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SECTION 2: CONTEXT STATEMENT
	I am a Senior Lecturer in Computing and Programme Manager for the MSc Cybersecurity and Digital Forensics at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, after working as a Lecturer in Computer Science and Applied Computing at London Metropolitan University. My higher education practice spans undergraduate, postgraduate and doctoral supervisions in cybersecurity, digital forensics, artificial intelligence and software engineering. Before entering academic leadership, I worked in security architecture and data governance, enabling me to connect practice with authentic professional expectations and graduate employability [1], [2]. 
At UWTSD, my responsibilities include programme management, delivery coordination, quality assurance, assessment oversight, research supervision, academic advising, staff mentoring and workload coordination. I also taught Learning in the Digital Era, one of six modules in the Level 4 Computing Skills for the Workplace degree at the London Campus in October 2025. I have not yet undertaken curriculum review, redesign or new curriculum development at UWTSD. I gained my curriculum design experience at London Metropolitan University, where I developed inclusive curricula and assessments informed by Universal Design for Learning.
My Senior Fellowship claim centres on the sustained influence on colleagues and supervisors who teach or support learning, rather than on direct teaching alone. This aligns with Descriptor 3 and its emphasis on leading and influencing others’ educational practice [3]. Over the last five years, my evidence has been grounded in my London Metropolitan University work and leadership of the Cybersecurity Academic Startup Accelerator Programme. My approach is collaborative, reflective and impact-focused. I use Universal Design for Learning to help colleagues strengthen accessibility, participation and learner choice [4], while drawing on computing and cybersecurity standards to support professional relevance, ethical awareness and quality [5], [6]. Through mentoring, programme leadership and evidence-informed evaluation, I help colleagues improve learning for diverse students.


SECTION 3: REFLECTIVE NARRATIVE

	Moving between professional cybersecurity practice, applied research, and higher education leadership has shaped my development as an educator. I entered academic work with a strong concern for technical competence, but experience with diverse computing learners and colleagues showed me that expertise becomes educationally valuable only when translated into accessible, inclusive, and purposeful learning. The PSF 2023 Senior Fellowship descriptor is an appropriate lens for my practice because my recent work increasingly operates through influence, mentoring, programme leadership and collaboration with others who teach or support learning [4]. I now see my role as creating conditions in which colleagues design relevant curricula, assess fairly, use technology appropriately, supervise research confidently, and develop their practice.
Cybersecurity and digital forensics evolve rapidly, requiring graduates to develop conceptual understanding, investigative judgement, ethical awareness, practical fluency, and resilience. I therefore encourage colleagues to move beyond content coverage and align outcomes, learning activities, and assessment [1]. At London Metropolitan University, my curriculum work began with collaborative questions about what students should investigate, justify, and communicate, what evidence would demonstrate those capabilities and what support would enable learners with different starting points to participate. These questions connected curriculum design with how computing students learn through practice, feedback, problem-solving, and reflection [6]. At UWTSD, I apply this experience through programme management, delivery oversight, and preparation for future enhancement; I have not yet undertaken curriculum review or design there.
A significant change in my practice has been moving from solving educational problems for colleagues to helping them develop the confidence and judgement to address problems themselves. Earlier, I often supplied ready-made technical solutions or teaching materials. Although useful, this approach did not always build shared capability. I now use a coaching approach, asking colleagues to explain intended learning, anticipated barriers, evidence of effectiveness, and possible adaptations. This reflects mentoring as a developmental relationship rather than expert transmission [7].
When colleagues at London Metropolitan University developed cybersecurity laboratory tasks, I encouraged them to scaffold complexity, provide pre-laboratory orientation, offer alternative routes to specialist tools, and connect technical decisions with professional ethics. Rather than rewriting activities, I used questioning to help colleagues identify where unnecessary difficulty obstructed learning. They revised laboratory sequences to include guided practice before independent analysis, reducing avoidable cognitive load while retaining academic challenge [8]. The important impact was not one improved resource, but colleagues acquiring a systematic way to evaluate practical learning design.
Inclusivity has become central to how I influence practice rather than an adjustment made after difficulties arise. Computing cohorts include learners with varied prior experience, employment commitments, confidence, linguistic backgrounds, and familiarity with specialist software. Drawing on Universal Design for Learning, I encourage colleagues to provide multiple means of engagement, representation, and action while maintaining clear standards [4]. This includes demonstrations, recorded walkthroughs, annotated examples, formative checkpoints, structured group roles, and transparent criteria. I also challenge deficit assumptions about less confident learners. My recurring question is whether an environment rewards previous exposure or actively develops capability. This prompts colleagues to examine whether students understand tasks, can locate support, and can practice before assessment.
Assessment and feedback are central to my leadership because cybersecurity assessment can become tool-centered when poorly designed. Students may complete procedures without demonstrating judgement or receive feedback too late to improve. I therefore promote authentic and dialogic approaches, including investigative reports, case-based tasks, reflective rationales, and research-informed projects. Assessment should develop learning as well as measure achievement [9], [10]. When mentoring colleagues, I focus on alignment, fairness, academic integrity, and usable feedback. I ask whether criteria make expectations visible, whether tasks permit accessible demonstration of outcomes, and whether feedback explains how reasoning can improve. Moderation, student questions, peer review, and module evaluations then provide evidence of effectiveness. These conversations encourage colleagues to treat moderation as shared assessment-literacy development rather than merely a quality requirement.
My research and professional background help me support colleagues in creating current, credible learning. Work in artificial intelligence, cybersecurity, software engineering, GDPR-compliant eDiscovery, and privacy by design provides me insight into industry constraints and regulations. However, industry examples do not automatically strengthen employability. Colleagues must help student’s practice professional thinking through risk assessment, communication, ethical decision-making, collaboration, and evidence-based justification. Cybersecurity guidance emphasises law, policy, human factors, ethics, and risk alongside technical knowledge [5]. At London Metropolitan University, I used this perspective to influence colleagues to design incident investigations, data governance cases, and research problems connecting theory with responsible action.
Leading the Cybersecurity Academic Startup Accelerator Programme was a turning point because it positioned me between research, enterprise, and educational practice. I mentored researchers and early-career academics to communicate innovations, identify users, protect data, understand commercialisation pathways and present to external audiences. This deepened my understanding of knowledge exchange as learning and strengthened my support for colleagues who teach, supervise, and mentor others. I encouraged participants to frame research around real-world problems, stakeholder needs, and responsible innovation rather than technical novelty. Dialogue among researchers, academic colleagues, and external partners also improved my ability to translate between professional, research, and pedagogic perspectives. Participants subsequently made research communication, stakeholder awareness, and ethical reflection more explicit in teaching and supervision.
Quality assurance and enhancement are further foundations of my influence. At UWTSD, I am responsible for programme delivery, assessment oversight, staff coordination, and alignment with institutional requirements. My immediate role is to understand existing provisions, support consistency, contribute to quality processes, and prepare for future review. I view quality assurance as shared inquiry rather than compliance. The UK Quality Code connects secure standards with enhanced learning opportunities [11]. In programme meetings and assessment discussions, I translate policy into practical questions: how does this requirement affect learners, what evidence is needed and how will we know improvement occurred? This helps colleagues use quality processes as resources for professional judgement and recognise how individual decisions contribute to programme coherence.
My experience supervising doctoral researchers informs how I mentor colleagues who supervise research. Although direct supervision is student-facing, my Senior Fellowship evidence lies in strengthening other supervisors’ practice. I support colleagues to structure meetings, clarify expectations, establish milestones, provide developmental feedback, and make research processes visible. Doctoral research can be understood as identity formation within scholarly communities [12]. I therefore encourage supervisors to balance challenge with explicit guidance, ethical reflection, and referrals to specialist support. These conversations help colleagues normalise uncertainty, revision, and scholarly dialogue as parts of research development, giving students a more structured and supportive experience.
Critical evaluation underpins my work. I draw on module evaluations, attainment patterns, moderation, peer review, external conversations, research outputs, project quality, and colleague feedback because no single source captures educational impact. Brookfield [13] argues that reflective practitioners should view practice through multiple lenses, including learners, colleagues, theories, and self-reflection. I also taught Learning in the Digital Era in October 2025, one of six modules in the Level 4 Computing Skills for the Workplace degree. The 2026 programme-level Academic Experience Survey, based on 43 respondents, recorded 85.8% positive for learning experience, 93.0% for assessments demonstrating learning, and 92.7% for opportunities to provide feedback. I do not attribute these results to my module alone. More critically, only 69.1% responded positively about feedback on general progress, while open comments raised assignment understanding, support, and delivery pace. I interpret this mixed evidence as a prompt to examine formative checkpoints, progression across modules, feedback visibility, and support rather than assume that assessment results establish a consistently effective experience.
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Figure 1: Survey Results 2025–2026
My continuing professional development includes a PGCert in Learning and Teaching in Higher Education, Fellowship of the HEA, pedagogic reading, journal reviewing, research dissemination, professional membership, and industry engagement. Reviewing for indexed journals strengthens my ability to evaluate evidence and provide constructive feedback. I use this learning to develop colleagues rather than only my teaching. When discussing digital tools, I focus on whether technology improves access, practice, feedback, collaboration, or evaluation. This helps teams resist novelty-driven adoption and make educationally justified decisions.
Working across institutions has required adaptive leadership. At London Metropolitan University, I influenced colleagues through curriculum development, assessment, supervision, and the accelerator. At UWTSD, formal programme leadership requires coordination, accountability, and consistent delivery, while curriculum review remains future work. Distributed leadership has helped me recognise that sustainable enhancement depends on shared agency, trust, and collective sense-making [14]. I therefore lead through evidence, dialogue, clear expectations, and recognition of colleagues’ expertise, involving them in developing workable approaches where professional judgement is appropriate.
Student partnership also shapes my influence. I present student voice as evidence for inquiry rather than judgement, interpreting feedback alongside assessment evidence, attendance, and observations of learning behaviour. This supports scholarly enhancement and creates safer conversations for colleagues who may feel vulnerable when asked to change practice [15]. In the 2026 programme survey, 92.7% of respondents reported opportunities to provide feedback, and 87.5% felt that their opinions were valued, while 82.5% believed feedback was acted upon. The difference reminds me that inviting student views is not the same as visibly closing the feedback loop. I therefore encourage colleagues to explain what has changed and what cannot change and why, while distinguishing appropriate academic challenge from barriers in guidance, exemplars, pacing, or feedback timing.
I embed the PSF dimensions throughout my practice. Curriculum design at London Metropolitan University and programme leadership at UWTSD evidence A1; my influence on laboratories, digital resources, and research-informed teaching evidences A2; authentic assessment, moderation, and feedback evidence A3; mentoring supervisors and colleagues supporting learners evidences A4; and my PGCert, FHEA, reviewing, research, and industry engagement evidence A5. The Professional Values are demonstrated through respect for diverse learners and learner voice (V1), equity and Universal Design for Learning (V2), scholarship and professional evidence (V3), responsiveness to employability, regulation and ethics (V4), and collaboration with colleagues, professional services and external partners (V5). Core Knowledge is shown through technical and research learning (K1), approaches across undergraduate, postgraduate, and doctoral contexts (K2), evaluation of effectiveness (K3), critical use of specialist technologies (K4), and quality assurance and enhancement (K5).
Reflection has made me more deliberate about the Senior Fellowship evidence chain: my action, change in colleagues’ practices, and learner benefit. When mentoring a colleague about assessment, I identify the concern, principle discussed, change made, and evidence to review afterwards. This moves my influence from informal advice to purposeful educational leadership and involves colleagues in evaluating their decisions.
I have recognised that leadership in a technical discipline requires emotional intelligence. Colleagues may feel vulnerable when redesigning assessments, adopting unfamiliar tools, or exposing practice to peer review. I therefore deliberately create safe conversations where uncertainty is normal and expertise shared. By modelling reflective questioning, particularly around artificial intelligence, cybersecurity risk, and academic integrity, I help colleagues approach change as professional inquiry rather than criticism.
This progression has changed how I understand responsibility. Introducing an idea does not demonstrate effective leadership; rather, it is the ability to enable colleagues to interpret, adapt, and sustain it. I therefore attend to ownership, follow-through, and evidence of change. Where colleagues revise an assessment, laboratory activity, or supervisory process, I encourage them to record the rationale, observe learner responses, and revisit the change collectively. This creates a stronger basis for enhancement, supports team learning, and provides clearer evidence that my influence extends beyond advice into sustained, measurable educational change.
My practice now rests on three principles. Authentic cybersecurity learning must be scaffolded so all learners can participate; inclusion should be designed into curriculum, assessment, resources, and support before barriers arise; and my greatest impact occurs when colleagues gain confidence to adapt these principles within their contexts. My next priority is systematic evaluation of how mentoring, staff development, and educational change affect engagement, progression, employability, and belonging. My claim is grounded particularly in London Metropolitan University and accelerator practice, while UWTSD demonstrates progression into formal programme leadership. I have transitioned from being a lecturer and technical specialist to an academic leader, with my impact increasingly realized through the development of others' practices.

















SECTION 4: CASE STUDIES
CASE STUDY 1

	INCLUSIVE CURRICULUM ASSESSMENT

	This case study examines my leadership of inclusive curriculum and assessment enhancement in cybersecurity and digital forensics as Lecturer in Computer Science and Applied Computing at London Metropolitan University. It also explains how that experience informs my programme management at UWTSD. I do not claim curriculum review, redesign or new curriculum development at UWTSD. My completed curriculum design evidence comes from London Metropolitan University, while my UWTSD role demonstrates progression into programme delivery, assessment oversight, staff coordination and quality assurance. The central Senior Fellowship evidence is how I influenced module leaders, teaching staff, project supervisors and programme teams to strengthen practice and benefit learners [3].
Cybersecurity and digital forensics require technical capability, investigative judgement, ethical awareness, legal sensitivity, communication and resilience. Students enter programmes with differing exposure to networks, command-line tools, programming, forensic platforms and professional terminology. At London Metropolitan University, I observed that curriculum design could privilege learners with previous technical confidence when practical work lacked scaffolding or assessment expectations remained implicit. I therefore worked with colleagues to develop a developmental curriculum model based on aligned outcomes, guided practice, authentic assessment and staged feedback [1].
I began by reframing curriculum conversations. Instead of asking which topics needed covering, I asked what students should investigate, justify, evidence and communicate. This shifted discussion from content ownership to student activity and demonstrable capability. It helped colleagues connect specialised material with computing graduate expectations, such as ethical judgement, security awareness, problem-solving and transferrable skills [6]. My background in security architecture, GDPR-compliant eDiscovery and privacy by design enabled me to introduce authentic constraints. Rather than providing finished designs, I used professional scenarios to prompt colleagues’ decisions about learning outcomes, sequencing and assessment.
Cybersecurity curriculum standards provided a further basis for influence. The CSEC2017 guidance presents cybersecurity as an interdisciplinary field involving computing foundations, risk, human factors, law, policy and ethics [5]. I used this framework to help colleagues move beyond a narrow focus on tools, attacks and procedures. In discussions about ethical hacking and digital forensics, I encouraged teams to include authorisation, evidential integrity, professional boundaries, reporting and the consequences of technical decisions. Colleagues consequently developed activities requiring students to interpret evidence and justify actions, rather than reproduce technical steps. This strengthened disciplinary coherence and gave learners opportunities to practice responsible judgement.
I influenced how colleagues designed practical teaching. Laboratories are essential but can become overwhelming when unfamiliar tools, concepts and assessment expectations are introduced simultaneously. Drawing on cognitive load theory, I encouraged colleagues to sequence learning through orientation, guided practice, collaborative exploration and independent application [8]. I supported staff in using pre-laboratory briefings, annotated screenshots, walkthroughs, staged challenges and reflection prompts. The important change was not that I created resources, but that colleagues became more deliberate in evaluating what students needed before, during and after practical activity. This made session’s easier and allowed learners to focus on reasoning and interpretation.
Inclusive design became a related priority. Earlier in my career, I sometimes treated accessibility as a response to individual difficulty. Reflection on learner diversity showed me that the offered support too late. I therefore shifted my leadership towards anticipatory design. Drawing on Universal Design for Learning, I encouraged colleagues to provide multiple routes into complex material through recorded demonstrations, written guidance, glossaries, worked examples, formative quizzes and different opportunities to explain reasoning [4]. In curriculum meetings, I asked whether a learner without industry experience could understand the task, practise safely, locate support and recognise successful performance. These questions helped colleagues identify unnecessary barriers while preserving standards.
My influence was most visible in the area of assessment. Cybersecurity assessment can become procedural when students are rewarded for operating software or completing prescribed steps. I worked with colleagues to redesign tasks around authentic evidence, including incident response reports, forensic case files, vulnerability analyses, data protection risk assessments and research-based interpretations. Authentic assessment strengthens transfer when students perform tasks resembling professional practice and exercise judgement [16]. I encouraged colleagues to assess technical outputs alongside interpretation, justification, limitations, ethics and communication. This changed marking discussions because staff had to agree what high-quality reasoning looked like, not merely whether a tool produced the expected result.
Feedback design was equally important. I promoted feedback as a process through which students improve, rather than comments delivered after final submission [9]. With colleagues, I reviewed whether students could use feedback before high-stakes assessment. I encouraged formative checkpoints, draft structure reviews, discussion of anonymised exemplars and rubric-based self-assessment. I also supported staff in making feedback clearer and more developmental, particularly on reasoning, evidence handling and professional reporting. These changes strengthened shared assessment literacy and gave learners guidance they could apply to subsequent work.
Quality assurance provided another route for influence. At UWTSD, I support programme delivery, assessment oversight, staff coordination and alignment with institutional requirements. I have not undertaken curriculum review or design there, so I do not use UWTSD curriculum change as evidence. Instead, I use my London Metropolitan University experience to help colleagues interpret existing requirements consistently and prepare for enhancement. The UK Quality Code emphasises secure standards and enhanced learning opportunities [11]. In programme and assessment discussions, I translate policy into questions about learner impact, evidence, consistency and responsibility, helping colleagues view quality assurance as shared professional enquiry rather than compliance.
My mentoring approach varied according to colleagues’ experience. Some were confident researchers but less familiar with inclusive pedagogy, while others were experienced teachers needing support with emerging cybersecurity content or authentic assessment. With less experienced colleagues, I used coaching questions, modelling and examples. With experienced staff, I used peer dialogue and challenges to explore how an activity or assessment contributed to the programme. Effective mentoring combines development, encouragement and constructive challenge [7]. I therefore avoided a single model of support and helped colleagues make defensible decisions within their contexts.
Collaboration was essential because curriculum enhancement cannot be sustained by one individual. At London Metropolitan University, I used module discussions, assessment reviews, supervisory conversations and informal mentoring to create shared ownership. Distributed leadership helped me understand that influence is stronger when colleagues retain agency over change [14]. When workload pressures made large-scale redesign unrealistic, I encouraged focused improvements such as reusable exemplars, shared pre-laboratory resources, common feedback language and phased assessment adjustments. These steps enabled colleagues to adopt change without feeling overwhelmed and increased the likelihood that improvements would continue.
Evaluation was built into the work. I used module evaluations, student questions, moderation outcomes, peer conversations, project quality and colleague feedback to judge effectiveness. Repeated assessment questions indicated where guidance or criteria needed clarification, while moderation variation prompted discussion of shared expectations. Brookfield’s model of multiple lenses helped me examine patterns across learner experience, colleague judgement, theory and quality evidence rather than rely on my interpretation alone [13]. I have expanded this evaluative methodology at UWTSD via the 2026 Academic Experience Survey for the Level 4 Computing Skills for the Workplace degree. I taught Learning in the Digital Era in October 2025, one of its six modules, so I treat the 43 responses as programme-level contextual evidence rather than a measure of my teaching. Positive scores included 85.8% for learning experience, 93.0% for assessments demonstrating learning and 92.7% for opportunities to provide feedback. However, general progress feedback was lower at 69.1%, and comments raised assignment understanding, support and delivery pace. This contrast provides a basis for review of formative feedback, module coherence and learner progression while avoiding attribution of programme outcomes to one module or lecturer.
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Figure 2: 2026 AES Distribution
The impact on colleagues was visible in how they discussed and designed learning. Curriculum conversations increasingly focused on what students would do, what evidence they would produce, what barriers they might encounter and how feedback would support development. Practical sessions became more deliberately scaffolded. Assessment briefs emphasised professional context, ethical reasoning and reporting. Marking discussions focused on interpretation and justification. Project supervisors adopted clearer milestones, literature mapping and risk review. These changes represent the Descriptor 3 evidence chain: my leadership influenced colleagues’ decisions, changed collective practice and produced more coherent learner support.
The learner impact was indirect but significant. Students benefited from clearer pathways, accessible resources, authentic tasks and developmental feedback. In cybersecurity and digital forensics, this meant greater opportunity to analyse evidence, explain decisions, manage uncertainty and consider ethical implications. Learners with less prior technical exposure benefited from anticipatory support, while authentic assessment strengthened employability through professional communication and evidence-based judgement. This aligns with the Shadbolt Review’s emphasis on graduate employability and employer needs in computing education [2].
One specific example concerned dissertation and research project preparation. I mentored colleagues supervising artificial intelligence and cybersecurity projects to help students move from broad interests to feasible questions, ethical methods, staged milestones and evidence-based evaluation. I shared approaches to proposal feedback, literature mapping and risk review, drawing on my supervisory and publication experience. The emphasis remained on strengthening supervisors’ practice rather than directing students myself. Colleagues subsequently provided more consistent guidance about research quality, originality, feasibility and professional responsibility. This change also influenced taught provision because supervisors became more aware of the research capabilities students needed before independent projects.
Student voice became another tool for developing colleagues’ practice. Staff can experience feedback as judgement, particularly in demanding technical modules where learners express anxiety about difficulty. I encouraged colleagues to interpret student comments alongside attendance, assessment performance, laboratory questions and moderation evidence. This helped teams distinguish between appropriate challenge and insufficient support. A complex forensic investigation might remain academically justified, while preparatory guidance, exemplars or feedback timing might need revision. Framing student voice as evidence for enquiry supported balanced decisions and reduced defensive responses.
I also encouraged colleagues to treat digital tools as pedagogic choices rather than symbols of currency. Cybersecurity education creates pressure to adopt new platforms, artificial intelligence tools and forensic software. I asked teams to justify technology through learning value: whether it improved access, practice, feedback, collaboration or the quality of evidence students produced. This helped colleagues avoid novelty-driven change and make principled decisions about specialist environments. It also modelled the critical judgement expected from students.
The PSF Dimensions are integrated throughout this case. London Metropolitan University curriculum and module design, together with UWTSD programme delivery leadership, evidences A1. My influence on laboratories, digital resources and practical teaching evidences A2. Authentic assessment, formative checkpoints, moderation, and feedback evidence A3. Mentoring colleagues who support laboratories, dissertations and research projects evidences A4. Scholarship, professional standards, industry knowledge and quality enhancement evidence A5. The Professional Values are demonstrated through respect for learner diversity (V1), accessibility and equity through Universal Design for Learning (V2), evidence-informed practice (V3), responsiveness to employability, regulation and ethics (V4), and collaboration with module leaders, supervisors and programme teams (V5). Core Knowledge is shown through technical learning (K1), adapting approaches across levels (K2), evaluating effectiveness (K3), using specialist technologies critically (K4), and applying quality frameworks (K5).
This work changed my leadership identity. My earlier tendency was to solve technical problems quickly, but I learned that educational leadership requires patience, listening and translation. Policy, standards and pedagogic theory influence practice only when colleagues see their relevance. I now translate them into practical questions: what will students do, what evidence will they produce, what support is required, what might exclude learners and how will we know whether change worked? This has made my influence more developmental and sustainable.
I remain careful not to overclaim impact for my newer UWTSD role. My sustained curriculum design evidence comes from London Metropolitan University, while UWTSD demonstrates progression into programme management, quality oversight and preparation for enhancement. My next priority is to capture impact systematically through module evaluations, peer observation, external examiner comments, progression data and structured colleague feedback. This case supports my Senior Fellowship claim by demonstrating sustained influence on how colleagues design, teach, assess, supervise and support learning. Their changed practice created a more inclusive, authentic and quality-assured student experience.















CASE STUDY 2

	CYBERSECURITY MENTORING, EXCHANGE, ENTERPRISE

	This case study examines my leadership of research-informed mentoring and knowledge exchange through the Cybersecurity Academic Startup Accelerator Programme, focusing on the Innovate UK-funded EXIRAI project, Evidence Extraction for Incident Response through Generative and Agentic AI. I served as Project Manager at London Metropolitan University during the funded period from March to July 2025. The project aimed to develop a desktop application to support investigators and security teams in identifying evidence across structured and unstructured data. This setting enabled me to influence researchers and early career academics working across artificial intelligence, cybersecurity and responsible innovation [18]. My contribution extended beyond technical or research advice. I helped academic colleagues, research staff and supervisors translate specialist knowledge into teaching, supervision, project design, ethical practice and stakeholder communication, improving the support they provided to higher education learners. This connection between colleague development and learner benefit underpins my D3 claim.
The principal challenge was a gap between technical expertise and educational communication. Researchers were confident in machine learning, threat detection, data classification, secure systems and evidence analysis, but were less experienced in explaining value, identifying user needs, communicating uncertainty or making complex ideas accessible to non-specialists. I drew on my professional experience as a software and security architect and data privacy solution architect, including work involving GDPR-compliant eDiscovery, privacy automation and data governance. This allowed me to model how disciplinary expertise could be converted into learning activities, supervisory questions and evidence-informed decisions.
Drawing on constructive alignment, I asked academic colleagues and research staff to identify what students, peers or external stakeholders should understand, practise or decide after engaging with their work [1]. I encouraged them to identify threshold concepts, likely misconceptions, ethical risks and the evidence needed to justify claims. I then supported them to revise presentations, demonstrations, project briefs and supervisory conversations. Rather than presenting only completed technical outputs, researchers began explaining the reasoning behind design decisions, the limitations of datasets and models, and the implications of false positives or missed evidence. Early and revised materials showed clearer problem definitions, more explicit assumptions and stronger links between technical choices and stakeholder needs.
My mentoring was developmental rather than directive. I used questioning, modelling, structured feedback and reflective challenge so colleagues retained ownership of their decisions. This approach reflects evidence that effective mentoring combines career development, psychosocial support and challenge [7]. When project researchers discussed artificial intelligence-based security tools, I asked how they would explain training-data limitations, accountability, privacy risks, deployment constraints and potential failure to learners and non-specialists. These questions shifted discussion from demonstrating performance towards teaching critical evaluation. Mentoring notes and revised outputs indicated that academic colleagues increasingly used comparable questions when supporting projects, enabling learners to consider not only whether a tool worked, but when it might fail and whom its use might affect.
I also helped researchers and academic colleagues convert research problems into authentic learning and enterprise activities. These included case studies, project briefs, demonstrations, reflective questions and stakeholder scenarios across undergraduate, postgraduate and doctoral settings. Situated learning theory informed this work because it emphasises participation in meaningful practices and communities [17]. I encouraged activities in which students adopted roles such as analyst, investigator, developer or risk adviser and produced evidence to support decisions. Colleagues with teaching and supervisory responsibilities consequently moved beyond activities that merely described technology and designed tasks requiring disciplinary judgement, communication and evaluation. This influenced A1 and A2 practice by strengthening how they planned research-informed learning and supported learners through realistic professional problems.
Inclusivity was a recurring priority because cybersecurity and enterprise settings can privilege confident speakers, experienced coders and those already familiar with commercial language. Drawing on Universal Design for Learning, I encouraged clear agendas, glossaries, visual explanations, worked examples, accessible digital resources and multiple ways to contribute [4]. I modelled inclusive facilitation through structured prompts, deliberate invitations to quieter colleagues and recognition of technical, professional and lived experience. Colleagues adopted these approaches in workshops, mentoring and supervision. Their revised materials used clearer terminology and staged explanations, while discussions gave learners multiple routes to present questions or evidence. This supported V1 and V2 by reducing reliance on prior confidence and widening meaningful participation.
Assessment and feedback remained central although the accelerator was not a conventional taught module. Colleagues learned through formative review, pitch development, peer critique and revision. I treated these processes as assessment for learning, providing feedback on clarity, evidence, feasibility, ethical awareness and stakeholder relevance before colleagues improved their outputs. Dialogic feedback is most effective when learners understand, discuss and apply it [9], [10]. I therefore explained the reasoning behind feedback, invited colleagues to challenge or interpret it, and reviewed how it had been used. Supervisors and academic colleagues transferred this approach into project feedback and postgraduate supervision, using feedback to prompt methodological justification and reflection rather than correcting technical details alone. This demonstrated A3 through influence on others’ feedback practices.
Responsible practice was embedded from the start. Cybersecurity innovation involves data protection, security risk, academic integrity, legal compliance and ethical use of artificial intelligence. CyBOK provides an expert-led knowledge base spanning areas including risk management, human factors and applied cryptography [19]. I used this wider perspective to encourage researchers and supervisors to treat GDPR, privacy by design, evidence handling and risk management as learning and design issues rather than final compliance checks. I also prompted them to align project decisions with research ethics expectations, academic standards, supervision responsibilities and relevant institutional processes. Consequently, ethical and quality considerations appeared earlier in revised project briefs and supervisory discussions. This strengthened K5 by connecting responsible technical practice with quality assurance and enhancement of the learning and supervisory experience.
Collaboration was the main mechanism through which my influence extended beyond individual mentoring. Researchers, academic colleagues and external stakeholders brought different priorities and forms of expertise. I created shared language among them. Technical specialists needed to understand user perspectives, external partners needed to understand research uncertainty, and early career academics needed to recognise pathways from academic work to educational and societal impact. Distributed leadership helped me frame this work as enabling others’ agency rather than centralising authority [14].Through structured dialogue, colleagues became contributors to a knowledge exchange community, questioned one another’s assumptions and shared approaches to communication, project design and learner support. External partners also became co-educators whose questions about usability, adoption, risk and value exposed gaps in purely academic explanations.
Impact was visible across presentations, mentoring records, peer feedback, stakeholder questions and revised outputs. Researchers became more explicit in defining problems, identifying intended users, presenting evidence, acknowledging limitations and assessing risks. Their pitch structures became clearer and their technical explanations more accessible. In supervision and project support, academic colleagues gave greater attention to milestones, ethical reflection, feasibility and stakeholder communication. The resulting learner benefit was clearer guidance on how to translate technical work into meaningful and professionally credible outputs. The evidence chain was therefore my mentoring intervention, followed by changes in colleagues’ educational and supervisory practices, then stronger opportunities for learners to develop criticality, employability and ethical awareness.
Researchers and supervisors also began treating external dialogue as part of learning rather than a separate commercial exercise. Stakeholder questions were used to test whether claims were understandable, whether proposed workflows reflected investigative practice, and whether risks had been acknowledged. I encouraged academic colleagues to take these questions into supervision and project review while retaining academic independence and requiring evidence for assumptions. This supported learners to compare scholarly, professional and user perspectives instead of accepting any single perspective uncritically. It also strengthened sustainability because supervisors could reuse the questioning framework beyond the funded project period. After the project closed in July 2025, these mentoring approaches remained applicable to later artificial intelligence and cybersecurity projects, supervisory meetings and staff discussions. This continuity demonstrates influence beyond the delivery period without overstating evidence that was not formally collected.
Critical evaluation shaped my own practice throughout the project. When several researchers struggled to distinguish technical novelty from user value, I introduced a structure based on problem, users, evidence, proposed response, risks and intended impact. When ethics appeared only at the end of presentations, I altered my questioning so privacy, bias and accountability were considered during initial planning. This iterative improvement drew on multiple perspectives [13]. Academic colleagues subsequently used these structures in project discussions and learning materials. I also learned that expertise can inhibit learning when expressed as certainty. I therefore modelled intellectual humility by identifying where claims required stronger evidence or where stakeholder perspectives challenged technical assumptions. This normalised uncertainty as part of research development while maintaining academic challenge.
My continuing professional development informed this work. My PGCert, FHEA, journal reviewing, research dissemination and professional-body engagement shaped my mentoring. Reviewing for Discover Artificial Intelligence, Discover Computing and Security Journal strengthened my evaluation of methodology, evidence and argument. I translated that learning into structured feedback questions that supervisors and academic colleagues could reuse with student researchers, demonstrating A5 through enhancement of both my practice and theirs. The project also developed my ability to lead across disciplinary, enterprise and educational boundaries, and I shared this learning in programme discussions, mentoring conversations and guidance for supervisors.
Across the case, the PSF Dimensions are integrated rather than treated as separate claims. My influence on authentic project briefs and learning activities demonstrates A1; mentoring, accessible explanation and inclusive facilitation demonstrate A2; dialogic formative feedback demonstrates A3; support for supervisors and educators demonstrates A4; and reflective professional development demonstrates A5. V1 and V2 shaped inclusive participation, V3 informed my use of scholarship and professional evidence, V4 connected cybersecurity education with ethics, regulation, employability and societal impact, and V5 underpinned collaboration. K1 and K2 informed adaptation to different learners and levels, K3 supported evaluation, K4 informed responsible technology use, and K5 connected academic standards with enhancement.
A limitation was that impact evidence was dispersed across conversations, revised materials, project records and stakeholder feedback rather than captured through a single evaluation framework. Recognising this has changed my practice. I now begin mentoring by identifying the intended change in colleagues’ practice, the anticipated benefit for learners, and the evidence that will demonstrate progress. Future iterations will include baseline and follow-up self-assessment, systematic comparison of learning resources and structured feedback from colleagues or students using them. This will make the D3 evidence chain more traceable.
This case supports my Senior Fellowship claim because my contribution extended significantly beyond direct teaching or direct support for learning. I influenced researchers, academic colleagues and supervisors who taught or supported higher education learners, enabling them to communicate complex knowledge more clearly, design authentic and inclusive learning, provide developmental feedback, address uncertainty and connect innovation with ethical responsibility. Their changed practice strengthened the learning and supervision available to students. The experience also informs my current UWTSD programme leadership by strengthening my approach to staff support, delivery, supervision and future enhancement. I do not claim that it has already produced curriculum review at UWTSD; my evidenced impact lies in enabling others to teach, supervise and support learners with greater clarity, confidence and professional judgement.
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SECTION 6:	REFEREES

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

The function of your Referees is to provide an informed peer review of your eligibility for Senior Fellow, using their knowledge of your work and the context in which you teach and/or support learning. Referees are expected to verify and endorse 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. At least one of your Referees should either be a Fellow, Senior Fellow or Principal Fellow of Advance HE, or an appropriate experienced member of staff working for a UK Higher Education Institution (HEI). All Referees need to be familiar with PSF 2023.

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

	First Referee: 

	Name
	Dr Mohamed Chahine Ghanem

	Job Title
	Associate Professor in Cyber Security

	Fellowship Status
	Senior Fellowship

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	Keele University

	Email address
	m.ghanem@keele.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice? Dr Ghanem can comment on my professional practice as my former PhD supervisor and former colleague at London Metropolitan University, as well as a collaborator on two CyberASAP projects and a current colleague at UWTSD. Through these roles, he has direct knowledge of my research expertise, professional conduct, collaborative working, project delivery, and overall contribution to academic and innovation-focused projects.



	Second Referee:

	Name
	Dr Ramzi Djemai

	Job Title
	Principal Lecturer in Employability & Senior Lecturer in Computer Science and Applied Computing

	Fellowship Status
	Fellow of the Higher Education Academy (FHEA)

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	London Metropolitan University

	Email address
	[bookmark: _GoBack]r.djemai@uwtsd.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice? Dr Ramzi can comment on my professional practice in his capacity as a long-standing professional colleague. He has known me for seven years, having worked with me previously at London Metropolitan University, where he gained first-hand knowledge of my teaching and academic practice. We are now working together again at UWTSD, which gives him current and direct insight into my professional practice.



SECTION 7: DECLARATION

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

	Signature 
	Dr Dipo Dunsin  

	Date 
	16/07/2026



GDPR on data sharing with ADVANCE HE 
Following the implementation of GDPR you should be aware that following 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://www.heacademy.ac.uk/my-academy-manage-your-higher-education-academy-experience  
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.   
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Chance to give feedback 415%  512% 73% Chance to give feedback 7619%  92.68%
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