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	UNIVERSITY OF WALES TRINITY SAINT DAVID
COMPONENT 1 · WRITTEN SUBMISSION
Graduate AI Strategist
Job Description and Person Specification


HIRING MANAGER SIMULATION
Recruiting a Graduate AI Strategist to deliver responsible AI literacy for UWTSD students in 2026–27.
	Student name
	Ateeq Rehman

	Student ID
	2322964

	Programme
	BA (Hons) Business Management

	Module
	LCBB5012 – Principles of Human Resource Management

	Assessment
	Component 1: Academic Interview for HR Processes

	Lecturers
	Dr Eric Osei 

	Academic year
	2026–27

	Submission deadline
	18 October 2026, before 2:00 pm


Assessment simulation – not an actual UWTSD vacancy.
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Graduate AI Strategist



ASSESSMENT SIMULATION – NOT AN ACTUAL UWTSD VACANCY. The salary, department, contract and hybrid arrangements below are proposed assumptions for this exercise, not verified institutional terms.
1. Job Description
	Job title
	Graduate AI Strategist

	Employer
	University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) – simulated vacancy

	Team / reporting
	Digital Learning / Academic Development; reports to a nominated Head of Digital Learning (proposed)

	Work location
	UWTSD campuses and online; travel between university locations as required (proposed)

	Working hours
	37 hours per week, full time (proposed)

	Working pattern
	Hybrid: on-campus teaching and meetings, with agreed remote preparation (proposed)

	Salary
	£30,000–£34,000 per year, illustrative; subject to formal job evaluation and institutional pay policy

	Contract
	12-month fixed-term graduate post, subject to review (proposed)


Purpose of the post
To lead a coordinated, inclusive programme of AI literacy and responsible AI use for UWTSD students in 2026–27, while building academic and professional-service capacity. This is a strategic HR response to technological change: workforce planning must match organisational objectives with the skills required to deliver them (Armstrong and Taylor, 2020; Boxall and Purcell, 2016). AI can assist learning, but erroneous output, over-reliance and assessment integrity make informed human judgement essential (Kasneci et al., 2023; Cotton, Cotton and Shipway, 2024).
Key duties and responsibilities
Carry out a training-needs analysis with students, programme leaders, library staff, learner developers, careers and IT to identify existing skills and accessibility barriers.
Design and deliver practical student workshops on AI basics, critical prompting, checking sources and fabricated citations, disclosure requirements, privacy and academic integrity.
Produce accessible self-study resources and subject-sensitive examples; provide alternatives for learners who cannot access or prefer not to use commercial AI products.
Work with academics to translate university and module-level AI rules into understandable examples; never independently determine academic-misconduct cases.
Coordinate staff briefings, peer learning and cross-team referral routes so librarians, learner developers, academic staff and careers officers provide consistent support.
Maintain a risk register covering inaccurate content, discriminatory outputs, data protection, intellectual property, accessibility and learner over-reliance; escalate concerns to authorised owners.
Pilot training and measure learning, not merely attendance; report termly on comprehension tests, accessibility gaps, feedback and corrective actions.
Review changes in technology and external expectations through a PESTLE-informed horizon scan and recommend proportionate updates.
Performance objectives (illustrative SMART targets)
By the end of month 1: conduct a baseline needs assessment and identify three priority learner groups and their learning barriers.
By the end of month 2: pilot two accessible workshops and improve materials using structured student and staff feedback.
By the end of term 1: deliver six workshops (campus and online) and report pre/post scenario-assessment results and attendance by participation group, with privacy protections.
At the term review: submit a clear evaluation with lessons learned, remaining risks and a revised training plan.
HRM principles distinguish continuing performance management from an annual appraisal: KPIs should be specific, measurable, relevant and time-bound, supported by coaching and feedback (Torrington et al., 2020). Targets above are proposals and require agreement with UWTSD managers.
2. Person Specification
Essential criteria are demonstrably necessary to undertake the role; desirable criteria may improve performance but should not unnecessarily exclude capable graduates. Evidence codes: A = application; I = structured interview; T = short practical exercise. This follows established HRM principles on job analysis and objective selection (Taylor, 2021).
Essential criteria
E1 Education (A): degree or equivalent evidenced learning in education, business, computing, digital technologies or a related discipline.
E2 AI literacy (A/I/T): explains generative AI applications, limitations, how to check claims and why outputs can be confidently wrong.
E3 Ethics (I/T): applies academic-integrity guidance, data minimisation, fairness, accessibility and human oversight to plausible scenarios.
E4 Learning design (A/T): plans an accessible 20-minute introductory learning activity with demonstrable learning objectives.
E5 Communication (I/T): explains technical ideas in plain language to students and colleagues with different levels of confidence.
E6 Teamwork and influencing (A/I): demonstrates collaboration with academic and professional services and constructive conflict management.
E7 Planning and evaluation (A/I): organises milestones and interprets feedback or basic learning data to guide improvement.
E8 Commitment to inclusion (I): identifies and reduces barriers without making assumptions about personal characteristics.
Desirable criteria
D1 (A) Previous peer teaching, training or workshop facilitation.
D2 (A/I) Familiarity with UK higher-education referencing and assessment requirements.
D3 (A/T) Ability to produce accessible online teaching resources.
D4 (A/I) Experience using basic surveys or spreadsheets to report learning outcomes.
Recruitment and selection approach
Differentiating assessment exercise: ask candidates for a five-minute response to a fabricated AI reference and an equity challenge, scored against the published E2, E3, E5 and E8 criteria. All candidates receive equivalent instructions, time and reasonable adjustments. The exercise evaluates professional judgement rather than fluency with a particular paid product (Taylor, 2021; Torrington et al., 2020).
A job analysis produces the job description (work required) and person specification (abilities required). Applicants should be screened against E1–E8, with reasonable adjustments offered where relevant. Each shortlisted applicant receives the same eight core questions and an anchored 1–5 score. Behavioural, situational and technical questions produce evidence beyond a subjective “good fit”; ratings and notes are based on role-relevant behaviours rather than age, identity or background (Taylor, 2021; Torrington et al., 2020).
3. HRM justification and sector context
Strategic alignment: the role treats human capital as an asset and builds organisational capability rather than substituting technology for people. The HR function supports university quality, employability and consistent student support by recruiting specialised capabilities (Armstrong and Taylor, 2020; Boxall and Purcell, 2016).
PESTLE analysis: technology – fast-changing generative AI; legal – data protection, intellectual property and equality considerations; social – uneven learner access and trust; economic – costs of training and paid tools; political – changing public expectations of AI governance; environmental – the resource implications of digital services. These are issues to monitor, not claims that a particular university policy already exists. AI research identifies both educational potential and risks which justify an adaptive post (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023).
Staffing and selection: a transparent job analysis, essential/desirable criteria and structured interviewing can minimise subjective selection and help match a new post with emerging strategic needs (Taylor, 2021). The essential requirement is demonstrable capability, not access to expensive AI platforms.
Learning and development needs analysis should be followed by design, practice, feedback and evaluation, rather than a one-off presentation. Training evidence supports practice and transfer into real tasks; students should verify actual AI outputs and critique errors (Salas et al., 2012). An earlier higher-education review found limited educator perspectives in the AI literature, strengthening the case for co-design with teaching staff (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).
Performance and reward: a provisional pay range should be checked against approved pay structures, market evidence, fairness and job evaluation. Success must include competence, risk management and equitable access, not just course completions or tool usage (Armstrong and Taylor, 2020).
4. Student training and institutional readiness plan
Proposed distinctive initiative – AI SMART UWTSD 2026–27: Safe (privacy), Mindful (question outputs), Accountable (declare permitted uses), Responsible (fairness and inclusion) and Transparent (verify evidence). This is a proposed training framework, not an existing university policy. It translates responsible AI into observable student behaviours (Kasneci et al., 2023; Tlili et al., 2023).
Diagnose
Survey students and lecturers, consult library, learner-development and careers teams, check university/module rules and run a short baseline scenario test; identify access needs.
Design
Create five modules: (1) AI fundamentals; (2) prompt use and human judgement; (3) output/source checking; (4) academic integrity and disclosure; (5) privacy, bias and accessibility. Include demonstrations, practice and short quizzes.
Pilot and improve
AI SMART pilot (illustrative): recruit 100 volunteer students from different programmes; compare a short pre-/post-training scenario test; set a provisional success threshold of 80% showing improved demonstrated skill, subject to baseline and capacity. Add peer AI ambassadors trained to signpost support, not to adjudicate misconduct. Review access, privacy and unintended consequences before scaling (Salas et al., 2012; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).
Test materials with students from different subject areas and confidence levels, including accessible formats; revise based on observation and feedback.
Deliver (weeks 7–12)
Offer campus and online options, reusable guides and peer-support sessions. Lecturers clarify discipline-specific assessment rules; library staff teach verification; learner developers teach study practices; careers staff discuss AI at work; management funds, governs and reviews.
Evaluate (end of term)
Use knowledge checks before/after training, observed accuracy in spotting fabricated references, learner feedback, uptake across groups and staff confidence; report limitations and corrective actions. Training completion alone is not evidence of competence (Salas et al., 2012).
Safeguards: Do not enter confidential or personal student information into unapproved AI services; use university-approved escalation routes; provide transparent module-specific rules. The candidate trains and advises but does not authorise procurement or disciplinary decisions. Academic-integrity research supports clear expectations and responsible teaching practice (Cotton, Cotton and Shipway, 2024).
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