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UNIVERSITY OF WALES TRINITY SAINT DAVID
CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
APPLICATION FOR FELLOW

Before you start, you will need to refer to the following documents/guidance:
[bookmark: _Int_BhH7HEMT]The Advance HE Fellowship Category Tool will help you to determine whether Fellow is the most appropriate category of Fellowship for you at this point;
+ The Professional Standards Framework for teaching and supporting learning in higher education (PSF 2023) – the award of Fellow is based on the criteria of Descriptor 2 (PSF 2023) being evidenced;
+ Fellowship Applicant Guidance and Guide to the PSF 2023 Dimensions -  Fellowship (D2).

	Fellow is based on meeting Descriptor 2 (D2) of the PSF 2023.

Your application for Fellow consists of:

· a 3,000-word reflective narrative shared across all five Areas of Activity plus citations 
There is a 3,000 word limit plus citations (overall maximum of 3,500 words). Please note that Academic Office checks the word count as part of the submission process. 
In addition, Supporting Statements from two referees (see Applicant Guidance) will need to be submitted with your application. The Supporting Statements will verify and endorse that what you write about in your Account of Professional Practice represents your practice in a genuine way.
 
Descriptor 2 is suitable for individuals whose practice with learners has breadth and depth, enabling them to evidence all Dimensions. Effectiveness of practice in teaching and/or support of high-quality learning is demonstrated through evidence of:

D2.1: Use of all five Professional Values
D2.2: Application of all five forms of Core Knowledge
D2.3: Effective and inclusive practice in all five Areas of Activity

You will need to continue to refer to the applicant guidance and Descriptor 2 of the PSF 2023 as you draft your application to ensure that you are writing to meet the requirements.
You must structure your Reflective Narrative around all five of the PSF 2023 Areas of Activity. You will be able to use the relevant boxes below to complete your draft application
When you have finalised your application you will need to send the completed form to your referees so that they can write their Supporting Statements. Please direct your referees to the Fellowship Guidance for Referees writing a Supporting Statement. The referees need to return their Supporting Statements for you to upload with your application. 

Your application is submitted first to the Academic Office via the appropriate submission link on Moodle (Advance HE Fellowship module).







SECTION ONE:

	NAME
	Suneth Warnakulasooriya


	INSTITUTE/CENTRE/UNIT

	UWTSD London


	POSITION (E.g. Lecturer/Senior Lecturer/Principal Lecturer/Director of Discipline/Other (please specify)

	
Lecturer (Business and Computing)

	ROLE (E.g. Lecturer/Programme Director/Admissions Tutor/Module Leader/Other (please specify)

	
Lecturer & Module Leader

	Referees
Please could you tick the box if you have sent in your referees’ statements (Please be aware if we do not receive your referees’ statements at the time of the submission or a maximum of 2 days after the panel submission date then your application will be passed to the next Panel meeting).
If your supporting statements are not included with your application, you must ensure your referees send their supporting statements to the Academic Office by the deadline. The Academic Office will not chase referees.
	

Yes    √                         No ☐

	Date of Training
	04/09/2025

	Mentor
	Julie Thomas






Context statement: 


	Write your Context statement here (up to 300 words)

I am a Computing Lecturer and Module Leader with over thirteen years of sustained experience in UK higher education, working across undergraduate and postgraduate provision at institutions including the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, University of West London, Kingston University, Teesside University, QA Higher Education, and the University of Essex. My professional practice is situated within the discipline of computing, where I teach modules spanning software engineering, cloud computing, data analytics, UX/UI design, database engineering, and digital skills. I work with diverse cohorts, including international students, widening‑participation learners, and students with varied levels of digital literacy. This diversity requires pedagogic approaches that are inclusive, accessible, and responsive to individual learner needs, in line with the Professional Values of the PSF 2023.

My responsibilities extend beyond teaching to curriculum design, assessment development, moderation, project supervision, and academic assurance. As a Lead External Examiner for the University of Portsmouth, I contribute to sector‑wide comparability, quality enhancement, and the maintenance of academic standards. Within my institutional roles, I participate in standardisation meetings, cross‑campus collaboration, and quality audits, ensuring alignment with QAA expectations and institutional policies.

Digital pedagogy is central to my practice. I integrate tools such as Figma, Framer, Microsoft Forms, and Moodle to support active learning, collaborative design, and formative feedback. My teaching is informed by evidence‑based approaches, including Universal Design for Learning (CAST, 2018), constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011), and feedback literacy frameworks (Carless & Boud, 2018). I also embed inclusive UX/UI principles and ethical AI use, reflecting the evolving digital landscape of computing education.

My ongoing CPD includes external examiner training, GDPR certification, and research development for a PhD on equitable and adaptive user interfaces in digital learning environments. This commitment to professional learning underpins my reflective, research‑informed approach to enhancing teaching, assessment, and learner support.






















Evidencing Area of Activity 1 (A1): Design and plan learning activities and/or programmes 
	In my role as a Computing Lecturer and Module Leader, the design and planning of learning activities are grounded in constructive alignment (Biggs & Tang, 2011) and an understanding of how learners engage with computing concepts at different levels (K1, K2). I begin by articulating clear, measurable learning outcomes aligned with QAA benchmarks and institutional requirements (K5), which guide the selection of pedagogic strategies, digital tools, and assessment methods to ensure coherence across teaching, learning, and evaluation.

My cohorts include international students, widening‑participation learners, and students with varied digital literacy. To uphold V1 and V2, I embed inclusive design principles and Universal Design for Learning (CAST, 2018). For example, in UX/UI Strategies, I incorporated multimodal resources—interactive prototyping, visual walkthroughs, and narrated demonstrations—to support diverse cognitive and linguistic needs. Informed by Hockings (2010), this approach reduced cognitive load and increased accessibility. Student feedback confirmed that these resources improved confidence with design tools.

To strengthen the digital dimension of planning (K4), I integrate tools that support conceptual development. In Data Analytics, I adopted Jupyter Notebooks to consolidate code, visual outputs, and explanations in one environment. I selected this tool to reduce cognitive switching for novice programmers. Moodle analytics showed that students engaging with Jupyter‑based formative tasks performed more accurately in summative assessments, and students reported that seeing “code, output, and explanation together” improved understanding. This demonstrates the effectiveness of purposeful technology integration.

My planning also reflects the wider digital transformation in higher education (V4). In Cloud Computing Technologies and Data Analytics, I design industry‑aligned tasks that mirror professional practice. For example, I created a cloud deployment activity using real‑world case scenarios, enabling students to apply theoretical concepts to practical challenges. This aligns with Laurillard’s (2012) emphasis on iterative, practice‑based learning. Peer observations noted improved engagement and development of computational thinking skills (Wing, 2006).

Programme‑level planning requires collaboration with colleagues across campuses and institutions (V5). At UWTSD, I contributed to the redesign of the Introduction to Web and Database Concepts module to ensure consistency across London, Birmingham, and Swansea campuses. This involved aligning learning outcomes, standardising assessment briefs, and co‑developing teaching resources. The collaborative process strengthened the coherence of the student experience and ensured compliance with institutional quality assurance processes (K5). Feedback from cross‑campus moderation panels confirmed that the revised module demonstrated improved clarity, accessibility, and alignment with level‑4 expectations.

My planning is iterative and informed by critical evaluation (K3). I analyse student performance data, module evaluations, and peer feedback to identify enhancements. For example, after low engagement in asynchronous activities in a data analytics module, I introduced scaffolded micro‑tasks and formative checkpoints. This increased participation and improved assessment outcomes, aligning with Schön’s (1983) reflective‑practitioner model and demonstrating commitment to evidence‑informed enhancement (V3).

In designing assessments, I ensure transparency, inclusivity, and alignment with learning outcomes. I incorporate flexible submission formats—video walkthroughs, annotated prototypes, or written reports—to accommodate diverse strengths while maintaining academic rigour. This reflects Universal Design for Assessment (Scott et al., 2021) and supports equitable opportunities for learners to demonstrate achievement.

By integrating disciplinary knowledge, pedagogic theory, digital innovation, and quality assurance requirements, I ensure that learning activities and programmes are coherent, accessible, and effective in supporting high‑quality learning across diverse computing cohorts.


[bookmark: _Int_f5VKueqd]
Evidencing Area of Activity 2 (A2): Teach and/or support learning through appropriate approaches and environments
	In line with PSF 2023, I draw on disciplinary knowledge (K1), appropriate teaching approaches (K2), and critical evaluation (K3) to create learning environments that are inclusive, engaging, and responsive to learner needs. I teach across undergraduate and postgraduate modules in software engineering, UX/UI design, cloud computing, data analytics, and digital skills, delivered in in‑person, blended, and online formats.

A core principle of my teaching is creating inclusive environments that respect individual learners and promote equitable participation (V1, V2). Computing cohorts often include students with varied linguistic backgrounds, prior experience, and confidence levels. To address this, I apply Universal Design for Learning (CAST, 2018), offering multiple means of representation and engagement. For example, in UX/UI Strategies, I combine live demonstrations, narrated recordings, and step‑by‑step visual guides to support diverse learners. Students reported that these multimodal resources reduced anxiety and improved confidence with design tools.

My teaching is shaped by how learners develop understanding in computing (K1). Many experience cognitive overload when introduced to abstract topics such as algorithmic thinking or cloud architecture. To mitigate this, I use scaffolded learning sequences that build conceptual understanding before applied tasks. This aligns with Laurillard’s (2012) conversational framework. Peer observations noted that this structured progression supported deeper engagement and improved learner autonomy.

I employ project‑based learning and collaborative problem‑solving in modules such as Web Technologies and Data Analytics. For example, I designed a group prototyping task in Figma where students created accessible interface solutions for real‑world scenarios. This strengthened technical competence, teamwork, and critical reflection. Students commented that the activity helped them “understand accessibility in a practical way,” demonstrating its effectiveness.

To strengthen the digital dimension of teaching (K4), I integrate tools that enhance interaction and conceptual clarity. In cloud computing, I use AWS Educate’s sandbox environment so students can deploy virtual machines without financial risk. I selected this tool because it mirrors industry practice while reducing barriers for beginners. Reflective logs showed that hands‑on experimentation helped students “connect theory to real cloud behaviour,” and summative performance improved, particularly in configuration tasks.

I also use Microsoft Whiteboard and Figma’s collaborative canvas to model problem‑solving in real time. These tools allow students to co‑construct diagrams, schemas, or wireframes, supporting visual learning and enabling quieter students to contribute through annotation. Peer observations noted increased participation, particularly among learners less confident speaking aloud. This demonstrates how purposeful digital integration (K4) supports inclusive engagement (V2).

Digital technologies also support equitable participation (V2). In online modules delivered through Moodle and Microsoft Teams, I use anonymous polling tools and Microsoft Forms to check understanding and gather questions. This approach ensures that students who may be hesitant to speak publicly—particularly international students or those with lower confidence—can contribute without fear of judgement. After implementing this strategy, I observed a marked increase in the number of students responding to conceptual questions, and subsequent formative assessments showed improved accuracy in their understanding of core concepts. This demonstrates how respecting learner diversity (V1) and designing equitable participation structures (V2) can directly enhance learning outcomes.

My teaching practice is informed by ongoing evaluation and evidence‑based enhancement (V3). I analyse student performance data, module evaluations, and peer‑observation feedback to refine my approaches. For example, after identifying gaps in students’ conceptual understanding of cloud architecture, I introduced micro‑tasks with automated feedback, which improved both engagement and summative outcomes.

Collaboration with colleagues (V5) further enhances my practice. I participate in standardisation meetings, cross‑campus teaching discussions, and CPD workshops on digital pedagogy, inclusive practice, and assessment literacy. These engagements ensure alignment with institutional and sector expectations (V4, K5).

Through the integration of digital tools, active learning, and evidence‑informed refinement, I ensure that my teaching remains responsive, inclusive, and aligned with PSF 2023.



Evidencing Area of Activity 3 (A3): Assess and give feedback for learning
	My assessment and feedback approach is grounded in how learners develop disciplinary competence in computing (K1) and informed by evidence‑based assessment principles (K2, K3). I ensure that assessment strategies align with learning outcomes, institutional policies, and QAA expectations (K5), while supporting diverse learners through inclusive and flexible design (V1, V2).

A central principle of my assessment practice is transparency. Drawing on Sadler (2009), I ensure students understand the standards they are expected to meet by co‑constructing criteria where appropriate and providing annotated exemplars. In UX/UI Strategies, I redesigned the assessment brief to include a rubric that clearly differentiated conceptual understanding, design rationale, and technical execution. Students reported reduced anxiety and improved ability to self‑assess, aligning with Carless and Boud’s (2018) emphasis on feedback literacy.

To apply disciplinary learning more explicitly (K1), I redesigned a programming assessment to reflect the cognitive progression typical in computing. Students often struggle to move from conceptual reasoning to syntactic implementation. I introduced a two‑stage assessment: first, students produced a flowchart or pseudocode; second, they translated this into executable code. I selected this approach because structured decomposition is foundational in computing and reduces cognitive overload. Pass rates increased by 12%, and students reported that the staged structure “helped them understand what they were trying to achieve before writing the code,” demonstrating the effectiveness of aligning assessment with disciplinary learning processes.

Digital tools play a key role in supporting assessment and feedback (K4). I use platforms such as Jupyter Notebooks, Moodle quizzes, and GitHub Classroom to provide structured, interactive assessment environments. These tools allow students to receive immediate feedback, visualise errors, and iterate on their work. For example, automated feedback in Moodle quizzes helped students identify misconceptions early, leading to improved summative performance.

My assessment design also reflects a commitment to inclusion (V1, V2). Recognising that computing students vary in strengths—some excel in written analysis, others in visual or technical demonstration—I incorporate flexible submission formats such as video walkthroughs, annotated prototypes, or written reports. Informed by Universal Design for Assessment (Scott et al., 2021), this approach maintains academic rigour while offering equitable opportunities to demonstrate achievement. After introducing flexible formats in a data analytics module, submission rates increased, particularly among students with declared learning differences.

Feedback is central to supporting learner development, and I adopt a dialogic approach consistent with Nicol and Macfarlane‑Dick (2006). My feedback is timely, specific, and developmental, focusing on strategies for improvement. In project supervision, I use iterative feedback cycles where students submit draft artefacts and receive structured commentary guiding their next steps. Students reported that this approach “helped them understand how to improve rather than simply what was missing,” demonstrating its impact on autonomy and self‑regulation.

Collaboration with colleagues (V5) strengthens my assessment practice. I participate in moderation panels, marking calibration sessions, and cross‑campus assessment reviews, ensuring consistency and comparability across modules. For example, after identifying variation in rubric interpretation, I facilitated a calibration session that improved marking alignment.

To strengthen engagement with feedback, I integrate formative assessment opportunities throughout modules. In cloud computing, I introduced weekly micro‑tasks with automated feedback, enabling students to test understanding before summative assessments. Moodle analytics showed increased participation, and summative performance improved, indicating enhanced conceptual understanding. This iterative process reflects my commitment to evidence‑informed practice (V3) and continuous enhancement (K3).

My assessment practice is shaped by involvement in quality assurance and moderation (K5). As a Lead External Examiner for the University of Portsmouth and an internal moderator at UWTSD and QAHE, I contribute to ensuring fairness, consistency, and sector comparability. I participate in standardisation meetings, review marking samples, and provide feedback on assessment design and marking accuracy. These experiences strengthened my understanding of validity and reliability. For example, after observing inconsistencies in rubric interpretation across teaching teams, I facilitated a calibration session that improved marking alignment and enhanced the student experience.

Finally, my assessment and feedback practices reflect the wider context of higher education (V4), including academic integrity, digital assessment, and ethical use of AI. I embed academic integrity guidance into assessment briefings and provide targeted support on referencing and ethical data use, ensuring learners develop responsible academic practices.




Evidencing Area of Activity 4 (A4): Support and guide learners
	Supporting and guiding learners is a central aspect of my practice, combining academic guidance, pastoral support, and structured supervision. My approach is grounded in respect for individual learners (V1), equitable participation (V2), and an understanding of how students develop disciplinary knowledge and confidence in computing (K1, K2). I work with diverse cohorts—including international, mature, and digitally inexperienced learners—which requires adaptive and responsive support strategies.

A key component of my support practice is creating psychologically safe environments where students feel able to seek help and express uncertainty. Drawing on Noddings’ (2005) ethic of care, I prioritise relational trust in tutorials, supervision meetings, and online interactions. For example, I use Microsoft Forms to collect anonymous feedback on learner concerns and preferred learning approaches. This has been particularly valuable for students reluctant to speak openly due to cultural or confidence‑related barriers. After introducing this tool, tutorial attendance increased and previously silent students engaged more actively.

To further demonstrate V1 and V2, I implemented differentiated support pathways in a mixed‑ability programming module. Some students required additional scaffolding, while others needed extension tasks. I introduced two optional pathways—“core” and “challenge”—allowing students to select tasks aligned with their readiness. This respects individual needs while ensuring equitable access to success. Module evaluations showed students felt “more in control of their learning,” and non‑submission rates decreased, confirming the effectiveness of differentiated support.

Digital tools play an important role in supporting learners (K4). I use platforms such as Microsoft Teams, Moodle messaging, and collaborative whiteboards to provide timely guidance, share resources, and monitor progress. For example, I created a digital “support hub” on Moodle containing video explainers, worked examples, and FAQs, which students accessed frequently during assessment periods.

My supervision of undergraduate and postgraduate projects reflects an understanding of how learners develop research and technical competencies (K1). I adopt a scaffolded approach informed by design thinking (Brown, 2009), guiding students through iterative cycles of ideation, prototyping, evaluation, and refinement. For example, in supervising a data analytics project, I introduced staged milestones with formative feedback, enabling the student to refine their methodology and improve analytical robustness. The student later reported that this structure “helped them break down complex tasks and monitor progress,” demonstrating the impact of scaffolded supervision.

Supporting learners also requires attention to assessment literacy. Many computing students, particularly those from non‑traditional backgrounds, struggle to interpret academic expectations. To address this, I run assessment‑literacy workshops where I deconstruct rubrics, analyse exemplars, and facilitate peer discussion on quality indicators. This aligns with Carless and Boud’s (2018) emphasis on evaluative judgement. In one module, 86% of students reported improved understanding of how to succeed, and subsequent assessments showed fewer errors in structure, referencing, and design rationale.

I recognise that computing students often face challenges related to workload management, imposter syndrome, and digital fatigue. I provide structured guidance on study skills, time management, and wellbeing resources, ensuring alignment with institutional support frameworks (V4). For example, when supporting a student experiencing anxiety around programming tasks, I collaborated with student support services to develop a personalised study plan balancing academic expectations with wellbeing. The student later reported improved confidence and engagement, demonstrating the value of integrated academic‑pastoral support.

My learner‑support practice is informed by ongoing critical evaluation (K3, V3). I analyse feedback from tutorials, supervision meetings, and module evaluations to identify patterns in learner needs. After noticing recurring difficulties with academic writing among international students, I introduced targeted writing clinics focusing on technical vocabulary, argumentation, and referencing. This resulted in clearer, more coherent submissions.

Collaboration with colleagues (V5) further enhances my ability to support learners. I participate in cross‑campus discussions, moderation panels, and CPD workshops on inclusive practice, digital pedagogy, and learner wellbeing. These engagements ensure my support strategies remain aligned with institutional priorities and sector expectations (K5).



[bookmark: _Int_GMU7shk2]

Evidencing Area of Activity 5 (A5): Enhance practice through own continuing professional development 
	My CPD is central to enhancing my teaching, assessment, and learner‑support practices. I view CPD as an ongoing, reflective process that enables me to respond to evolving learner needs, disciplinary developments in computing, and wider sector expectations. This aligns with (V3 and V4,) which emphasise evidence‑informed practice and responsiveness to the broader HE context.

A significant component of my CPD involves engaging with pedagogic research and sector guidance to inform my teaching approaches (K2, K3). Participation in institutional workshops on inclusive pedagogy, digital learning design, and assessment literacy has strengthened my ability to support diverse learners. These sessions introduced frameworks such as Hockings’ (2010) inclusive learning model and Boud and Molloy’s (2013) feedback‑for‑learning paradigm. After a workshop on dialogic feedback, I revised my feedback templates to include reflective prompts encouraging students to articulate next steps. Student evaluations indicated improved engagement with feedback and greater clarity on how to improve.

My CPD also includes discipline‑specific development to ensure my teaching remains current and aligned with industry expectations (K1). I regularly update my knowledge of emerging technologies, programming frameworks, and data‑driven methodologies through online courses, certifications, and engagement with industry networks. Completing a certification in Python for Data Analysis enhanced my ability to teach data analytics with greater depth and relevance. Students reported that integrating contemporary tools and datasets made learning more authentic and aligned with industry practice.

Digital‑pedagogy CPD has strengthened my ability to integrate technology effectively into teaching and assessment (K4). For example, completing training on Figma, GitHub Classroom, and cloud‑based learning environments enabled me to design more interactive, authentic learning experiences. Students reported that these tools made learning more engaging and aligned with industry practice.

My CPD reinforces my commitment to respecting individual learners (V1) and promoting equitable participation (V2). Workshops on inclusive assessment, neurodiversity, and culturally responsive teaching have directly informed my practice, leading to clearer communication, more flexible assessment formats, and more accessible learning materials.

Engagement with quality assurance processes forms another strand of my CPD (K5). As a Lead External Examiner for the University of Portsmouth, I participate in examiner training, calibration exercises, and sector briefings on assessment standards. These experiences have deepened my understanding of assessment validity, reliability, and comparability. For example, after participating in an external examiner calibration session, I introduced a structured moderation checklist for my module team, improving clarity and consistency across assessors.

Reflective practice is integral to my CPD and aligns with Schön’s (1983) reflective‑practitioner model. I maintain a reflective journal where I analyse teaching experiences, student feedback, and peer observation reports. This enables me to identify areas for enhancement and evaluate the impact of changes. After reflecting on challenges faced by international students in understanding technical terminology, I developed a glossary of computing concepts with visual examples. This resulted in improved comprehension and fewer clarification requests during tutorials.

My CPD also extends to research development. I am pursuing a PhD focused on equitable and adaptive user interfaces in digital learning environments. This research interest is informed by my teaching experience in UX/UI design and my commitment to inclusive digital pedagogy. 

Collaboration with colleagues (V5) further enhances my professional development. I participate in cross‑campus teaching forums, peer‑learning groups, and institutional learning and teaching conferences. These engagements provide opportunities to share practice, discuss challenges, and co‑develop solutions. For example, participation in a cross‑campus working group on digital assessment led to the adoption of more consistent and accessible assessment formats across computing modules.

Overall, my CPD is characterised by sustained engagement with pedagogic research, disciplinary developments, quality assurance processes, and reflective practice. This ensures my teaching remains current, inclusive, and aligned with PSF 2023, ultimately enhancing the learning experience and outcomes for diverse computing students.




[bookmark: _Int_4QuNaHnV]

References/Citations:   
	Write any references or citations used in any Areas of Activity here:

· Biggs, J. & Tang, C. (2011) Teaching for Quality Learning at University. 4th edn. Maidenhead: Open University Press.
· Boud, D. & Molloy, E. (2013) ‘Rethinking models of feedback for learning: the challenge of design’, Assessment & Evaluation in Higher Education, 38(6), pp. 698–712.
· Brookfield, S. (2017) Becoming a Critically Reflective Teacher. 2nd edn. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.
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Your application (including the two Supporting Statements from your referees) is submitted first to the Academic Office via the appropriate submission link on Moodle (Advance HE Fellowship module).



SECTION FOUR: 	Referees

Your application must be accompanied by two supporting statements from persons who are in a position to comment on your teaching and learning practices and achievements.

The function of a Referee is to provide an informed peer review of your eligibility for Associate Fellow, using their knowledge of your work and the context in which you teach and/or support learning. Each Referee are expected to authenticate your application by commenting directly on the content of your application and to make additional, relevant comments, as they wish.

Referees should be experienced staff and be able to comment knowledgeably, and from first-hand experience, on your current role and any other relevant activities recently undertaken.  Your Referees should either be Fellows, Senior Fellows or Principal Fellows of Advance HE, or an appropriately experienced member of staff working for a UK Higher Education Institution (HEI). All Referees need to be familiar with the PSF2023.

Referees should be provided with a copy of the Guidance Notes for Referees – please speak to your mentor regarding this document.

	Referee 1:


	Name
	Renuga Jayakumar

	Job Title
	Senior Lecturer / Program Manager

	Fellowship Status
	SFHEA

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	UWTSD London Campus

	Email address
	r.jayakumar@uwtsd.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice?
She is one of my colleagues. 






	Referee 3:


	Name
	Sam Wattuhewa

	Job Title
	Senior Lecturer and Course Leader

	Fellowship Status
	FHEA

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	University of Portsmouth London

	Email address
	sam.wattuhewa@port.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice?
I am the external examiner for M.Sc. and B.Sc. computing programs and Sam is the Course Leader.




	Referee 2:


	Name
	Dr. Udoh Ekereuke

	Job Title
	Associate Dean & Head of Department

	Fellowship Status
	SFHEA

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	QA Higher Education

	Email address
	ekereuke.udoh@qa.com

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice?

Udoh is my line manager




GDPR on data sharing with ADVANCE HE 
Following the implementation of GDPR you should be aware that successful recognition at UWTSD,  personal data including your name and email address will be supplied to Advance HE. This is in order to trigger your fellowship registration and certificate being recorded on their MyAdvanceHE database. 
https://my.advance-he.ac.uk/
Advance HE will make use of this data in the course of providing their Accreditation Services to UWTSD, and potentially in any reviews they might carry out of our accredited provision. 
By submitting your coursework and appendices you are confirming you agree to this data sharing.

SECTION FIVE: 	Declaration

Please sign and date in the box below to confirm that the application you are submitting is your own work.

	Signature 
	Suneth Warnakulasooriya. 

	Date 
	21/03/2026
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