] Known onboarding risks:

[ANY RISKS, SUCH AS REMOTE START, COMPLEX STAKEHOLDERS, SYSTEM ACCESS, OR MANAGER

CAPACITY] Please create: 1. A week-by-week onboarding checklist for the first four weeks, split into HR owner,

manager owner, and new hire owner 2. A 30-60-90 day milestone framework with what good progress looks like at

each stage 3. Five questions the new hire should be able to answer after week one 4. Five questions the manager

should ask at the end of month one 5. A short day-one welcome message the manager can customise 6. A list of

commonly missed onboarding steps and why each one matters Keep the plan practical, role-specific, and realistic

for a busy manager. Do not turn onboarding into a generic orientation schedule.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one role your organisation has hired for recently. Fill in the prompt with real role context, then use the output to

review onboarding ownership with the hiring manager.

EXPECTED WIN

A role-specific onboarding plan with clear HR, manager, and new-hire responsibilities, practical 30-60-90 milestones, and

better early feedback loops.

POWER TIP
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After the first draft, ask AI to rewrite the manager responsibilities as calendar-ready actions with meeting names,

timing, and purpose. Managers execute better when onboarding is visible in their calendar.
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DAY 5

Draft a Performance Review

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Performance reviews should create clarity. Too often, they create confusion.

Managers sit down with scattered notes, old objectives, half-remembered examples, and a form that asks for balanced

commentary. They try to be fair, but the final review may still be vague, inconsistent, or too polished to be useful.

Employees leave the conversation unsure what they should keep doing, what they should change, and how their manager

actually sees their performance.

AI can help managers turn rough notes into a structured review. But HR must set the standard: evidence first, fair

language, clear expectations, and no artificial softening.

Plain English A good performance review says what happened, why it mattered, what needs to change, and what

support comes next.

Start with evidence, not adjectives

The biggest weakness in many reviews is adjective-heavy language.

"Great attitude." "Not strategic enough." "Needs more confidence." "Excellent team player." These statements may

contain a real judgement, but they do not give the employee enough information to act.

Evidence-based feedback describes observable behaviour and impact.

Instead of:

Youneed to be more proactive.

Write:

In three project meetings this quarter, risks were raised only after deadlines had already moved. Next quarter, I need you

to flag delivery risks as soon as you identify them, with a proposed mitigation.

Instead of:

Youare a strong collaborator.

Write:

Youhelped the finance and operations teams resolve the reporting handoff by setting a weekly check-in, clarifying

owners, and reducing repeated data requests.

Specificity makes praise more meaningful and difficult feedback more useful.
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AI can structure, but it cannot own the judgement

AI is good at organising rough notes into a coherent review. It can group examples, clarify language, identify missing

evidence, and flag risky phrasing. It cannot decide what the rating should be. It cannot know whether the manager has

left out important context. It cannot know whether a performance issue was caused by unclear expectations, workload,

team instability, or genuine skill gaps.

Use AI as a drafting partner, not as the performance authority.

Before accepting the output, ask:

* Is the assessment accurate?

* Is the tone honest?

* Are the examples real?

* Has the model softened serious feedback?

* Has it inflated ordinary work into exceptional performance?

* Are there claims without evidence?

* Would the employee understand what to do next?

The manager remains accountable for the review.

Preserve the manager's voice

Performance review writing often becomes strange because managers try to sound like HR. The result is stiff language

that nobody would use in conversation.

Good HR support does not erase the manager's voice. It helps the manager be clearer, fairer, and more specific.

If a manager would naturally say:

Youhave become the person the team relies on when client deadlines move.

Do not turn it into:

The employee demonstrates cross-functional reliability in dynamic delivery environments.

The second version sounds official, but it says less.

Encourage managers to write in plain language. The review should be professional, but it should still sound like a real

person prepared it carefully.

Separate achievements from development areas

Many reviews blur positive feedback and development feedback together. That makes both weaker.

Achievements should explain:

* what the employee did well

* what evidence supports it

* what impact it had

* why the behaviour should continue

Development areas should explain:

* what needs to improve

* what evidence shows the gap

* why it matters

* what good looks like next

* what support or follow-up will be provided

Avoid vague balancing. Do not add a development area just because the form expects one. Do not bury serious concerns

inside praise. The employee deserves accuracy.

Watch for risky language

AI is particularly useful for reviewing phrasing that could create fairness or legal risk.
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Be careful with language about:

* personality

* age

* health

* family responsibilities

* communication style

* confidence

* culture fit

* emotional tone

* availability

* protected characteristics

The problem is not that managers cannot discuss behaviour. They can and should. The issue is whether the review

describes job-relevant evidence rather than personal judgement.

Instead of:

She can be emotional in difficult conversations.

Write:

In two customer escalation meetings, the discussion moved away from the agreed facts and next steps. Next quarter, I

need you to keep escalation conversations anchored to the issue, owner, and resolution timeline.

That language is clearer and more defensible.

Add an evidence table before finalising

Before a performance review is shared, create a simple evidence table.

Use columns:

* claim

* supporting example

* impact

* confidence level

* follow-up needed

This table is not necessarily shown to the employee. It is a manager preparation tool.

It prevents the manager from presenting strong claims with weak evidence. It also helps HR spot where feedback may be

based on recency bias, hearsay, or a single incident.

If a claim has no example, either find evidence or remove it.

Make the review conversation two-way

The document prepares the conversation. It is not the conversation.

Managers should invite the employee to respond, clarify, and add context. This does not mean the manager avoids

making an assessment. It means the employee is treated as a participant in their development.

Useful questions include:

1. Which part of this review feels most accurate to you? 2. Where do you see the evidence differently? 3. What

achievement from this period should we make sure is captured? 4. What got in the way of stronger

performance? 5. What support do you need from me in the next review period?

These questions create a better conversation and may reveal context the manager should know.

Looking ahead matters as much as looking back

A performance review that only summarises the past is incomplete. Employees need a view of the next period.

The "Looking Ahead" section should define:
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* priority outcomes

* behaviours to continue

* behaviours to change

* development focus

* manager support

* follow-up rhythm

* what good performance will look like

This is especially important when feedback is difficult. The employee should not leave with only a diagnosis. They should

leave with a path.

Today's practice

Choose one real review. Paste rough notes into the prompt. When the output returns, do not edit for elegance first. Edit

for truth.

Ask:

1. Is every claim supported by evidence? 2. Has AI softened feedback that needs to be clear? 3. Has it

exaggerated praise beyond the examples? 4. Would the employee know what to repeat or change? 5. What

follow-up conversation does this review require?

By the end, you should have a review draft that is more specific, more useful, and easier to discuss with confidence.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR business partner helping a manager write a fair, evidence-based performance review. I need to write

a review for [EMPLOYEE NAME OR ROLE], who works as [JOB TITLE] and has been in the role for [LENGTH OF

TIME]. Review period: [DATES] Objectives for the period: [LIST 2-4 OBJECTIVES] Raw manager notes: [PASTE

ROUGH NOTES, EXAMPLES, OBSERVATIONS, EMAIL EXCERPTS, OR BULLETS] Performance context: [ANY

IMPORTANT CONTEXT, SUCH AS TEAM CHANGE, WORKLOAD SHIFT, LEAVE, RESTRUCTURE, OR NEW

RESPONSIBILITIES] Please do the following: 1. Organise the notes into Achievements, Areas for Development,

and Looking Ahead 2. Rewrite vague phrases into specific, observable behaviour 3. Flag biased, unfair,

unsupported, or legally risky wording 4. Identify where evidence is missing and suggest what the manager should

verify before finalising 5. Write a plain-English opening summary that matches the actual assessment 6. Suggest

five questions for the review conversation so it becomes a two-way discussion Preserve the manager's honest

assessment. Do not make the review more positive or more negative than the evidence supports.

TODAY'S TASK

Use one real performance review draft or rough note set. Run the prompt, then compare the AI output against the

evidence before using any language with the employee.

EXPECTED WIN

A clearer, fairer performance review draft that uses observable evidence, preserves the manager's genuine view, and

prepares a better review conversation.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to create an evidence table with columns for claim, supporting example, impact, confidence level, and

follow-up needed. This prevents polished language from hiding weak evidence.
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DAY 6

Analyse Employee Survey Data

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Employee surveys do not fail because organisations ask questions. They fail because organisations do not turn answers

into visible decisions.

Most HR teams have access to plenty of survey data: engagement scores, pulse results, onboarding feedback, exit

comments, inclusion measures, manager effectiveness ratings, and free-text responses. The hard part is not collection.

The hard part is interpretation.

AI can help compress the analysis process, especially when open-text comments are involved. But survey analysis

requires discipline. The goal is not to produce a dramatic story. The goal is to produce a fair reading of what the data

says, what it does not say, and what leadership should do next.

Plain English Survey analysis should turn employee input into decisions employees can eventually see.

Quantitative data tells you where to look

Scores are useful because they help you locate patterns.

A low recognition score tells you something may be wrong. A drop in manager effectiveness tells you where to

investigate. A high inclusion score may suggest strength. But numbers alone rarely explain what people are actually

experiencing.

For example:

* A career development score of 44 percent may mean employees see no promotion path.

* It may mean managers are not having development conversations.

* It may mean opportunities exist but are not communicated clearly.

* It may mean one function is dragging down the average.

* It may mean the question was interpreted differently by different groups.

The score points to the issue. It does not fully explain it.

Qualitative data tells you how people experience it

Open-text comments provide texture. They show how employees describe the problem in their own language.

This is where AI can be useful. It can read a large set of comments, identify recurring themes, cluster similar concerns,

and surface language patterns. It can also help you avoid over-weighting the comments that are most emotionally

memorable.
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But open-text comments have limits.

They may overrepresent people with strong feelings. They may include comments from a small group that sound broader

than they are. They may contain identifiable details. They may reflect recent events rather than long-term patterns. They

may be emotionally true but statistically narrow.

That is why the prompt asks the model to identify weak or ambiguous evidence. A professional HR analysis should not

overclaim.

Look for alignment and tension

The most interesting survey insight often comes from comparing scores and comments.

Alignment

If manager effectiveness is low and comments repeatedly mention unclear priorities, slow feedback, and inconsistent

one-to-ones, the data sources reinforce each other. Youcan speak with more confidence.

Tension

If overall engagement is moderate but comments are highly negative about workload, that tension matters. It may mean

the headline score is hiding pressure in a specific group. It may also mean employees are committed to the organisation

but exhausted by how work is currently managed.

Silence

If a score is low but comments do not mention it, ask why. Did the question not resonate? Are employees uncomfortable

commenting? Is the issue concentrated in a group not represented in the open text?

Do not force the data to agree. Tensions are part of the story.

Protect confidentiality

Survey analysis must respect confidentiality. AI can help summarise comments, but HR should be careful with raw data.

Before using a model, consider your organisation's data policy, vendor rules, confidentiality promises, and whether

comments contain personal information. Remove names, specific allegations, and identifying details where appropriate.

Never paste sensitive employee information into a tool that your organisation has not approved for that use.

When reporting findings, avoid quotes that identify individuals or small teams. A quote may be powerful, but confidentiality

matters more.

Move from findings to action

Leadership presentations often stop at findings. That is not enough.

A useful survey summary should answer:

* What did we ask?

* What did we hear?

* What needs attention?

* What should we do in the next 90 days?

* Who owns the action?

* How will employees know something changed?

The 90-day horizon is important. It keeps recommendations practical. Not every survey issue can be solved in 90 days,

but leadership can usually take visible first steps.

For example:

* If recognition is low, leaders can introduce a manager recognition habit and review it after one quarter.

* If career development is unclear, HR can create a manager conversation guide and pilot it with two departments.

* If workload concerns are rising, leadership can review priorities and stop or delay lower-value work.

Employees do not expect every issue to disappear immediately. They do expect signs that their input was taken seriously.
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Write for leadership decisions

Executives do not need every chart. They need the decision context.

A strong executive summary uses plain structure:

What we asked

Briefly describe the survey scope, audience, and response context.

What we heard

Summarise the strongest themes, supported by scores and carefully selected anonymised comment patterns.

What needs attention

Name the areas that create risk, friction, or opportunity.

What we recommend

Offer specific actions that leaders can approve, sponsor, or resource.

This structure turns analysis into movement.

Flag urgent concerns separately

Some survey comments may indicate urgent individual issues: harassment, discrimination, safety risks, serious wellbeing

concerns, retaliation fears, or other matters requiring follow-up outside the survey cycle.

Do not bury those inside a theme summary.

Create a separate confidential review path. Depending on your organisation and jurisdiction, this may involve HR

leadership, legal, compliance, safeguarding, employee relations, or a designated ethics process.

AI can flag possible concerns, but humans must review them carefully. False positives and missed signals are both

possible.

Avoid common analysis mistakes

Watch for these traps:

* treating a small comment sample as representative of the whole company

* quoting only the most dramatic comments

* ignoring positive themes

* assuming causation from correlation

* presenting averages without segmentation

* recommending actions unrelated to the evidence

* using AI summaries without checking against the raw data

* sharing identifiable comments

* overpromising change timelines

The best survey analysis is neither defensive nor sensational. It is clear, proportionate, and action-oriented.

Today's practice

Takea real survey sample. Run the prompt. Then review the output with discipline.

Ask:

1. Which themes are strongly supported? 2. Which themes are interesting but weak? 3. Where do scores and

comments disagree? 4. Which recommendations are practical in 90 days? 5. What should not be shared because

of confidentiality or weak evidence?

By the end, you should have a stronger summary and a clearer path from employee voice to leadership action.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are an HR analytics specialist helping a people team interpret employee survey data and prepare

leadership-ready findings. We completed a survey at [COMPANY NAME] with approximately [NUMBER]

respondents. Survey context: [ENGAGEMENT / PULSE / ONBOARDING / EXIT / INCLUSION / OTHER]

Quantitative results: [PASTE KEY SCORES OR QUESTION RESULTS] Open-text comments: [PASTE 10-20

REPRESENTATIVE COMMENTS] Important context: [ANY RECENT CHANGE, RESTRUCTURE, LEADERSHIP

SHIFT, PAY CYCLE, WORKLOAD ISSUE, OR KNOWN CONSTRAINT] Please do the following: 1. Identify the

strongest three to five themes in the open-text comments 2. Show where quantitative scores and qualitative

comments align or contradict each other 3. Write a one-page executive summary using: what we asked, what we

heard, what needs attention, and what we recommend 4. Suggest three specific 90-day actions tied directly to the

findings 5. Flag comments that may indicate urgent individual concerns or follow-up outside the survey process 6.

Note where the evidence is weak, ambiguous, or not representative enough to support a strong conclusion Do not

generalise beyond the data provided. If something is uncertain, say so plainly.

TODAY'S TASK

Use a real survey export or a representative sample. Run the prompt, then compare the themes against your own read

before sharing with leadership.

EXPECTED WIN

A leadership-ready survey insight summary with themes, evidence, tensions between scores and comments, practical

90-day actions, and clear limits on what the data can prove.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to turn the recommendations into a decision paper with problem, cost of inaction, action owner, first step, and

90-day success measure. Leaders respond better to decisions than dashboards.
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DAY 7

Write a Policy Document From a Brief

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Policies are not just documents. They are operating instructions for moments when people need clarity.

A good HR policy helps employees understand what applies to them, helps managers respond consistently, and helps the

organisation show that decisions are made against a clear standard. A poor policy does the opposite. It hides simple

rules inside dense language, leaves managers guessing, and creates extra work for HR every time a normal situation

becomes confusing.

AI can help draft policy documents from a brief. But this is an area where HR judgement matters heavily. The model can

organise, simplify, and suggest language. It cannot decide legal entitlement, contractual obligation, local compliance, or

organisational risk appetite.

Plain English The brief is the thinking. The AI draft is the structure. Legal review is the safety check.

Start with the brief

Most policy work gets stuck because the organisation has not made the decisions the policy needs to express.

Before asking AI to draft anything, write a short brief.

Yourbrief should answer:

* Who does the policy apply to?

* What is the rule, entitlement, or process?

* What must the employee do?

* What must the manager do?

* Who approves exceptions?

* What records are kept?

* What happens if the policy is misused?

* What legal or contractual constraints apply?

* When should the policy be reviewed?

If those answers are missing, AI will fill gaps with plausible language. That can be dangerous. A polished policy built on

invented assumptions is worse than a rough draft that shows where decisions are needed.

Make the document usable

Policy writing often becomes legalistic because people confuse seriousness with complexity.
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A policy can be legally important and still be written clearly. In fact, clarity usually improves the policy's usefulness.

Employees should be able to find:

* whether the policy applies to them

* what they are allowed or required to do

* how to make a request

* who approves it

* what happens next

* where to go with questions

Managers should be able to find:

* their responsibilities

* decision points

* escalation triggers

* documentation requirements

* how to handle exceptions

If people cannot use the policy under pressure, the document has failed.

Use a consistent structure

The prompt asks for a defined structure because consistency matters.

Purpose

Why does this policy exist?

Scope

Who is covered and who is not?

Policy Statement

What is the organisation's position?

Eligibility

Who qualifies, and under what conditions?

Process

What steps should the employee, manager, and HR follow?

Manager Responsibilities

What must managers do consistently?

Employee Responsibilities

What must employees do?

Records

What should be documented and where?

Exceptions

Who can approve exceptions, and how should they be handled?

Review Date

When will the policy be reviewed?

This structure turns policy into a usable reference rather than a long narrative.

31 / 100



Plain English is a control, not a compromise

Plain language reduces misinterpretation.

For example, instead of:

Employees are required to submit requests in accordance with the procedural provisions outlined herein.

Write:

Employees must submit requests using the process in this policy.

The second version is not less professional. It is clearer.

Plain language is especially important for policies that employees read during stressful moments: sickness, leave,

grievances, flexible working, performance, disciplinary matters, redundancy, or complaints.

When people are anxious, clarity matters more.

Know what AI should not decide

AI should not be treated as legal advice.

Human review is needed for sections involving:

* statutory entitlements

* protected characteristics

* contractual obligations

* disciplinary consequences

* dismissal risk

* pay or benefits

* leave rights

* data privacy

* health and safety

* jurisdiction-specific requirements

The model can identify where review is needed, but your organisation must decide who signs off.

If the policy affects employment rights, legal or compliance review is not optional.

Add a manager FAQ

Policies often fail at the manager layer. HR publishes a policy, managers receive questions, and inconsistent answers

appear almost immediately.

A manager FAQ helps prevent that.

Good FAQ questions include:

* What if an employee asks for an exception?

* What if the request affects team coverage?

* What if the employee disagrees with the decision?

* What records should I keep?

* When should I involve HR?

The FAQ should be practical, not theoretical. Managers do not need a legal lecture. They need a safe path for common

scenarios.

Plan the rollout

A policy does not become real because it is uploaded to the handbook.

For a useful rollout, decide:

* who needs to know first

* what managers need before employees ask questions
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* whether the policy replaces old practice

* what message employees should receive

* where the policy will live

* how questions will be handled

* when feedback will be reviewed

AI can draft the rollout note, but HR should make sure the rollout matches the organisation's culture and communication

channels.

Test the policy with a scenario

Before publishing, test the policy against two or three realistic scenarios.

Ask:

* Can an employee understand what to do?

* Can a manager apply the process consistently?

* Does HR know when to intervene?

* Are exceptions handled clearly?

* Are records and privacy addressed?

* Does any wording create a promise we do not intend to make?

If a scenario breaks the policy, fix the policy before rollout.

Create a review rhythm

A policy should not be treated as finished forever. Laws change, working patterns change, technology changes, and

informal practice often drifts away from the written document.

Set a review rhythm when the policy is created. For many HR policies, an annual review is sensible. For policies affected

by fast-moving regulation, employee relations risk, data privacy, or major organisational change, review more often.

At each review, ask:

* Is the policy still legally current?

* Does the written process match what managers actually do?

* Are employees asking the same clarification questions repeatedly?

* Have exceptions become common enough to suggest the policy is unrealistic?

* Are records being kept in the right place?

* Has any recent case exposed a gap in wording or process?

This governance habit protects the organisation from stale documents and protects employees from inconsistent practice.

AI can help create the review checklist, summarise feedback, and propose clearer wording. But the review decision

should remain with HR, legal, and accountable business leaders.

Today's practice

Choose one policy that is missing, outdated, or frequently misunderstood. Write the brief before running the prompt.

Then review the output:

1. Where did AI make an assumption? 2. Which section needs legal or compliance review? 3. Would an employee

understand the process in two minutes? 4. Would a manager know when to involve HR? 5. What scenario should

we test before publishing?

By the end, you should have a policy draft that is clearer, more usable, and safer to take into review.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are an employment-law-aware HR policy writer. I need to draft a [POLICY TYPE] for [COMPANY NAME], a

[BRIEF COMPANY DESCRIPTION]. Jurisdiction: [COUNTRY OR REGION] Policy brief: [PASTE 6-10 BULLETS

COVERING WHO IT APPLIES TO, CORE RULE OR ENTITLEMENT, APPROVAL PROCESS, LIMITS,

EXCEPTIONS, RECORDKEEPING, AND MISUSE] Existing practice: [WHAT CURRENTLY HAPPENS, IF

ANYTHING] Tone requirement: clear, plain English, professional, and usable by managers and employees. Please

produce: 1. A structured policy draft with Purpose, Scope, Policy Statement, Eligibility, Process, Manager

Responsibilities, Employee Responsibilities, Records, Exceptions, and Review Date 2. A plain-English employee

summary under 150 words 3. A manager FAQ with five likely questions and suggested answers 4. A rollout note

explaining how managers should introduce the policy 5. A legal/compliance review note identifying sections that

need human review and why Do not invent entitlements beyond the brief. Where the brief is unclear, ask for

clarification or mark assumptions.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one outdated or missing policy. Write the brief first, then use AI to create the structured draft and review it for

accuracy before sharing.

EXPECTED WIN

A policy draft that is easier to read, easier to apply, and clearer about which sections require legal or compliance review.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to produce a manager scenario guide after the policy draft. Policies become real when managers know how to

apply them in messy cases.
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DAY 8

Write a Performance Improvement Plan

THE CONCEPT

The concept

A Performance Improvement Plan is not a threat dressed as a document. It is a structured attempt to help an employee

reach the required standard, while making the organisation's expectations clear.

That distinction matters. In many workplaces, a PIP has a reputation as the beginning of the end. Employees hear "PIP"

and assume the decision has already been made. Managers sometimes use the process only after frustration has built

up. HR may be asked to "put something formal in place" when the real issue is that expectations were unclear for months.

AI can help draft the structure, but a PIP is too sensitive to treat as a simple writing task. The quality of the input, the

factual evidence, the legal context, and the employer's genuine willingness to support improvement all matter.

Plain English A fair PIP tells the employee what is not working, what standard is required, what support will be provided,

and how progress will be reviewed.

Start with facts, not frustration

Managers often arrive at HR with a mixture of facts and conclusions.

Facts sound like:

* three client reports were submitted after the agreed deadline

* two stakeholder emails went unanswered for more than five working days

* the employee did not complete required compliance training by the deadline

* the manager gave feedback on 12 March and followed up by email on 14 March

Conclusions sound like:

* lacks ownership

* does not care

* poor attitude

* not a team player

* unreliable

The conclusions may reflect a real pattern, but they do not belong in a PIP unless they are translated into observable

behaviour. AI can help with this translation, but HR should check every line.

A PIP needs a clear standard

It is not enough to tell someone they need to improve. The required standard must be visible.
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A weak standard says:

Improve communication with stakeholders.

A better standard says:

Respond to stakeholder requests within one working day, confirm the next action, and update the manager if a response

requires more time.

The better version gives the employee something to do. It also gives the manager something to review.

Good improvement standards are:

* specific

* measurable where possible

* relevant to the role

* realistic within the timeline

* connected to previous feedback

* clear about what good looks like

If the standard cannot be defined, the PIP is not ready.

Include genuine support

A PIP that lists consequences but no support is not a performance improvement plan. It is a warning letter with extra

steps.

Support may include:

* weekly check-ins

* clearer prioritisation

* training

* mentoring

* job aids

* workload adjustment

* shadowing

* written expectations

* feedback after key tasks

* reasonable adjustments where appropriate

Support does not mean lowering the required standard. It means giving the employee a fair opportunity to meet it.

Review context before issuing

Some context changes how HR should proceed.

Before issuing a PIP,review whether the employee has:

* raised a grievance

* disclosed a disability or health condition

* requested adjustments

* recently returned from leave

* raised whistleblowing concerns

* experienced a major workload or manager change

* received inconsistent feedback

* been given unclear objectives

These factors do not make performance issues disappear. They do mean HR should be careful, fair, and legally informed.

AI cannot know the full employment context unless you provide it, and even then it cannot replace qualified review.

Make the timeline proportionate
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The improvement period should match the role and concern.

A simple behavioural standard may be reviewed over a few weeks. A complex capability gap may need longer. A sales

activity standard may have weekly indicators. A strategic role may need milestone-based review.

Avoid arbitrary timelines. Ask:

* What can reasonably improve in this period?

* How often can progress be observed?

* What evidence will show movement?

* What support can the employer actually provide?

* What would success look like by each checkpoint?

The timeline should be firm enough to create urgency and fair enough to allow real improvement.

Prepare the manager for the meeting

The document is only part of the process. The PIP meeting matters.

Managers should be prepared to:

* explain the factual concerns calmly

* describe the required standard

* listen to the employee's context

* avoid debating every example defensively

* confirm support commitments

* explain review dates

* document employee questions

* avoid promises outside the policy

The tone should be serious, not punitive. The employee should understand the consequences, but also understand that

improvement is the goal.

Use AI to improve the draft, not approve it

AI can help you:

* structure the PIP

* remove subjective wording

* identify missing evidence

* propose measurable standards

* draft meeting preparation questions

* flag legal review areas

It should not be used to decide whether a PIP is appropriate. That decision belongs to HR, the manager, and legal or

employee relations where needed.

Build an evidence table first

Before drafting the PIP,create an evidence table. This is often more important than the document itself because it reveals

whether the case is ready.

Use columns such as:

* concern

* date

* evidence

* impact

* prior feedback

* support already offered

* required standard

* confidence level
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* follow-up needed

If the table is thin, pause. A PIP built on weak evidence will feel unfair to the employee and uncomfortable for the

manager to defend.

For example, "missed deadlines" should become a list of actual deadlines, what was agreed, what happened, and what

impact followed. "Poor communication" should become specific examples of missed updates, unclear messages, or

delayed responses.

This preparation also helps the manager stay calm in the meeting. They can discuss facts instead of relying on memory

or emotion.

Distinguish capability from conduct

Not every performance concern belongs in the same process.

Capability issues are about whether the employee can meet the standard with clarity, support, training, or time. Conduct

issues are about behaviour, choices, or breaches of policy. Some cases involve both, but HR should be careful not to use

a PIP when a different process is more appropriate.

Ask:

* Is this a skill gap?

* Is this a clarity gap?

* Is this a workload or resourcing issue?

* Is this misconduct?

* Has the employee had a fair chance to understand the standard?

The answer affects the route, the language, and the support required.

Today's practice

Choose one performance scenario. If you are using a live case, remove unnecessary personal data and follow your

organisation's approved AI and data policies.

Run the prompt and review:

1. Is every concern factual and evidenced? 2. Is the required standard measurable enough? 3. Is the support

meaningful? 4. Is the timeline proportionate? 5. What must be reviewed before issuing?

By the end, you should have a safer, clearer draft and a better understanding of whether the process is ready to begin.

YOUR PROMPT

You are a senior HR professional helping draft a fair, evidence-based Performance Improvement Plan. I need a PIP

draft for [EMPLOYEE NAME OR ROLE], [JOB TITLE], in [DEPARTMENT]. Context: - Length of time in role:

[LENGTH] - Manager: [MANAGER TITLE] - Specific performance concerns with dates and examples: [PASTE

FACTUAL EVIDENCE] - Required performance standard: [DEFINE THE STANDARD] - Prior feedback or support

already provided: [PASTE DETAILS] - Relevant context to consider: [WORKLOAD, LEAVE, HEALTH, DISABILITY,

GRIEVANCE, TEAM CHANGE, OR OTHER FACTORS] - Relevant policy or jurisdiction: [POLICY/JURISDICTION]

Please draft: 1. A factual statement of the concerns using neutral language 2. Measurable improvement

expectations 3. A realistic improvement timeline and checkpoint rhythm 4. Employer support commitments 5.

Consequences if the required standard is not met 6. A meeting preparation note for the manager 7. A legal/HR

review checklist before issuing Do not invent facts. Flag any missing evidence, risky assumptions, or issues

requiring legal review before the PIP is shared.

TODAY'S TASK

Use a real case only if you have factual evidence and appropriate permission. Run the prompt, then review every

sentence for evidence, fairness, and legal risk before issuing anything.

EXPECTED WIN
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A structured PIP draft that separates facts from judgement, defines measurable standards, includes genuine support, and

highlights review points before use.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to create an evidence table for the PIP with columns for concern, date, evidence, impact, prior feedback,

support offered, and confidence level.
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DAY 9

Research Salary Benchmarks and Write a

Compensation Brief

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Compensation decisions should not be made from instinct, pressure, or the loudest manager in the room.

Pay affects attraction, retention, fairness, trust, and cost discipline. It also becomes harder to explain when decisions are

made informally. A salary band that made sense two years ago may now sit below market. A retention adjustment may

create internal equity issues. A new hire offer may solve one problem while creating another for existing employees.

AI can help structure a compensation brief, especially when the data is messy. But compensation work requires honesty

about uncertainty. The model should help you label assumptions, not hide them.

Plain English A good pay brief explains what we know, what we assume, what risk exists, and what decision is being

recommended.

Market data is useful but imperfect

Salary benchmarking sounds precise, but the data often is not.

Different sources use different definitions, sample sizes, locations, company sizes, and compensation elements. A job

board range may reflect advertised salaries, not actual offers. Recruiter feedback may be current but anecdotal. A formal

salary survey may be reliable but expensive or slightly dated. Internal offer data may be real but limited.

AI can help compare sources, but HR must understand their reliability.

Common sources include:

* salary surveys

* recruiter conversations

* job adverts

* platform salary insights

* compensation consultants

* internal offer acceptance data

* exit interview or retention-risk data

* competitor job postings

No single source tells the whole story. The brief should explain how much confidence you have.
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Define the comparison correctly

Pay benchmarking fails when the comparison is too broad.

A "HR Manager" in a 50-person nonprofit is not the same market as an "HR Manager" in a global technology company. A

remote role across a national market is different from a role requiring three days per week in a high-cost city. A role with

equity, bonus, and strong benefits cannot be compared only by base salary.

Before asking AI to synthesise data, define:

* role scope

* level

* location

* industry

* company size

* reporting line

* people management

* technical depth

* total reward elements

* hiring or retention context

The cleaner the comparison, the more useful the recommendation.

Internal equity matters

Market data is only one side of the decision. Internal equity is the other.

If you increase the salary range for a hard-to-fill role, what happens to current employees in the same or adjacent roles? If

a retention adjustment is approved for one person, are there others with similar contribution and similar pay position? If a

new hire offer exceeds the pay of an experienced internal peer, how will you explain that?

This does not mean every pay adjustment must trigger company-wide change. It does mean HR should name the equity

implications before leadership decides.

A strong brief includes:

* current range

* proposed range

* market position

* internal comparators

* compression risk

* retention or attraction risk

* estimated cost

* recommendation

Frame the same data for different stakeholders

Finance and people leaders may care about the same decision for different reasons.

Finance will ask:

* What is the cost?

* Is the evidence strong enough?

* What precedent does this create?

* What happens if we do nothing?

* Can the decision be contained?

People and talent leaders will ask:

* Can we hire at this range?

* Are we losing strong people?

* Is our employer brand affected?
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* Are we creating equity concerns?

* Does this support the workforce plan?

The recommendation should be consistent, but the framing can change. AI is useful for drafting both versions so the

same evidence lands with different audiences.

Be transparent about assumptions

Compensation briefs become risky when they present estimates as certainty.

Use language such as:

* based on the sources available

* this suggests, but does not prove

* the strongest data point is

* the weakest assumption is

* further validation is needed before

* the recommendation is proportionate because

This is not weakness. It is professional judgement.

Connect pay to business risk

Leaders are more likely to act when the risk is concrete.

For hiring, the cost of inaction may include:

* longer time-to-fill

* declined offers

* weaker candidate pools

* recruiter fees

* delayed projects

* manager time spent interviewing unsuitable candidates

For retention, the cost may include:

* replacement cost

* lost institutional knowledge

* disruption to client relationships

* productivity loss during backfill

* morale impact if pay concerns spread

The brief should not dramatise these costs, but it should name them.

Include options, not only one answer

Compensation decisions often improve when leadership can compare options.

Instead of presenting only one recommendation, consider a short options table:

* maintain current range

* adjust range partially

* move to market median

* approve a targeted retention adjustment

* redesign the role level

* add non-salary reward elements

For each option, note cost, risk, fairness implications, and likely talent impact.

This helps leaders see that "do nothing" is also a decision with consequences. It also gives finance a way to engage with

the recommendation without feeling boxed in.

Watch for compression and precedent
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Pay changes rarely affect only one role.

If a new salary range overlaps with more senior roles, you may create compression. If a retention adjustment brings one

employee above peers with similar contribution, you may create fairness concerns. If a hard-to-fill role receives a special

adjustment, other managers may ask for the same treatment.

These risks do not always mean the adjustment is wrong. They mean the brief should name the implications.

Before finalising, ask:

* Who else is paid near this range?

* Does the change affect promotion differentials?

* Are there gender, ethnicity, or other equity patterns to review?

* Is this a one-off exception or a band change?

* How will we explain the decision if challenged?

Good compensation work is not only market-aware. It is internally coherent.

Make the recommendation decision-ready

A weak brief ends with "leadership should consider reviewing the range." A stronger brief says what decision is needed.

For example:

Approve an adjusted hiring range of X to Y before reopening the role, subject to an internal equity check for current

employees in adjacent roles.

That sentence gives leaders something to approve, reject, or amend.

AI can help sharpen the recommendation, but HR should own the decision logic.

Today's practice

Choose one pay decision. Gather the data you have, even if imperfect. Run the prompt and review the output carefully.

Ask:

1. Are the comparison roles genuinely comparable? 2. Which data source is strongest? 3. Where are we making

assumptions? 4. What internal equity risk exists? 5. What decision does leadership actually need to make?

By the end, you should have a clearer compensation brief and a more honest view of what the evidence supports.

YOUR PROMPT

You are a compensation and total rewards specialist helping prepare a pay benchmarking brief. I need a clear

recommendation for [ROLE OR EMPLOYEE GROUP]. Context: - Role or job family: [ROLE] - Location or market:

[LOCATION] - Industry and company size: [CONTEXT] - Current internal salary range or current pay: [RANGE] -

Available market data sources: [SOURCES] - Benefits, bonus, equity, or flexibility context: [DETAILS] - Internal

equity considerations: [DETAILS] - Decision this brief must support: [HIRING RANGE / RETENTION / PROMOTION

/ PAY BAND REVIEW] Please produce: 1. Key variables that affect market comparison 2. A reliability assessment of

each data source 3. A view of where our current range appears to sit against market, with assumptions clearly

labelled 4. A one-page brief with executive summary, market position, internal equity considerations, risk, and

recommendation 5. Two versions of the recommendation: one for finance and one for people/talent leadership 6.

Follow-up questions or data sources needed before a final decision Do not claim precision where the data is

incomplete. Flag weak evidence and assumptions plainly.

TODAY'S TASK

Use one real pay decision. Gather the best available data, run the prompt, then review whether the recommendation is

proportionate to the quality of evidence.

EXPECTED WIN

A leadership-ready compensation brief that connects imperfect market data, internal equity, attraction or retention risk,
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and a clear decision recommendation.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to create a cost-of-action versus cost-of-inaction comparison. Compensation decisions often move when the

retention or hiring risk is made concrete.
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DAY 10

Summarise and Act on Exit Interview Data

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Exit interviews are most useful when the organisation still has time to learn from them.

Many companies collect exit feedback, thank the leaver, store the notes, and move on. Months later, when turnover

becomes visible, someone asks why people are leaving. The answer was often already in the notes.

AI can help HR identify patterns across exit interviews quickly. But the goal is not to produce a dramatic list of complaints.

The goal is to understand which themes are recurring, which risks are actionable, and which insights should be tested

with current employees before more people leave.

Plain English Exit data explains what happened after the decision to leave. Stay interviews help you act before the next

decision is made.

Treat one exit as a story and many exits as data

A single exit interview can be useful, but it is not proof of a systemic problem. It is one person's experience. Several

interviews showing similar patterns create stronger evidence.

Look for repetition:

* the same manager issue

* the same career-development concern

* the same workload pressure

* the same compensation theme

* the same onboarding gap

* the same unclear direction

* the same conflict between stated values and daily practice

AI is useful because it can cluster similar comments even when people use different language.

One person may say:

I never knew what good looked like.

Another may say:

Expectations kept changing.

Another may say:

Feedback only came when something went wrong.
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Those may all point to the same management clarity problem.

Separate reasons from conditions

One useful distinction is between the reason someone left and the conditions that made leaving easier.

The reason may be:

* better pay elsewhere

* promotion opportunity

* relocation

* manager relationship

* burnout

The conditions may be:

* no recent development conversation

* weak connection to the team

* unclear progression path

* low trust in leadership

* limited recognition

Reasons can be hard to control. Conditions are often more actionable.

If someone left for higher pay, the organisation may still learn that they had not discussed career growth in a year. That is

a retention signal.

Protect confidentiality

Exit interview data can be sensitive. It may contain names, allegations, personal circumstances, or comments that identify

the leaver or another employee.

Before using AI, follow your organisation's approved data policies. Remove unnecessary personal data and avoid sharing

details that could identify individuals. When reporting to leadership, aggregate themes and use anonymised evidence

carefully.

Avoid quotes that reveal:

* the person's role if the group is tiny

* the manager's identity

* a unique incident

* a protected characteristic

* a health or family situation

* an allegation that requires separate handling

The stronger the emotion in a quote, the more carefully you should review it before sharing.

Flag urgent issues separately

Some exit comments should not wait for quarterly reporting.

Examples include:

* harassment

* discrimination

* retaliation

* safety concerns

* safeguarding issues

* serious bullying

* legal or compliance allegations

* credible claims of misconduct

AI can flag possible urgent issues, but HR must review them directly and confidentially. Do not bury them inside a general
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turnover theme.

Turn themes into leadership actions

A leadership brief should not simply describe what people said. It should connect findings to decisions.

For each theme, ask:

* How many interviews mention it?

* Which groups are affected?

* What business risk does it create?

* What action is possible within 90 days?

* Who should own the action?

* How will we know whether it helped?

If leadership cannot see the action, the finding becomes background noise.

Use stay interviews as the next step

Exit interviews are retrospective. Stay interviews are preventive.

If exit data suggests that people are leaving because of unclear career paths, ask current employees about career

conversations. If leavers mention workload pressure, ask current employees where work is becoming unsustainable. If

manager quality appears repeatedly, ask current employees what feedback and support they receive.

Good stay interview questions are open and non-leading:

* What makes you want to stay here right now?

* What would make staying harder over the next six months?

* Where do you feel blocked in your growth?

* What support from your manager matters most?

* What is one thing we should fix before it becomes a reason people leave?

These questions are not a survey replacement. They are a practical way to test whether exit themes are still alive in the

retained population.

Avoid overclaiming

Exit data has limits.

Leavers may soften their feedback to preserve relationships. Others may be more direct because they are already

leaving. Some notes may be incomplete. A small sample may not represent the whole organisation.

Use careful language:

* this appeared in several interviews

* this may indicate

* this warrants further investigation

* the evidence is strongest for

* the sample is too small to conclude

Credibility comes from proportion, not certainty.

Create a retention action loop

Exit insight is only useful if it changes how the organisation behaves.

After sharing findings, create a simple action loop:

1. Theme: what pattern appeared? 2. Owner: who can act on it? 3. Action: what will change in the next 90 days? 4.

Signal: how will HR know whether the action helped? 5. Follow-up: when will the theme be reviewed again?

For example, if several leavers mention unclear progression, the action might be a manager-led career conversation pilot.

The signal might be completion of conversations, employee feedback, and reduced mention of career uncertainty in stay

interviews.
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This keeps exit analysis from becoming an annual retrospective with no operational consequence.

Compare exit data with other signals

Do not analyse exit interviews in isolation.

Compare themes with:

* engagement survey comments

* manager effectiveness scores

* absence patterns

* internal mobility data

* pay position

* performance review themes

* hiring difficulty

* employee relations cases

* stay interview feedback

If multiple data sources point in the same direction, the case for action becomes stronger. If exit feedback contradicts

other data, investigate rather than choosing the source that is most convenient.

AI can help summarise and compare these sources, but HR should decide how much weight each source deserves.

Today's practice

Gather recent exit notes. Run the prompt. Review the output against the original data.

Ask:

1. Which themes are repeated enough to act on? 2. Which comments require confidential follow-up? 3. Which

risks should be tested with stay interviews? 4. What should leadership do in the next 90 days? 5. What should

we avoid claiming from this sample?

By the end, you should have an insight brief that makes exit feedback useful before the next preventable resignation.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR analyst specialising in employee insight. I have exit interview notes and need to identify themes,

risks, and practical actions. Context: - Number of exit interviews: [NUMBER] - Period covered: [TIME PERIOD] -

Departments or roles included: [DETAILS] - Format of notes: [VERBATIM / SUMMARY / MIXED] - Known context:

[RESTRUCTURE, MANAGER CHANGE, PAY REVIEW, WORKLOAD, CULTURE ISSUE, OR OTHER] Exit

interview notes: [PASTE NOTES] Please produce: 1. The strongest recurring themes, with frequency and

representative anonymised evidence 2. Any patterns by department, tenure, role level, manager group, or timing 3.

Any urgent concerns requiring separate confidential review 4. A one-page leadership brief with key findings, risk,

and three recommended actions 5. Five stay interview questions to test whether similar risks exist among current

employees 6. A note on data limitations and what HR should avoid overclaiming Protect confidentiality. Do not

identify individuals or small groups unnecessarily.

TODAY'S TASK

Use recent exit notes, run the prompt, then compare the AI themes with your own read before sharing any findings.

EXPECTED WIN

A practical exit-interview insight brief that turns scattered notes into themes, risks, recommended actions, and

stay-interview follow-up questions.

POWER TIP
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Ask AI to separate themes into 'reasons people left' and 'conditions that made leaving easier.' The second category

often reveals retention opportunities.
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DAY 11

Draft an Internal HR Communication

THE CONCEPT

The concept

HR communication is not successful when it is sent. It is successful when people understand it and know what to do next.

This sounds obvious, but many HR messages are written as if accuracy is the only standard. Accuracy matters. But an

accurate message that employees do not read, understand, or act on still fails.

AI can help HR write clearer communications faster. The real value is not just drafting. It is adapting the same information

for different audiences: employees, managers, leaders, and reminder channels.

Plain English HR communication should answer the reader's questions before it satisfies HR's need to document the

announcement.

Start with the reader's question

Employees usually approach HR communications with a few simple questions:

* Does this affect me?

* What is changing?

* Why is it changing?

* What do I need to do?

* By when?

* Who can help if I am unsure?

If the message does not answer those questions quickly, people skim or ignore it.

Many HR messages begin with organisational context because that is where HR's thinking began. The reader may need

that context, but usually not first. Lead with what the reader needs to know.

Choose the right format

Not every HR message should be an email.

Use different formats for different needs:

* email for formal announcements

* manager briefing for team-level explanation

* chat reminder for simple actions

* intranet post for reference material

* FAQ for recurring questions
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* leadership note for rationale

AI can help create each version from the same source information. This is useful because consistency matters.

Employees should not hear one version from the email and a different version from their manager.

Avoid policy language in employee messages

Policy language is often careful but hard to read.

Instead of:

Employees are reminded that all requests must be submitted in accordance with the revised approval process.

Write:

Please submit requests using the new approval form from Monday.

The second version is clearer, shorter, and easier to act on.

Plain language does not mean casual language. It means the message is easy to understand.

Tone depends on the topic

A benefits launch can be warm. A compliance reminder can be direct. A restructure update may need to be serious and

careful. A policy change that employees may dislike should be clear without pretending everyone will welcome it.

AI can adjust tone, but you need to tell it what the situation requires.

Useful tone instructions include:

* warm but not promotional

* direct and factual

* reassuring without overpromising

* serious and respectful

* practical and manager-focused

* concise for a busy audience

Good tone is not decoration. It helps employees judge whether HR understands the moment.

Give managers a separate version

Managers are often the first place employees go with questions. If HR sends an announcement but gives managers no

briefing, inconsistent answers appear quickly.

A manager briefing should include:

* what is changing

* why it matters

* what employees may ask

* what managers should say

* what managers should not promise

* when to refer questions to HR

This reduces confusion and protects managers from improvising on sensitive topics.

Include an FAQ

An FAQ is not filler. It is a pressure valve.

Good FAQ questions are the questions people will actually ask, not the questions HR wishes they would ask.

Examples:

* Does this apply to me?

* What happens if I miss the deadline?

* Who approves exceptions?

* Where do I find the form?
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* Who should I contact with questions?

Keep answers short. If an answer requires a long explanation, the main communication may not be clear enough.

Use AI to create a communication system

For important HR updates, ask AI to produce:

* main employee message

* manager briefing note

* FAQ

* short reminder

* intranet summary

* leadership rationale

This turns one announcement into a complete communication system. It also helps HR keep the message consistent

across channels.

Review for trust

Before sending, ask:

* Is the message clear about what is changing?

* Does it avoid hiding bad news?

* Does it say what people need to do?

* Does it explain deadlines?

* Does it avoid jargon?

* Does it match the seriousness of the topic?

* Would this feel respectful if I received it?

Trust is built through small communications as much as major announcements.

Build the message hierarchy

Before drafting, decide what the reader must understand first, second, and third.

A useful hierarchy is:

1. The headline: what is this about? 2. The impact: who is affected and how? 3. The action: what should people do? 4.

The timing: when does it happen? 5. The support: where can people get help? 6. The rationale: why is this

happening?

Many HR communications reverse this order. They begin with rationale, background, and process detail before telling the

reader what has changed. That may feel safer to the writer, but it is harder for the reader.

AI can draft more clearly if you give it this hierarchy. It also helps you spot when the message is overloaded.

Handle sensitive messages directly

Some HR communications involve difficult news: process restrictions, benefit changes, office expectations, restructure

updates, or policy enforcement.

Do not use warmth to hide the point. Employees can usually tell when a message is trying to soften something without

saying it.

For sensitive messages:

* state the change clearly

* explain the reason without over-explaining

* acknowledge impact where appropriate

* avoid defensive language

* provide a clear route for questions

* equip managers before sending

52 / 100



Respectful directness is often kinder than polished vagueness.

Test the message before sending

For important communications, ask one or two trusted reviewers to answer:

* What do you think this message is asking people to do?

* What question would employees ask after reading it?

* Which sentence feels unclear?

* Does the tone match the topic?

If reviewers cannot answer the action quickly, the draft needs work.

Today's practice

Choose one real HR message. Run the prompt. Then read the output aloud.

Ask:

1. Can the reader understand the action in 15 seconds? 2. Is the tone right for the topic? 3. Does the message

answer likely questions? 4. Do managers need a separate briefing? 5. What sentence sounds most like HR

jargon?

By the end, you should have a communication that is easier to read, easier to act on, and easier for managers to explain.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an internal communications specialist working with HR. I need to write a clear employee communication

about [TOPIC]. Context: - Communication format: [EMAIL / MANAGER BRIEF / INTRANET POST / CHAT

MESSAGE] - Audience: [ALL EMPLOYEES / MANAGERS / SPECIFIC GROUP] - What is changing or being

announced: [DETAILS] - Why this matters to the audience: [DETAILS] - Action required and deadline: [DETAILS] -

Tone: [WARM AND CLEAR / DIRECT / REASSURING / FORMAL] - Sensitive points to handle carefully: [DETAILS]

- Questions employees are likely to ask: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1. A specific subject line or headline 2. The

communication in plain English with short paragraphs 3. A clear call to action 4. A five-question FAQ 5. A manager

briefing version if managers need to explain it to teams 6. A tone note explaining any sensitive wording choices Do

not sound legalistic. Do not hide important information behind vague language.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one HR communication that needs to land clearly. Run the prompt, then read the draft aloud and remove

anything that sounds like policy language in disguise.

EXPECTED WIN

A plain-English HR communication with a clear headline, useful structure, action step, FAQ, and manager-ready support.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to create three versions: employee announcement, manager talking points, and a short reminder message. HR

communication works better when one message becomes a small communication system.
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DAY 12

Screen CVs Against a Job Description

THE CONCEPT

The concept

CV screening is where many hiring decisions are quietly shaped.

By the time candidates reach interview, the pool has already been filtered. If the screening process is rushed, vague, or

overly dependent on familiar career patterns, strong candidates may never get the chance to show what they can do.

AI can support screening by applying a consistent framework. But this only helps if the framework is fair and job-relevant.

If the criteria are biased, AI will apply bias consistently.

Plain English Build the criteria before reviewing candidates. Then score evidence, not familiarity.

Start with the job description

Do not begin by pasting CVs into AI. Begin with the role.

Ask AI to review the job description and identify:

* must-have criteria

* desirable criteria

* vague language

* inflated requirements

* potentially biased signals

* missing evidence requirements

This step matters because the job description often carries assumptions. "Strong academic background" may be

unnecessary. "Polished communication" may be vague. "Culture fit" may be risky. "Five years of experience" may be a

proxy for complexity that should be described directly.

If the criteria are wrong, the screening will be wrong.

Use a simple rubric

Screening does not need an elaborate scoring system. It needs a consistent one.

A simple scale can work:

* 0: no clear evidence

* 1: partial or indirect evidence

* 2: strong direct evidence

For each criterion, define what evidence counts. This prevents drift.
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For example, if the criterion is stakeholder management, strong evidence might include leading cross-functional projects,

managing competing priorities, or influencing senior stakeholders without direct authority. It should not simply mean

"worked at a famous company."

Anonymise where practical

Anonymisation can reduce some bias, but it is not perfect. CVs may still reveal location, career path, school, or

employment gaps. Still, removing names and unnecessary personal details can help the reviewer focus on evidence.

Be careful with data privacy. Follow your organisation's recruitment and AI policies before sharing candidate information

with any tool.

If in doubt, anonymise more.

Watch for non-linear careers

Traditional screening often penalises candidates who do not follow familiar paths.

Examples include:

* career breaks

* sector changes

* self-employment

* caregiving gaps

* military transition

* international experience

* portfolio careers

* returners

These patterns should not automatically count against a candidate. The question is whether the CV shows evidence of

the required capability.

AI can flag unusual patterns for human review, but HR must make the judgement.

Do not outsource the decision

AI can score against criteria, but it should not make the hiring decision alone.

Human review is needed to:

* approve the criteria

* check fairness

* review borderline candidates

* identify transferable experience

* protect against over-reliance on wording

* consider reasonable adjustments

* ensure legal compliance

Use the model to create structure and consistency. Keep accountability with the hiring team.

Separate minimum criteria from ranking criteria

Screening often becomes unfair when every desirable feature is treated like a requirement.

Minimum criteria answer:

Can this person plausibly do the role with reasonable onboarding?

Ranking criteria answer:

Among qualified candidates, who shows the strongest evidence for this role now?

If you mix these two categories, you may exclude candidates who meet the bar because they lack preferences that are

not essential. This is especially common when hiring managers add every nice-to-have into the job description.
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Ask AI to separate:

* must-have evidence

* desirable evidence

* evidence to probe in interview

* evidence that should not be used

This keeps the shortlist fairer and easier to explain.

Use evidence notes, not just scores

A score without evidence is not enough. Two candidates may both score 2 on a criterion for different reasons, and the

panel needs to understand the difference.

For each score, capture:

* the evidence from the CV

* whether the evidence is direct or inferred

* what is missing

* what should be probed later

This creates an audit trail. It also helps the hiring manager avoid re-screening from scratch.

Be careful with prestige signals

Prestige can quietly distort screening.

Brand-name employers, elite universities, polished formatting, and familiar job titles may influence reviewers even when

they are not part of the criteria. Sometimes they are relevant. Often they are not.

If a criterion is "has managed high-volume operations," then the evidence is the work, not the employer brand. If a

candidate did comparable work in a smaller organisation, that may be just as relevant.

AI should be instructed not to use prestige signals unless they are directly connected to the role requirement.

Review the rejected pool

Before finalising, review a small sample of rejected candidates.

Ask:

* Did any candidate fail because of an unclear criterion?

* Did career breaks or non-linear paths get penalised too heavily?

* Did the rubric overvalue familiar companies or titles?

* Did any candidate meet must-haves but lose out on nice-to-haves?

* Are there patterns in who was screened out?

This review does not need to be slow. It is a fairness check that can catch problems before interviews begin.

Turn screening into interview preparation

A useful screening process does not end with a shortlist. It should inform the interview.

For each shortlisted candidate, ask:

* Which criteria are strongly evidenced?

* Which are unclear?

* What transferable experience needs probing?

* What risk should the interview test?

* What strength should the panel explore?

This keeps interviews targeted. It also reduces the habit of asking every candidate generic questions that do not address

the actual evidence gaps.

Protect candidate data
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CVs contain personal information. Before using AI in screening, follow your organisation's approved tools, privacy

policies, and candidate notice requirements.

Where possible:

* anonymise names

* remove contact details

* remove unnecessary demographic indicators

* avoid uploading sensitive data to unapproved tools

* keep scoring outputs in the right recruitment system

* document human review

Efficiency should not come at the expense of candidate trust.

Today's practice

Choose one role. Run Step 1 only. Review the criteria before adding CVs.

Ask:

1. Are the must-haves truly essential? 2. Could any criterion unfairly narrow the pool? 3. Does the rubric define

evidence clearly? 4. How will we handle non-linear paths? 5. What candidate data should be removed before

scoring?

By the end, you should have a screening framework that is clearer, fairer, and easier to defend.

YOUR PROMPT

You are a structured recruitment specialist helping screen CVs against a role using consistent criteria. First, build

the scoring framework. Do not score any CV until the framework is approved. Job description: [PASTE JOB

DESCRIPTION] Hiring context: [ROLE LEVEL, TEAM, LOCATION, MUST-HAVES, CONSTRAINTS] Step 1: Create

a screening framework: 1. Identify five to seven job-relevant criteria 2. Separate must-have criteria from desirable

criteria 3. Rewrite vague or biased criteria into observable evidence 4. Create a simple scoring rubric for each

criterion 5. Flag criteria that may unfairly exclude qualified candidates Step 2: When I provide each anonymised CV,

score it using the framework: 1. Score each criterion with evidence from the CV 2. Note missing or unclear evidence

3. Flag non-linear paths that deserve review rather than automatic exclusion 4. Give a provisional recommendation:

interview, phone screen, or not at this stage Step 3: After all CVs are reviewed, provide a ranked shortlist and

interview probes for unclear evidence. Do not infer protected characteristics. Do not use names, schools, or prestige

signals unless directly relevant to the criteria.

TODAY'S TASK

Use a live or recent role. Run the framework first, review it for fairness, then score anonymised CVs one at a time.

EXPECTED WIN

A defensible CV screening framework and shortlist that is based on role evidence rather than fast pattern-matching.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to write interview probes for each shortlisted candidate's weakest evidence area so interviews validate gaps

rather than repeat the CV.

57 / 100



DAY 13

Design a Learning and Development Plan

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Training is an event. Development is a change in capability.

This distinction is simple but powerful. Many organisations spend money on training and then wonder why performance

does not change. Employees attend sessions, complete modules, and collect certificates, but the work looks the same

afterward.

AI can help design development plans that connect learning activities to performance outcomes. The goal is not to create

a longer training calendar. The goal is to help people do real work better.

Plain English A useful development plan says what capability needs to change, how the person will practise it, and how

the manager will support transfer into work.

Start with the capability gap

Do not begin with courses. Begin with the gap.

Ask:

* What does the person or team need to do better?

* What can they already do well?

* What will the future role or performance level require?

* What business problem does this development solve?

* What evidence shows the gap exists?

For example, "needs leadership training" is too vague. A clearer gap might be:

Needs to lead cross-functional project meetings where priorities conflict and decisions must be made without direct

authority.

That gap suggests different development activities than a generic leadership course.

Blend learning modes

Formal training can help, but it is rarely enough.

A strong development plan mixes:

* Formal learning: courses, workshops, certifications, reading

* On-the-job practice: stretch assignments, project ownership, presentations, case handling

* Peer learning: shadowing, communities of practice, peer review
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* Manager coaching: feedback, reflection, goal setting, support

The mix matters because people build capability through practice and feedback, not content alone.

Make manager behaviour explicit

L&D plans often fail because the manager's role is assumed rather than stated.

Managers should:

* agree the development goal

* create opportunities to practise

* give timely feedback

* remove blockers

* review progress regularly

* connect learning to real work

* reinforce behaviour after training

If the manager does not do these things, the development plan becomes an HR document rather than a performance

tool.

Define success measures

Every development activity should have a success measure.

Completion is not enough. "Attended workshop" does not prove capability changed.

Better measures include:

* delivered a client review independently

* handled two escalations with manager observation

* produced analysis with fewer revisions

* led a team meeting with structured feedback

* improved quality score

* reduced dependency on manager approval

Success measures should be visible in work.

Keep the plan realistic

Development plans often fail because they ignore workload.

If someone has two hours per week for development, do not create a plan that assumes five. If the manager is

overloaded, do not rely on weekly coaching unless their calendar can support it. If the team works shifts or time zones,

design around that reality.

AI can create an ambitious plan. HR must make it executable.

Review:

* time required

* cost

* manager capacity

* business seasonality

* employee workload

* access to practice opportunities

* psychological safety

* review cadence

Realistic plans are more valuable than impressive ones.

Use 90-day reviews

Development needs checkpoints. A 12-month plan without review points becomes stale quickly.
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At each 90-day review, ask:

* What activity was completed?

* What was practised in real work?

* What changed in performance?

* What evidence supports that?

* What support is still needed?

* What should be adjusted for the next period?

This keeps development alive and responsive.

Connect development to retention

Development is not only about capability. It is also about trust.

Employees are more likely to stay when they can see a future path and when managers invest in their growth. A clear

plan does not guarantee retention, but it signals that the organisation is paying attention.

This is especially important for high-potential employees, employees preparing for promotion, and employees whose skills

need to evolve with the business.

Prioritise the few capabilities that matter most

Development plans fail when they try to improve everything.

Choose the two or three capabilities that will create the most meaningful performance change. If the plan lists ten

development priorities, the employee and manager will struggle to focus.

Use these questions:

* Which gap is blocking performance now?

* Which capability will matter most in the next role?

* Which skill creates the greatest business value?

* Which behaviour can be practised in real work soon?

* Which development priority has manager support?

AI may generate a broad plan. Your job is to narrow it.

Design for transfer

Learning transfer is the point where new knowledge becomes changed behaviour at work.

To design for transfer, add:

* a real work assignment

* a practice opportunity

* feedback from the manager

* reflection after the task

* a second chance to apply the feedback

For example, if the goal is stronger stakeholder presentations, the plan should not stop at "attend presentation training." It

should include preparing an actual presentation, rehearsing with the manager, delivering it to stakeholders, receiving

feedback, and applying that feedback in the next presentation.

This is where development becomes performance.

Make constraints visible

Constraints do not make a plan weaker. Ignoring them does.

Common constraints include:

* limited budget

* seasonal workload

* manager availability
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* shift patterns

* remote teams

* time zones

* compliance requirements

* employee confidence

* lack of practice opportunities

Ask AI to design within these constraints. A modest plan that can happen is better than a sophisticated plan that nobody

has time to run.

Give the employee ownership too

Development should not be something done to an employee by HR and their manager. The employee needs clear

ownership.

Ask the employee to document:

* what they are practising

* where they need feedback

* what felt difficult

* what improved

* what support they need next

This creates shared responsibility. It also gives the manager better information for coaching conversations.

It also makes progress visible between formal checkpoints.

Today's practice

Choose one role, team, or employee group. Run the prompt and review the output.

Ask:

1. Is the capability gap specific? 2. Does the plan include practice, not just training? 3. Is the manager role clear?

4. Can progress be measured in work? 5. Is the plan realistic for time and budget?

By the end, you should have a development plan that feels practical enough to implement and clear enough to review.

YOUR PROMPT

You are a learning and development specialist designing a practical capability plan. I need an L&D plan for [ROLE,

TEAM, OR EMPLOYEE GROUP]. Context: - Current strengths: [DETAILS] - Capability gaps: [DETAILS] - Target

performance level or future role: [DETAILS] - Business reason for development: [DETAILS] - Budget and time

available: [DETAILS] - Constraints: [REMOTE TEAM, SHIFT WORK, MANAGER CAPACITY, REGULATORY

REQUIREMENTS, ETC.] - Timeline: [90 DAYS / 6 MONTHS / 12 MONTHS] Please produce: 1. A gap analysis from

current capability to required capability 2. A development plan using formal learning, on-the-job practice, peer

learning, and manager coaching 3. For each activity: objective, format, time, cost if known, and success measure 4.

Manager behaviours required to make learning transfer into performance 5. A 90-day review template 6. Risks that

could prevent the plan from working Keep the plan realistic for the time and budget available.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one real team or role. Run the prompt, then check whether the manager responsibilities are practical enough to

happen.

EXPECTED WIN

A structured L&D plan that links capability gaps to realistic development activities, manager behaviours, and measurable

performance outcomes.

POWER TIP

61 / 100



Ask AI to create a manager buy-in brief. Development plans fail when managers see them as HR paperwork rather

than performance support.
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DAY 14

Write an Offer Letter

THE CONCEPT

The concept

An offer letter is both a formal document and an emotional moment.

The candidate has invested time, energy, and trust in the hiring process. They may be comparing offers, preparing to

resign, discussing the move with family, or deciding whether this organisation feels like the right next step. The offer letter

may be the first formal document they receive from you. It should be accurate, but it should not feel cold.

AI can help draft a clearer and warmer offer letter, but HR must protect accuracy. Offer terms matter. A warm mistake is

still a mistake.

Plain English The offer letter should make the candidate feel welcomed while clearly setting out the terms they are being

asked to accept.

Lead with the welcome

Many offer letters begin with stiff legal language. That is a missed opportunity.

A stronger opening acknowledges the candidate and the decision:

We were impressed by your experience throughout the process, and we are delighted to offer you the role.

This does not weaken the document. It sets a human tone before the formal terms.

The candidate should feel that the organisation is pleased they are joining, not merely processing a transaction.

Keep terms clear

The letter should clearly state:

* job title

* department

* manager or reporting line

* employment type

* start date

* location or working pattern

* salary

* bonus or variable pay

* benefits summary

* probation period
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* notice period

* conditions

* response deadline

Plain English matters. Candidates should not have to interpret complex wording to understand what they are accepting.

Align with the contract

An offer letter should not conflict with the employment contract, handbook, or written statement of terms.

Check:

* salary amount

* currency

* pay frequency

* job title

* start date

* employment type

* probation terms

* notice period

* bonus wording

* benefits eligibility

* location or hybrid terms

* conditions of offer

* right-to-work requirements

If anything is non-standard, review it carefully before sending.

Be careful with variable pay

Bonus, commission, equity, and incentive plans often create confusion.

If variable pay is discretionary, say so. If eligibility depends on start date, performance, company results, or plan rules, the

letter should not overpromise. If equity is involved, make sure grant terms, vesting, and approvals are handled through

the correct legal documents.

AI can draft the wording, but HR and legal must ensure it matches the actual plan.

Explain conditions clearly

Conditional offers should be easy to understand.

Common conditions include:

* references

* right-to-work verification

* background checks

* qualifications

* professional registration

* medical or occupational health clearance where appropriate

The candidate should know what is required, by when, and who will contact them.

Do not make the conditions sound threatening. They are a normal part of the process. Clear explanation reduces anxiety.

Add a personal note

The formal letter does not need to carry the entire emotional weight of the offer.

A short note from the hiring manager can make the experience feel more personal:

* thank the candidate for their time

* mention genuine excitement
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* acknowledge something specific from the process

* explain that the formal letter is attached

* invite questions

This note should be brief and sincere. It should not introduce new terms or promises.

Consider the pre-offer call

For important roles, the hiring manager or recruiter should usually speak with the candidate before or alongside the

formal letter.

The call can:

* express enthusiasm

* confirm key terms

* answer immediate questions

* explain next steps

* understand timing

* reduce surprises

AI can help create a call script, but the conversation should sound natural. The goal is connection and clarity.

Manage candidate questions carefully

Candidates may ask about flexibility, bonus likelihood, career path, benefits details, equipment, relocation, notice period,

or negotiation.

Prepare answers before the offer is sent. If a question needs legal, payroll, or leadership input, do not improvise. A

confident but inaccurate answer can create problems later.

Useful preparation includes:

* what is negotiable

* what is fixed

* who can approve changes

* how long the offer remains open

* what checks are still pending

* who handles benefits questions

* what happens after acceptance

AI can draft a candidate FAQ, but HR should validate every answer against policy and contract terms.

Keep warmth separate from promises

A good offer experience is warm, but it should not create promises the organisation cannot keep.

Avoid language such as:

* guaranteed rapid promotion

* guaranteed bonus payout

* permanent remote work if policy may change

* indefinite role stability

* benefits not yet approved

* start-date promises before checks are complete

Youcan be enthusiastic without overcommitting.

For example:

We are excited about the experience you will bring to the team and look forward to supporting your first few months with

us.

That is warm and safe. It does not create a specific promise outside the offer terms.
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Make acceptance easy

The offer letter should make the next step obvious.

Candidates should know:

* how to accept

* who to contact with questions

* the response deadline

* what checks happen next

* what documents they need to provide

* when they will hear from onboarding or HR operations

This is a small detail with a large effect. A candidate who has to ask how to accept, or what happens after they accept,

experiences avoidable friction at exactly the moment the organisation should feel organised.

Youcan also ask AI to produce a short "what happens next" checklist. Keep it separate from the formal terms if needed,

but make sure the candidate has it.

Review the candidate experience after acceptance

The offer letter is the start of onboarding, not the end of recruitment.

After the candidate accepts, HR should check:

* has the manager sent a personal welcome?

* has the contract been issued?

* are pre-employment checks underway?

* is the start date confirmed?

* has onboarding ownership been assigned?

* does the candidate know who to contact before day one?

A warm offer followed by silence weakens the experience. The handoff into onboarding should feel deliberate.

Today's practice

Use one offer scenario. Run the prompt. Then compare the output against the actual terms and your contract template.

Ask:

1. Is every term accurate? 2. Does the letter conflict with the contract? 3. Is variable pay described carefully? 4.

Does the opening feel genuinely welcoming? 5. What should the hiring manager say personally?

By the end, you should have an offer letter that supports both compliance and candidate experience.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR professional drafting a clear, warm, and legally careful offer letter. I need an offer letter for

[CANDIDATE NAME] for the role of [JOB TITLE]. Offer details: - Company: [COMPANY] - Department and manager:

[DETAILS] - Employment type: [DETAILS] - Start date: [DATE] - Location or working pattern: [DETAILS] - Salary:

[DETAILS] - Bonus, commission, equity, or variable pay: [DETAILS] - Benefits summary: [DETAILS] - Probation

period: [DETAILS] - Notice period: [DETAILS] - Conditions: [REFERENCES, RIGHT TO WORK, BACKGROUND

CHECKS, ETC.] - Candidate response deadline: [DATE] - Signatory: [NAME AND TITLE] Please draft: 1. A warm

opening that reflects genuine enthusiasm 2. Clear employment terms in plain English 3. Compensation and benefits

summary 4. Conditions and next steps 5. A closing paragraph that reinforces welcome and confidence 6. A separate

informal note the hiring manager can send alongside the formal letter 7. A review checklist for HR/legal alignment

with contract terms Do not add terms that are not provided. Flag anything that needs legal or contract-template

review.

TODAY'S TASK

Use a real offer scenario. Run the prompt, then compare the draft against the contract and your standard template before

66 / 100



sending.

EXPECTED WIN

A professional offer letter that is accurate, warm, easy to understand, and aligned to the candidate experience at a critical

moment.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to write a short pre-offer call script for the hiring manager. The best offer experience often starts before the

formal letter arrives.
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DAY 15

Create an Employee Handbook Section

THE CONCEPT

The concept

An employee handbook is only useful if people can use it when they need it.

Many handbooks are technically complete but practically weak. They contain the right clauses, the right procedures, and

the right warnings, yet employees do not read them and managers do not apply them consistently. The problem is not

always legal quality. Often, it is usability.

AI can help HR rewrite handbook sections into plain English, create summaries, and produce manager quick-reference

guides. But handbook content is sensitive. The model can simplify wording, but HR must ensure the legal and procedural

meaning has not changed.

Plain English A handbook section should help employees understand what applies to them and help managers apply the

process consistently.

Clarity is part of compliance

Clear handbook language is not just a communication preference. It supports compliance.

When employees do not understand a policy, they may miss deadlines, skip required steps, or believe the organisation

has treated them unfairly. When managers cannot follow a process under pressure, decisions become inconsistent.

Inconsistent decisions create employee relations risk and can undermine trust.

A disciplinary process, grievance process, flexible working policy, leave policy, expenses policy, or attendance procedure

should be written so the relevant person can find the answer quickly.

The goal is not to make the handbook casual. The goal is to make it usable.

Start by preserving what cannot change

Before rewriting, list the points that must remain legally or procedurally intact.

These may include:

* eligibility rules

* statutory rights

* appeal windows

* right to be accompanied

* notice requirements

* approval routes
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* documentation requirements

* review dates

* escalation steps

* jurisdiction-specific wording

This list is your quality guardrail. If you do not provide it, AI may produce a clean rewrite that accidentally changes

meaning.

For example, replacing "five working days" with "about a week" may sound friendlier but could weaken the process.

Rewriting a right as a suggestion may create confusion. Removing a formal step because it feels dense may create risk.

Structure matters

A good handbook section should be easy to scan.

Use headings such as:

* Purpose

* Who this applies to

* What the policy says

* What employees need to do

* What managers need to do

* Process steps

* Appeals or review

* Where to get help

Employees rarely read handbook sections like essays. They search for the part that answers their question. Clear

structure helps them get there.

Add a summary box

A summary box is not a replacement for the formal policy. It is the doorway.

The summary should answer:

* what the policy is about

* who it affects

* what the employee needs to do

* where to find the full process

* who to contact with questions

Keep it short and practical. If the summary is more than 100 words, it is probably trying to do too much.

Create a manager quick-reference

Managers need a different view from employees.

A manager quick-reference should include:

* when the policy applies

* what managers must do first

* what they must not skip

* when to involve HR

* what records to keep

* what language to avoid

* common mistakes

This is especially useful for policies that managers apply under stress: absence, disciplinary, grievance, flexible working,

performance, and conduct.

Use side-by-side comparisons

Side-by-side comparisons are powerful because they show what changed.
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For sensitive clauses, ask AI to show:

* original wording

* plain-English rewrite

* what changed

* why the meaning is preserved

* what requires legal review

This helps legal or senior HR reviewers focus on meaning rather than rewriting style. It also builds confidence that the

simpler language has not weakened the policy.

Review before publication

Before publishing, check:

* Have all legal points been preserved?

* Has any deadline changed?

* Has any right been softened?

* Has any obligation become optional by mistake?

* Is the process still consistent with contracts and policy framework?

* Is the manager guide aligned with the formal policy?

* Are FAQs accurate?

* Does anything require legal review?

Do not publish AI-rewritten handbook content without human review.

Test the section with real questions

Before you publish, test the rewritten section against questions employees and managers actually ask.

For example, if the section is about flexible working, test:

* Who can apply?

* How does an employee make a request?

* Who decides?

* How long does the process take?

* What happens if the request is declined?

* Can the employee appeal or ask for review?

If the rewritten section cannot answer those questions quickly, it still needs work.

Youcan also ask a manager to read the section and explain the process back to you. This is a simple usability test. If the

manager misstates the process, the document may still be too unclear.

Make the rollout part of the work

A handbook update is not finished when the document is uploaded.

Decide how people will learn about the change:

* manager briefing

* employee announcement

* intranet update

* FAQ

* team meeting note

* policy-change summary

* link from relevant workflows

For sensitive policies, managers should hear first. They need to know what changed, what stayed the same, and when to

involve HR.

Keep version control visible
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Handbook governance matters. Employees and managers need to know which version is current.

Include:

* effective date

* review date

* policy owner

* approval owner

* version number or change note

* where archived versions are stored

This may feel administrative, but it prevents confusion later when someone relies on an outdated policy.

Avoid the common rewrite mistakes

Plain-English rewriting can go wrong in predictable ways.

The first mistake is making the policy friendlier but less precise. Warm language is useful, but not if it removes a

requirement or changes a deadline.

The second mistake is moving important detail into an FAQ only. FAQs should support the policy, not replace it.

The third mistake is simplifying for employees but forgetting managers. If managers cannot apply the policy consistently,

the rewrite has not solved the operational problem.

The fourth mistake is treating legal review as a final grammar check. Legal review should focus on whether meaning,

rights, obligations, and process have been preserved.

Use AI to improve readability. Use HR and legal judgement to protect the policy.

Today's practice

Choose one handbook section. Run the prompt. Then compare the output against the original.

Ask:

1. What is clearer? 2. What legal or procedural point must be checked? 3. Could a manager apply this without

calling HR immediately? 4. Would an employee understand the next step? 5. What rollout support is needed?

By the end, you should have a handbook section that is easier to read, easier to apply, and safer to review.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR policy writer who rewrites employee handbook content in plain English without losing legal or

procedural accuracy. I need to create or rewrite a handbook section for [POLICY OR TOPIC]. Context: -

Organisation type and workforce: [DETAILS] - Current handbook problem: [DENSE LANGUAGE / LOW USAGE /

MANAGER CONFUSION / GRIEVANCE RISK] - Legal or policy points that must be preserved: [LIST POINTS] -

Audience: [ALL EMPLOYEES / MANAGERS / SPECIFIC GROUP] - Tone: clear, respectful, plain English, practical -

Jurisdiction or policy framework: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1. A rewritten handbook section with clear headings

and short paragraphs 2. A 100-word 'what this means for you' summary box 3. A manager quick-reference guide 4.

Three sensitive clauses rewritten side-by-side with notes on what changed 5. A legal/HR review checklist before

publication 6. Five employee FAQ entries Do not remove rights, deadlines, process steps, or legal safeguards. Mark

any assumption that needs human review.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one handbook section that employees or managers struggle with. Run the prompt, then compare the rewrite

against the original policy and legal requirements before publishing.

EXPECTED WIN

A clearer handbook section with employee summary, manager quick-reference, FAQ, and a focused review checklist.
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POWER TIP

Ask AI to create a rollout note for managers after legal review. A clearer handbook only helps if managers know what

changed and how to explain it.
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DAY 16

Write a Disciplinary or Grievance Letter

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Disciplinary and grievance letters are not routine admin. They are part of the fairness record.

The letter may be the document an employee reads when they are anxious, upset, or preparing for a formal meeting. It

may later be reviewed by a union representative, lawyer, investigator, or tribunal. Small omissions can matter: unclear

allegations, missing appeal rights, wrong deadlines, or language that sounds prejudged.

AI can help create consistent drafts quickly, but these letters must be reviewed carefully. The goal is not to sound clever.

The goal is to be accurate, complete, neutral, and fair.

Plain English A good HR case letter tells the employee what is happening, why, what their rights are, and what happens

next.

Different letters have different jobs

Do not treat every case letter the same.

An invitation letter should help the employee prepare. It should explain the matter, the meeting details, who will attend,

what documents are included, and any right to be accompanied.

An outcome letter should explain the decision, the reason, any sanction or action, what is expected next, how long the

outcome applies, and how to appeal.

A grievance acknowledgement should confirm receipt, explain the process, and set expectations for next steps.

An appeal letter should explain the appeal process, timing, and who will handle it.

AI works best when you specify the letter type and stage clearly.

Use neutral factual language

Case letters should avoid emotional or conclusory wording.

Instead of:

Youbehaved aggressively and refused to cooperate.

Use:

The concern to be discussed is that, during the meeting on 4 April, you are reported to have raised your voice, interrupted

two colleagues, and left before the meeting ended.

The second version gives the employee a clearer basis to respond. It also avoids presenting disputed allegations as
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established fact before the process has concluded.

Include procedural rights

Procedural details are not optional decoration. They are part of fairness.

Depending on the process and jurisdiction, a letter may need to include:

* meeting date, time, and location

* who will chair or attend

* allegations or issues to be discussed

* evidence or documents attached

* possible outcomes

* right to be accompanied

* appeal right and deadline

* support or adjustment options

* contact for questions

The prompt asks AI to create a checklist so you can verify these points. Use it.

Avoid prejudging the outcome

One of the most common errors is language that suggests the decision has already been made.

For invitation letters, avoid phrases that imply guilt. Use "allegation," "concern," or "matter to be discussed" where

appropriate.

For grievance letters, avoid dismissive phrases such as "you claim" or "you feel" when the matter has not yet been

investigated. Use careful, respectful wording.

Tone matters. A letter can be formal and still humane.

Check consistency with policy

Before sending, compare the draft against your policy.

Check:

* correct process stage

* correct decision-maker

* correct appeal route

* correct deadlines

* correct sanction language

* correct companion rights

* correct documentation

* correct recordkeeping

Templates become dangerous when they are copied from the wrong process. AI can draft quickly, but HR must verify fit.

Prepare the manager

The letter may trigger questions. Managers should know what they can and cannot say.

They should be ready to:

* explain the process neutrally

* avoid debating the case outside the meeting

* direct procedural questions to HR

* offer support where appropriate

* avoid adding new allegations informally

* keep records of communication

This preparation protects the process and the relationship.
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Build a letter library

The best long-term use of AI here is not one-off drafting. It is building a safer letter library.

Create reusable prompt templates for:

* disciplinary invitation

* disciplinary outcome

* grievance acknowledgement

* grievance outcome

* appeal invitation

* appeal outcome

* investigation meeting invitation

* informal concern follow-up

Each template should include the required inputs, the checklist, and the review notes. This saves time and reduces

inconsistency.

Keep the human tone

Procedural letters can sound harsh even when the process is fair.

Avoid language that is unnecessarily adversarial. Do not write as if the employee is an opponent. Write as if the

organisation is following a serious process and wants the employee to understand it.

This matters especially in grievance letters. The employee may already feel unheard. A cold acknowledgement can

escalate distrust before the investigation begins.

Professional, clear, and respectful is the standard.

Document review decisions

For higher-risk letters, keep a note of what was reviewed before sending.

Record:

* factual source checked

* policy checked

* rights included

* deadlines checked

* legal or ER review completed

* manager briefed

* final approver

This creates discipline and helps future HR team members understand how the correspondence was produced.

Use the letter to support the process

A good letter does not replace a fair process. It supports it.

If a disciplinary invitation is clear but the employee is not given the evidence, the process may still be unfair. If a grievance

outcome is well written but the investigation was weak, the letter will not fix the underlying problem. If an appeal right is

included but the appeal is handled by someone inappropriate, the correspondence is only part of the issue.

This is why HR should review the letter alongside the case file.

Ask:

* Does the process match the letter?

* Does the evidence support what is written?

* Has the employee had a chance to respond?

* Are the next steps realistic?

* Is the tone consistent with the seriousness of the matter?

The letter is the visible record of the process. Make sure the process behind it can stand up too.
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Create calm under pressure

Many letter errors happen because managers want speed.

Build a practice of pausing before sending. Even ten minutes of review can catch the wrong date, wrong appeal contact,

missing attachment, or phrase that suggests a decision has already been made.

AI makes drafting faster. Use the saved time for review.

Today's practice

Choose one letter type. Run the prompt with factual details. Then review:

1. Does the letter match the process stage? 2. Are the facts neutral and specific? 3. Are required rights

included? 4. Does any wording prejudge the outcome? 5. What should HR or legal review before sending?

By the end, you should have a stronger draft and a reusable checklist for future letters.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an HR professional drafting disciplinary and grievance correspondence that is procedurally fair, clear, and

respectful. I need a draft [LETTER TYPE]. Context: - Letter type: [INVITATION / OUTCOME /

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT / APPEAL / OTHER] - Employee name or anonymised reference: [DETAILS] - Role and

department: [DETAILS] - Stage of process: [DETAILS] - Factual summary: [PASTE FACTS] - Required procedural

points: [RIGHT TO BE ACCOMPANIED, APPEAL DEADLINE, DOCUMENTS, HEARING DETAILS, ETC.] -

Outcome, if applicable: [DETAILS] - Policy or jurisdiction: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1. A complete draft letter in

clear professional language 2. A checklist of required elements for this letter type 3. A risk note on common drafting

errors 4. A manager preparation note for the conversation or meeting 5. A review checklist for HR/legal before

sending Use neutral factual wording. Do not add allegations, outcomes, deadlines, or rights that I have not provided.

Flag missing information.

TODAY'S TASK

Use one live or recent case scenario. Run the prompt, then check the draft against policy, facts, and required procedural

rights before sending.

EXPECTED WIN

A more consistent disciplinary or grievance letter draft with built-in checklist, risk review, and manager preparation

support.

POWER TIP

Build a prompt library by letter type. Standardising invitations, outcomes, grievance acknowledgements, and appeal

letters reduces rushed drafting errors.
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DAY 17

Analyse Engagement Survey Results and Write a

Leadership Report

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Engagement survey reporting should create leadership ownership, not simply describe employee sentiment.

Most organisations collect engagement data with good intentions. Employees respond. HR analyses. Leaders receive a

report. Everyone agrees the themes matter. Then the work drifts back to HR, and the same issues return in the next

survey.

AI can help turn survey results into a sharper leadership report. But the report must be designed to move leaders from

awareness to responsibility.

Plain English Engagement data becomes useful when leaders can see what it means for the business and what they

personally need to do next.

Lead with the story

Do not begin with every score.

Begin with the headline finding:

* what changed

* where the concern sits

* why it matters

* what leadership needs to own

For example, "manager feedback is down seven points" is a metric. "Employees are not getting the conversations they

need to perform, grow, and stay" is a leadership story.

The score supports the story. It is not the story by itself.

Connect scores and comments

Scores show scale. Comments show experience.

If a low score on career development is paired with comments about unclear promotion paths, the story becomes

stronger. If manager effectiveness is moderate but comments describe inconsistent one-to-ones, the theme may need

more careful interpretation.

AI can help synthesise open-text comments, but you should check whether the sample is representative and confidential.

77 / 100



When presenting comments, avoid identifying individuals or small teams. Use anonymised patterns rather than dramatic

quotes when needed.

Frame risk in business language

Leaders respond more strongly when engagement themes are connected to business risk.

Possible risks include:

* turnover in critical roles

* slower productivity

* weaker customer experience

* reduced quality

* delayed delivery

* manager burnout

* higher absence

* weaker internal mobility

This does not mean exaggerating. It means translating employee experience into operational consequence.

Do not let HR own everything

Some actions belong to HR: tools, guidance, process, reporting, training support. But many engagement issues are

leadership issues.

If employees lack clarity, leaders must set direction. If managers avoid development conversations, leaders must hold

managers accountable. If workload is unsustainable, leaders must make priority trade-offs.

The report should name where leadership ownership is required.

Use discussion questions

A leadership discussion guide changes the meeting.

Questions might include:

* What part of this result are we prepared to own?

* What decision have we delayed that may be driving this theme?

* Which action can happen in the next 90 days?

* What will we stop doing to create capacity?

* How will employees see that we listened?

These questions move leaders from passive listeners to decision-makers.

Create a 90-day action summary

After the meeting, capture commitments quickly.

Each action should include:

* owner

* action

* first step

* success measure

* review date

* employee communication plan

Keep the summary short. The point is accountability, not project complexity.

Communicate back to employees

Employees need to know that their feedback was heard.

The communication does not need to reveal every score or every leadership debate. It should explain:
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* what themes emerged

* what the organisation is prioritising

* what will happen next

* who owns the work

* when employees will hear more

Be careful not to overpromise. If leadership is still deciding, say that. If action will start with one pilot team, say that.

Employees usually prefer honest specificity to polished reassurance.

Avoid survey theatre

Survey theatre happens when the organisation asks for feedback, presents results, runs workshops, and then nothing

visible changes.

This damages trust. It can make future survey results worse because employees feel their time was wasted.

To avoid this, keep the response narrow and visible. Choose a small number of actions leadership can genuinely

complete or start within 90 days. Then report back.

The question is not "did we create an action plan?" The question is "did employees see action?"

Review progress before the next survey

Do not wait until the next annual survey to check whether action is working.

Use pulse checks, manager conversations, existing metrics, or qualitative listening. Ask whether the specific action is

changing the experience it was meant to address.

This makes engagement work continuous rather than episodic.

Make the report shorter than the analysis

HR may need to analyse a large amount of data. Leaders do not need to see all of it.

The report should be selective:

* the headline story

* the strongest supporting evidence

* the risks that matter

* the decisions needed

* the ownership questions

Keep detailed charts, segmentation, and comment coding available as backup. Do not lead with it unless the audience

needs it.

AI can produce too much because it is trying to be helpful. Ask it for a board-paper style summary, then cut further.

Handle defensive reactions

Engagement findings can make leaders defensive, especially when themes point to management quality, workload, or

leadership communication.

Prepare for this by framing findings as shared responsibility rather than blame.

Useful language includes:

* the data suggests a pattern we should understand

* this is a leadership opportunity

* the question is what we will do next

* HR can support the process, but ownership sits with leaders

The aim is not to soften the truth. It is to keep the conversation productive.

Use ownership language

The strongest engagement reports make ownership explicit.
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Instead of saying:

HR will develop a manager toolkit.

Say:

Divisional leaders will confirm how they will hold managers accountable for regular development conversations. HR will

provide the toolkit and reporting support.

This separates support from ownership. HR can enable, but leaders must lead.

Choose fewer actions

A long engagement action plan looks impressive and usually fails.

Choose one to three actions that are visible, important, and realistic. Each should have a named owner and a review

date. If an action has no owner, it is a suggestion. If it has no review date, it will drift.

The goal is not to respond to every theme at once. The goal is to prove that the organisation can listen and act.

Today's practice

Use a real survey result. Run the prompt and review the executive summary first.

Ask:

1. Does it tell a clear leadership story? 2. Are comments used responsibly? 3. Are business risks specific? 4.

What must leaders own directly? 5. What 90-day commitment should be documented?

By the end, you should have a report that helps leadership act, not just absorb information.

YOUR PROMPT

You are an organisational effectiveness consultant helping turn engagement survey results into a leadership-ready

report. I need findings framed as business insight, not an HR data dump. Context: - Organisation or team:

[DETAILS] - Survey size and timing: [DETAILS] - Key scores and benchmarks: [PASTE SCORES] - Open-text

themes or comments: [PASTE ANONYMISED SAMPLE] - Leadership audience: [DETAILS] - One area leaders

must own, not delegate to HR: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1. A 300-word executive summary with headline finding,

supporting themes, and one clear leadership ask 2. Theme-by-theme analysis connecting scores, comments,

business implication, and leadership action 3. A business-risk section explaining what happens if nothing changes

4. A leadership discussion guide with five ownership questions 5. A 90-day action summary format with owner,

action, success measure, and review date 6. A note on data limitations and confidentiality Use business language.

Do not make HR the owner of every action.

TODAY'S TASK

Use real survey results. Run the prompt, then check whether the leadership ask is specific enough to drive decisions.

EXPECTED WIN

An engagement report that leaders can discuss, own, and convert into 90-day commitments.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to write the post-meeting decision record immediately after leadership discussion. Ownership fades unless

commitments are documented quickly.
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DAY 18

Build a Succession Planning Framework

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Succession planning is not only for executives.

Most organisations think about succession for the CEO, senior leadership, or a few visible roles. But operational risk often

sits elsewhere: payroll, finance control, customer relationships, specialist compliance, key systems, or long-tenured

employees who hold knowledge nobody else has.

AI can help HR structure a succession framework for one team quickly. The value is not prediction. The value is making

risk visible.

Plain English Succession planning asks what would break if a key person left and what we can do before that happens.

Treat succession as risk management

Succession planning becomes easier when framed as business continuity.

Ask:

* Which roles would cause disruption if vacant for 90 days?

* Which roles hold unique knowledge?

* Which relationships sit with one person?

* Which roles have no ready successor?

* Which current role-holders may leave, retire, or move?

* Which successors need development now?

This moves the conversation away from politics and toward risk.

Map readiness honestly

Readiness should not be inflated to make the organisation feel safer.

Use categories such as:

* ready now

* ready in 6-12 months

* ready in 12-24 months

* possible successor with development

* no internal successor identified

For each potential successor, name the gap. Technical skills, leadership experience, stakeholder trust, decision-making,
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system knowledge, and commercial judgement are all different gaps. Development actions should match the actual gap.

Identify single points of failure

Single points of failure are often more urgent than formal succession plans.

Examples include:

* only one person knows a legacy system

* only one person manages a regulator relationship

* only one person understands a reporting process

* only one person holds a critical supplier relationship

* only one person knows how an exception process works

The immediate fix may be simple: document the process, create shadowing, cross-train one backup, record system

steps, or schedule a handover conversation.

Do not wait for a full programme to reduce obvious risk.

Use career conversations carefully

Succession planning can become awkward if employees feel assessed without context or promised roles that may not

exist.

Managers should ask about aspirations, development interests, and future direction without implying a guarantee.

Useful questions include:

* What kind of work would you like to do more of over the next year?

* Which responsibilities would stretch you in a useful way?

* What role or skill are you curious about developing?

* Where would you like more exposure?

* What support would help you prepare for a broader role?

These questions open the conversation without making promises.

Connect succession to development

Succession planning without development is just a list of names.

For each potential successor, define:

* capability gap

* exposure needed

* experience needed

* relationship-building needed

* knowledge transfer needed

* timeline

* manager support

Then turn that into practical actions: shadowing, project leadership, deputy responsibilities, external training, mentoring,

or documented handover.

Bring leadership a risk register

Leadership may not engage deeply with a succession matrix. A risk register often lands better.

For each key role, describe:

* vacancy impact

* current cover

* likelihood

* readiness of successor

* mitigation action
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* owner

* review date

This frames succession as operational resilience.

Avoid naming people too casually

Succession planning can affect trust if handled carelessly.

Do not publish broad lists of "successors" without context. Do not tell an employee they are a successor unless the

organisation is prepared to have an honest development conversation. Do not assume aspiration based on performance.

High performance does not always mean someone wants the next role. Readiness and aspiration are separate.

Include external hiring reality

Succession planning is not always about internal promotion.

For some roles, the answer may be:

* develop an internal successor

* hire externally if vacancy occurs

* redesign the role

* split responsibilities

* outsource part of the work

* document knowledge and create interim cover

The framework should make these choices visible. A role with no internal successor is not automatically a failure. It is a

risk to manage.

Review the map regularly

Succession maps go stale quickly.

Review after:

* resignations

* promotions

* restructures

* performance changes

* development progress

* business strategy changes

* critical role redesign

A quarterly review for key roles is often enough to keep the map useful without turning it into bureaucracy.

Make knowledge transfer concrete

Knowledge transfer often sounds vague until it is turned into actions.

Useful actions include:

* document the monthly process

* record a system walkthrough

* pair a deputy for one reporting cycle

* introduce a backup contact to key stakeholders

* create a decision log

* map critical deadlines

* build a simple handover pack

These actions do not require a formal programme. They require discipline.

Balance confidentiality and usefulness
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Succession information should be handled carefully, but too much secrecy makes action impossible.

Managers need enough information to develop people. Leaders need enough information to understand risk. Employees

need honest development conversations. HR needs to protect sensitive assessments.

Decide who can see what:

* detailed individual assessments

* role-level risk register

* development plans

* knowledge-transfer actions

* leadership summary

Clear access rules make succession planning safer and more usable.

Check whether the role should change

Succession planning should not assume the next person should inherit the exact same role.

Before naming successors, ask:

* Will this role be needed in the same form in two years?

* Should responsibilities be split?

* Should some work be automated, outsourced, or redesigned?

* Does the role need more strategic capability?

* Does the current role-holder carry work that should belong elsewhere?

Sometimes the best succession plan is not a successor. It is a redesigned role.

Make development action immediate

Do not wait for annual talent review to begin preparing people.

Immediate actions might include:

* invite a potential successor to a key meeting

* assign a deputy for one project

* create a stretch presentation

* pair them with the current role-holder

* document one critical workflow

* give exposure to a stakeholder group

Small development actions reveal readiness faster than discussion alone.

Today's practice

Choose one team. Run the prompt. Review the single-points-of-failure list first.

Ask:

1. Which role creates the biggest continuity risk? 2. Where is there no realistic successor? 3. What knowledge

transfer can start this month? 4. Which employee needs a development conversation? 5. What should leadership

see as a business risk?

By the end, you should have a practical succession view and immediate risk-reduction actions.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are an organisational development specialist helping HR build a practical succession planning framework for

one team or function. Context: - Team or department: [DETAILS] - Key roles to plan for: [LIST] - Current role-holder

risks: [RETIREMENT, FLIGHT RISK, SINGLE POINT OF FAILURE, ETC.] - Potential successors and known

strengths/gaps: [DETAILS] - Business continuity risks: [DETAILS] - What is currently missing: [ROLE PROFILES,

DEVELOPMENT PLANS, KNOWLEDGE TRANSFER, ETC.] Please produce: 1. A succession map with role, risk

level, ready-now successor, ready-later successor, and vacancy impact 2. A development gap analysis for potential

successors 3. A single-points-of-failure list 4. Immediate knowledge-transfer actions 5. A manager conversation

guide for aspiration and readiness conversations 6. A risk-register version for leadership discussion Do not assume

someone wants a role unless stated. Mark unknowns clearly.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one team where a key departure would hurt operations. Run the prompt, then use the single-points-of-failure list

for immediate action.

EXPECTED WIN

A practical succession map that frames succession as business continuity, not just promotion planning.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to convert succession risk into a CFO-friendly risk register. Risk language often gets leadership attention faster

than talent language.
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DAY 19

Write a Training Programme Outline

THE CONCEPT

The concept

Workplace training should help people do something differently at work.

Many training programmes transfer information but do not change behaviour. People attend, rate the session well, and

return to the same habits. The problem is usually design, not delivery.

AI can help HR and L&D teams create stronger outlines by starting with behaviour, practice, and transfer. The goal is not

a prettier slide deck. The goal is better performance after the session.

Plain English If the training does not change what someone does back at work, it has not done its job.

Start with behaviour

Do not begin with topics. Begin with the moment that needs to change.

For example:

* managers avoid performance conversations

* employees mishandle customer data

* interviewers ask inconsistent questions

* team leads escalate absence cases too late

* staff do not follow safety steps under pressure

Each of these requires behaviour in a real situation. That behaviour should drive the learning objectives.

Write behavioural objectives

A weak objective says:

Understand the absence policy.

A stronger objective says:

Apply the absence trigger process to a realistic case and decide when to involve HR.

Behavioural objectives use action verbs: apply, practise, conduct, identify, decide, document, escalate, respond, prioritise.

AI can help rewrite vague objectives into observable ones. Review them before designing the session.

Include practice

Practice is where training becomes useful.
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Application activities might include:

* role-play conversations

* case studies

* decision scenarios

* document review

* manager triads

* simulation

* peer feedback

* scenario sorting

At least two activities should require participants to apply the skill, not simply discuss it.

If the training is about difficult conversations, participants need to practise phrases. If it is about policy application, they

need cases. If it is about data handling, they need realistic decisions.

Use pre-work wisely

Pre-work should prepare the learner, not overload them.

A good 15-minute pre-work task might ask participants to:

* bring one real scenario

* review one short policy extract

* answer two reflection questions

* identify a challenge they face

* rate their confidence

This makes the session more relevant and reduces time spent setting context.

Plan for transfer

Training transfer happens after the session.

Support may include:

* manager briefing

* follow-up questions

* peer practice groups

* job aids

* reminder prompts

* manager observation

* 30-day reflection

* case review

Managers are especially important. If a participant's manager does not know what was covered, they cannot reinforce it.

Measure more than satisfaction

Happy-sheet scores are not enough.

Useful measures include:

* confidence before and after

* observed behaviour change

* reduction in HR escalations

* quality of manager documentation

* case handling timeliness

* employee feedback

* completion of follow-up practice

The measure should connect to the original behaviour gap.
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Design realistic scenarios

The quality of practice depends on the quality of scenarios.

Generic scenarios produce generic learning. Use situations that resemble real work:

* the kind of employee conversation managers avoid

* the data-handling decision people rush

* the customer escalation that creates pressure

* the absence pattern managers are unsure how to address

* the interview answer that needs probing

Remove identifying details, but keep the tension realistic. Participants learn more when the scenario feels familiar.

Support facilitators

A good outline is not enough for complex training. Facilitators need guidance.

Create notes for:

* session purpose

* timing

* activity setup

* debrief questions

* likely participant resistance

* key points to reinforce

* when to pause discussion

* how to handle sensitive examples

AI can draft this facilitator guide, but an experienced facilitator should review it before delivery.

Plan manager reinforcement

Training fades when managers do not reinforce it.

Send managers a short briefing before the session. Tell them what participants will practise and what questions to ask

afterward.

After the session, managers should ask:

* What did you practise?

* Where will you apply it first?

* What support do you need from me?

* What should we review in two weeks?

This small reinforcement habit can make training stick.

Avoid overloading the session

Training design often fails because too much content is squeezed into too little time.

If the session is 90 minutes, choose one or two behaviours. If it is half a day, you can include more practice, but still avoid

trying to cover every policy detail.

Ask:

* What must participants be able to do immediately after?

* What can be sent as reference material?

* What can managers reinforce later?

* What should be removed?

AI may generate a rich outline. Your job is to make it teachable.

Design for psychological safety

Some HR training involves sensitive topics: bias, conduct, absence, performance, harassment, or difficult conversations.
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Participants need enough safety to practise honestly. Set expectations, use realistic but anonymised examples, and avoid

asking people to disclose personal experiences they do not want to share.

The training should challenge behaviour without humiliating participants.

Build a reusable programme asset

After the session, save:

* objectives

* outline

* facilitator notes

* scenarios

* manager briefing

* evaluation questions

* improvements for next time

This turns one training design into an asset you can improve.

Evaluate at the right level

Training evaluation should match the purpose.

Youcan measure:

* reaction: did participants find it useful?

* learning: can they apply the method in the session?

* behaviour: did they use it at work?

* result: did the business metric improve?

Not every session needs a complex evaluation model, but every session should measure more than attendance. If the

goal is fewer avoidable HR escalations, track that. If the goal is better interview consistency, review interview notes.

Use AI for variants

Once the outline is strong, ask AI for variants:

* shorter version

* manager-only version

* remote version

* refresher version

* facilitator guide

* participant workbook

* scenario bank

This helps HR reuse the core design without rebuilding from scratch.

The base programme becomes a system rather than a one-time event.

That is where L&D begins to compound.

Today's practice

Choose one training need. Run the prompt and review:

1. Are the objectives behavioural? 2. Does the session include realistic practice? 3. Does pre-work bring real

experience into the room? 4. How will managers reinforce the learning? 5. How will we know behaviour

changed?

By the end, you should have a training outline designed for transfer, not just attendance.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are a learning designer creating workplace training that changes behaviour, not just awareness. I need a

training programme outline for [TOPIC]. Context: - Audience: [DETAILS] - Behaviour that needs to change:

[DETAILS] - Current problem: [DETAILS] - Format and duration: [DETAILS] - Existing materials: [POLICY,

ELEARNING, SLIDES, ETC.] - Success measure: [DETAILS] - Constraints: [TIME, BUDGET, MANAGER

CAPACITY, REMOTE DELIVERY] Please produce: 1. Three behavioural learning objectives 2. A session outline

with timings, method, and purpose 3. At least two application activities using realistic workplace scenarios 4. A

15-minute pre-work task 5. A post-training transfer plan 6. A manager briefing note for before and after the session

7. Evaluation measures beyond satisfaction scores Do not make the session a presentation-heavy information

dump.

TODAY'S TASK

Choose one training need where behaviour needs to change. Run the prompt, then check whether the objectives are

observable actions rather than knowledge statements.

EXPECTED WIN

A training outline with behavioural objectives, realistic practice, pre-work, transfer support, and manager reinforcement.

POWER TIP

Ask AI to write a facilitator guide for one activity. The activity design is where behaviour change either happens or

disappears.
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DAY 20

Create an HR Metrics Dashboard Narrative

THE CONCEPT

The concept

HR dashboards should help leaders make decisions.

Many dashboards do not. They list metrics, show trends, and include traffic-light colours, but they leave the interpretation

to the reader. Leaders scan the numbers, ask one or two questions, and move on.

AI can help HR turn metrics into a narrative. The value is in connecting numbers to business meaning and leadership

action.

Plain English A dashboard says what happened. A narrative says why it matters and what should happen next.

Do not report every metric equally

If every metric receives equal attention, leaders cannot tell what matters.

Some metrics are background. Some are signals. Some require a decision.

Before writing the narrative, decide:

* what is stable

* what moved significantly

* what is above or below target

* what has business consequence

* what requires leadership action

The narrative should focus on signal, not completeness.

Add context

AI cannot know why a number moved unless you tell it.

For example:

* turnover rose because two departments delayed pay review

* time to hire increased because three specialist roles skewed the average

* absence rose in one site after shift changes

* headcount is below plan because approvals were paused

* offer acceptance improved after salary bands changed

Context turns a metric into insight.
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Translate metrics into business language

Instead of:

Time to hire is 47 days against a target of 35.

Write:

Critical vacancies are staying open nearly two weeks longer than planned, delaying project capacity and increasing

manager time spent recruiting.

The number is still there, but now the implication is visible.

Frame asks as decisions

A weak ask says:

Leadership should note the turnover trend.

A stronger ask says:

Approve a targeted retention review for operations and customer service before the next pay cycle.

Leaders can act on decisions. They cannot act on general concern.

Use risk flags

Every narrative should identify the metric that most needs attention if the trend continues.

The risk flag should explain:

* the metric

* the trend

* the business consequence

* the time horizon

* the decision needed

This helps leaders prioritise.

Use exception reporting

Monthly reports should not repeat the same full dashboard if little has changed.

An exception report shows:

* what moved materially

* why it moved

* whether action is needed

* who owns the follow-up

* what is within expected variation

This trains leaders to pay attention to signal rather than scan a familiar pack.

Separate diagnosis from recommendation

Leaders need to understand both what HR believes is happening and what HR recommends doing.

Diagnosis answers:

* What changed?

* Where is it concentrated?

* What is driving it?

* How confident are we?

Recommendation answers:

* What decision is needed?
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* Who should own it?

* What is the expected impact?

* What happens if we do nothing?

AI can help write both, but do not let a polished recommendation outrun the evidence.

Add confidence levels

Not every metric supports the same level of certainty.

Use confidence language:

* high confidence: multiple sources point to the same cause

* medium confidence: plausible cause with partial evidence

* low confidence: early signal requiring investigation

This makes the narrative more credible. Executives can handle uncertainty when it is named clearly.

Prepare for questions

Before presenting, ask AI to generate likely leadership questions.

Common questions include:

* What is driving this?

* Is it concentrated in one area?

* What will this cost?

* What happens if we wait?

* Is this within normal variation?

* What decision do you need from us?

Prepare concise answers. A good narrative anticipates challenge.

Do not hide uncertainty

Some people data is messy. Headcount definitions vary. Absence coding may be inconsistent. Turnover may be skewed

by one small team. Time-to-hire can be distorted by a few outliers.

Name these limitations clearly.

For example:

Time to hire is above target, but the average is heavily affected by three specialist roles. The median is closer to target,

so the issue appears to be specialist hiring rather than the whole process.

This kind of nuance improves credibility. It also prevents leaders from overcorrecting.

Link metrics to workforce planning

HR metrics become more strategic when connected to future capacity.

Ask:

* Does turnover affect critical roles?

* Does hiring speed affect growth plans?

* Does absence affect service delivery?

* Does internal mobility support succession?

* Does engagement predict retention risk?

This moves the dashboard from historical reporting to workforce planning.

End with the decision

Every executive narrative should end with the decision or action needed.

If there is no decision, say that the metric is being monitored. If there is a decision, make it explicit.
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Leaders should not have to infer what HR wants from them.

Choose the right visual support

The narrative does not replace visuals. It tells you which visuals matter.

Use charts only where they support the story:

* trend line for a meaningful movement

* segment view for a concentrated issue

* funnel view for hiring friction

* comparison view for target versus actual

* heat map for risk concentration

Do not include a chart because it is available. Include it because it helps the decision.

Create a follow-up rhythm

After leadership agrees an action, track it.

For each ask, define:

* owner

* first step

* due date

* metric or signal

* next leadership update

This prevents HR dashboards from becoming recurring commentary with no accountability.

Use AI as a rehearsal partner

Before presenting, ask AI to challenge the narrative from the viewpoint of the CEO, CFO, COO, or divisional leader.

This can reveal weak assumptions, unclear asks, or cost questions you have not prepared for. Treat the challenge as

rehearsal, not criticism.

It also helps you tighten the story before the room does it for you. The best HR data conversations feel prepared, focused,

and decision-ready.

That discipline makes people data harder to ignore.

Today's practice

Use your real HR dashboard. Run the prompt with context.

Ask:

1. What is the headline story? 2. Which metric is a true signal? 3. What context explains the movement? 4. What

decision do leaders need to make? 5. What should stay out of the narrative?

By the end, you should have a sharper HR data story and a clearer leadership ask.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are a strategic HR analyst writing a business narrative from HR dashboard metrics for senior leaders. Context: -

Audience: [CEO/CFO/EXCO/BOARD/LEADERSHIP TEAM] - Period: [DETAILS] - Metrics and numbers:

[HEADCOUNT, TURNOVER, TIME TO HIRE, ABSENCE, ENGAGEMENT, INTERNAL MOBILITY, OFFER

ACCEPTANCE, ETC.] - Benchmarks or targets: [DETAILS] - Context behind the numbers: [DETAILS] - Decisions

needed from leadership: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1. A 400-word executive narrative moving from headline to

evidence to implication to recommendation 2. One plain-English 'what this means' sentence for each metric 3. Two

or three leadership asks framed as decisions 4. A risk flag for the metric with the most material consequence if the

trend continues 5. A monthly exception report format 6. Questions HR should answer before presenting Use

business language, not HR dashboard language. Do not report every metric equally.

TODAY'S TASK

Use your real HR dashboard. Run the prompt with context behind the numbers, then check whether the narrative makes a

decision easier.

EXPECTED WIN

A leadership-ready HR metrics narrative that explains what matters, what it means, and what decision is needed.

POWER TIP

Move from monthly data dumps to exception reporting. Executives engage more when HR highlights signal instead of

summarising everything.
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DAY 21

Build Your HR AI Operating System

THE CONCEPT

The concept

The final step is turning AI from an occasional tool into a repeatable HR working system.

Over the last 21 days, you have used AI for job descriptions, interviews, candidate communication, onboarding,

performance reviews, survey insight, policy, employee relations, compensation, learning, metrics, and more. Some uses

will have felt immediately valuable. Others may have felt too risky, too generic, or too dependent on context.

That is the point. Mature AI use is not using AI for everything. It is knowing where AI helps, where it partially helps, and

where human judgement must lead.

Plain English YourHR AI operating system is the set of tasks, prompts, habits, and safeguards that make good AI use

repeatable.

Map your tasks

Start by dividing HR work into three categories.

High-value AI uses

These are tasks where AI consistently improves speed or structure:

* first drafts

* templates

* summaries

* report narratives

* interview questions

* communication variants

* checklists

* planning frameworks

Use AI regularly here, with human review.

Partial-value AI uses

These tasks benefit from AI, but only with careful context and judgement:

* employee relations case preparation

* policy drafting

* compensation briefs
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* survey interpretation

* performance review language

* leadership recommendations

AI can support the work, but HR owns the decision.

Low-value or high-risk uses

These are tasks where AI should not be relied on:

* final legal advice

* disciplinary decisions

* diagnosis of employee health issues

* confidential case judgement without approved tools

* decisions about protected characteristics

* replacing manager accountability

Knowing what not to use AI for is part of professional maturity.

Create a weekly rhythm

Habits need triggers.

Examples:

* Monday: use AI to prepare conversation frameworks for difficult manager discussions

* Tuesday:summarise notes and identify follow-up actions

* Wednesday: draft first versions of communications or policy updates

* Thursday: turn metrics or survey data into narrative

* Friday: save and refine prompts that worked

Your rhythm should match your real work. If it feels artificial, it will fade.

Build a prompt library

A prompt library prevents you from starting from scratch.

Use categories such as:

* Recruitment and selection

* Employee relations

* Performance and development

* Policy and communication

* People analytics and reporting

For each prompt, log:

* prompt name

* task it supports

* context needed

* prompt text

* output quality

* review requirements

* what to improve next time

This turns good prompts into reusable assets.

Add governance

HR AI use needs safeguards.

Before using AI, ask:

* Is this tool approved for the data?
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* Have I removed unnecessary personal information?

* Does the task involve legal, medical, or protected-characteristic risk?

* Will a human review the output?

* Could the output affect someone's employment?

* Do I need to document the source or reasoning?

* Am I using AI to support judgement or replace it?

This checklist should become automatic.

Set a 90-day goal

Do not leave the course with vague intention. Choose one measurable goal.

Examples:

* build a 20-prompt HR library

* redesign one recurring HR report into a narrative format

* create standard AI-assisted templates for five case letters

* train two colleagues on one workflow each

* create an AI-supported onboarding pack for managers

The goal should improve your actual HR practice, not just your AI fluency.

Share one workflow

The quickest way to build institutional capability is to help one colleague experience one useful workflow.

Keep it small:

* choose a task they already do

* show one prompt

* let them use their own example

* review the output together

* save the prompt

Do not try to convert everyone. Give one colleague one useful experience.

Review your operating system monthly

YourAI operating system should evolve.

Once a month, review:

* which prompts saved time

* which prompts produced weak output

* which tasks still need better templates

* which workflows created risk

* which colleagues could benefit from a shared prompt

* which policies or tool rules have changed

Delete prompts that do not help. Improve prompts that do. Add notes about review requirements.

This keeps the system alive rather than becoming another unused folder.

Keep human judgement visible

The more AI becomes part of daily work, the more important it is to show where human judgement enters.

For HR, this is essential. A prompt can draft a letter, but HR decides whether the letter is appropriate. A model can

summarise survey comments, but HR decides what the evidence supports. A tool can create a policy draft, but legal and

HR review decide whether it is safe.

Youroperating system should make that visible. Every prompt library entry should include a review step.
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Make the next 90 days small enough to finish

Do not try to transform your whole HR function immediately.

Choose one practical goal:

* build a case-letter prompt library

* create a manager communication toolkit

* redesign one dashboard narrative

* build a recruitment prompt pack

* train one colleague per month

Small finished systems beat ambitious unfinished ones.

Decide what quality looks like

As AI becomes part of your workflow, define what a good output looks like for common tasks.

For example:

* a case letter must include required rights and neutral facts

* a policy draft must preserve legal points and include review notes

* a metrics narrative must include implication and decision ask

* a job description rewrite must separate must-haves from preferences

* a survey summary must state limitations

These quality standards help you review AI output consistently.

Protect professional trust

HR work depends on trust. Employees, managers, and leaders must believe that HR handles information carefully and

uses judgement responsibly.

That means being transparent inside your own practice about where AI helps and where it does not. Do not present

AI-generated analysis as if it were independent truth. Do not let speed weaken confidentiality. Do not use AI to avoid

difficult human conversations.

The best HR AI operating system gives you more time for human work, not less responsibility for it.

Keep learning

Your first prompt library will not be perfect. That is fine.

The habit that matters is review:

* save what worked

* improve what was weak

* discard what created risk

* teach what is useful

* keep human review visible

That is how the 21 days continue after the course ends.

Today's practice

Run the prompt honestly. Then review the output.

Ask:

1. Does the task map reflect my real work? 2. Which prompts should I save immediately? 3. What AI use should I

avoid or restrict? 4. What weekly trigger will I actually follow? 5. What 90-day goal would create lasting value?

By the end, you should have a practical operating system for continuing the work after the course ends.

YOUR PROMPT
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You are an AI productivity strategist helping an HR professional turn 21 days of AI practice into a repeatable

personal operating system. Context: - My HR role and main responsibilities: [DETAILS] - AI tasks that worked well:

[DETAILS] - AI tasks that were unreliable or low value: [DETAILS] - Current bottlenecks: [DETAILS] - Work I want

more time for: [DETAILS] - Current AI habits: [DETAILS] - Tools or policy constraints: [DETAILS] Please produce: 1.

A personal HR AI task map: high-value, partial-value, and low-value uses 2. A weekly AI rhythm with specific

triggers 3. A prompt library structure with categories and logging template 4. Five reusable prompt-library entries

based on what worked 5. A 90-day AI development goal 6. A simple governance checklist for safe HR AI use 7. A

30-minute session plan to teach one colleague one useful AI workflow Make this specific to my role. Do not produce

a generic AI productivity list.

TODAY'S TASK

Describe your real HR role and the tasks that worked during the course. Run the prompt, then save the reusable prompts

into a system you will actually maintain.

EXPECTED WIN

A personal HR AI operating system with task map, weekly rhythm, prompt library, safety checklist, and next-step

development goal.

POWER TIP

Share one workflow with one colleague. Institutional AI capability grows through useful, low-pressure examples.
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