

2


DESIGN THINKING AND INNOVATION
Written Report



Contents
1.Introduction	2
2.Task1 Viability, Desirability, Feasibility	3
2.1 Identifying viable UK opportunity areas through a Design Thinking lens.	3
2.2 User pain points and market gaps (Desirability)	4
2.3 Scalability and sustainability (Feasibility)	6
3. Task 2: Empathise, Define, Ideate, Prototype and Test.	7
3.1 Empathise: observing the educational ecosystem.	7
3.2 Define: reframing the problem.	11
3.3 Ideate: generating possibilities rather than defending the first idea.	12
3.4 Prototype: developing the minimum viable innovation.	13
3.5 Test: learning before scaling	14
4. Diversity, inclusion, and the architecture of the innovation	15
5. Sustainability, ethics and organisational feasibility	16
6. Critical reflection on innovation, evidence and academic knowledge	17
7. Conclusion	18
8. References	18













Applying Design Thinking to Identify an AI-Enabled Innovation Opportunity within UWTSD
[bookmark: _Toc237895984]1.Introduction

Digital transformation has altered not only how organisations deliver products and services, but also how users expect to interact with them (Vial, 2019). The expansion of digital commerce described in the assessment scenario illustrates a broader structural change: once users experience greater accessibility, flexibility and immediacy in one area of their lives, these expectations tend to influence their expectations elsewhere. Education is therefore not isolated from the digital transformation affecting the wider economy. Universities increasingly operate within an environment in which students expect information, communication and support to be available across digital channels and, where appropriate, adapted to individual circumstances.
The University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD) provides a particularly relevant real-world context in which to explore this opportunity. Rather than treating the University as an abstract example of a higher education provider, this report uses UWTSD as the specific educational business within which Design Thinking is applied. This is significant because UWTSD already identifies digital transformation, digital inclusion, digital learning, productivity and digital innovation as strategic priorities. Its Digital Strategy is explicitly guided by the principle of “people by default, technology by design” and states that digital development should be user-centred, inclusive, ethical and responsive to evolving student and staff needs (UWTSD, 2023/24). The strategy also identifies opportunities for automation of common requests and the development and use of emerging technologies such as artificial intelligence to enhance services.
Consequently, the opportunity explored in this report is not based on the assumption that UWTSD is failing to provide digital services. Nor does the report claim that a universal institutional problem has already been empirically established. Instead, it adopts an exploratory Design Thinking perspective. Recurring observations of student experiences within a higher education context are treated as potential signals of unmet needs. These observations are then considered alongside academic research, sector evidence and UWTSD's own strategic documentation to determine whether they represent an opportunity worthy of further investigation.
Innovation does not always begin with a fully evidenced problem waiting to be solved. Established knowledge provides an essential foundation for responsible decision-making, but genuinely new opportunities may initially appear as observations, anomalies, frustrations or emerging patterns that have not yet been extensively documented. Design Thinking provides a structured means of exploring such uncertainty through empathy, problem definition, ideation, prototyping and testing (Johansson-Sköldberg, et al,2013). Recent research similarly positions Design Thinking as an iterative process through which individual and organisational context, process and outcomes interact rather than as a rigid linear sequence (Baldassarre et al., 2023; Micheli et al., 2019).
This report argues that innovation in higher education can be strengthened when academic evidence and exploratory reasoning are treated as complementary rather than competing processes. Evidence can validate, challenge and refine an emerging idea, while creativity and user observation can generate questions for which established evidence does not yet provide complete answers. In this sense, every established innovation was once an uncertain proposition whose value had to be explored before it could become accepted practice. Design Thinking offers a disciplined way of managing that uncertainty without requiring the entrepreneur to possess certainty at the beginning.
The report has two objectives. First, it identifies opportunity areas within the UK market where digital innovation may create value, considering user pain points, market gaps, technological enablers, scalability and sustainability. Second, it applies the five stages of Design Thinking to UWTSD in order to develop an AI-enabled student-support innovation (Liedtka,2018). Diversity and inclusion are embedded throughout the process rather than treated as a separate feature, because the student population cannot be understood as a homogeneous market.
[bookmark: _Toc237895985]2.Task1 Viability, Desirability, Feasibility
[bookmark: _Toc237895986] 2.1 Identifying viable UK opportunity areas through a Design Thinking lens.

The scenario presented in the assessment brief describes a fundamental movement from physical and traditional service delivery towards digitally enabled ecosystems. The most significant implication is not simply that businesses have acquired websites or adopted online payment systems. Rather, digitalisation has changed the relationship between organisations and users. Services increasingly need to be accessible across locations, available at convenient times and responsive to different patterns of individual behaviour.
From a Design Thinking perspective, the opportunity therefore lies not simply in asking which technologies are available, but in asking where users continue to experience friction despite the availability of technology. This distinction is important. A technology-first approach begins with the question “What can artificial intelligence do?” A human-centred approach asks, “Where are people still experiencing an unmet need, and could technology responsibly improve that experience?”
The UK education sector presents such opportunity areas. Digital student support, personalised learning assistance, accessible educational technology, administrative automation and AI-supported staff productivity are particularly relevant because they sit at the intersection of increasing user expectations and institutional resource constraints.
The opportunity is strengthened by evidence that digital learning has become normalised rather than exceptional. Jisc's (2024/250 UK higher education student survey found that 86% of respondents rated their digital learning environment above average and 84% rated the quality of their digital learning experience positively. At the same time, students continued to identify issues concerning platform usability, device access, infrastructure and digital skills. The survey also found that 34% of students reported using AI tools in their learning, while only 23% reported being provided access to AI platforms by their institution. Students expressed both enthusiasm and concern, particularly around academic integrity, reliability and inconsistent guidance.
These findings suggest that the market gap is not simply “more digital education”. Digital provision already exists. The opportunity is to make digital educational ecosystems more coherent, personalised, inclusive and responsive.
[bookmark: _Toc237895987]2.2 User pain points and market gaps (Desirability)

The first opportunity area is therefore intelligent student support. Students interact with universities through multiple systems and functions: learning environments, academic staff, administrative teams, library services, wellbeing provision, disability support and careers services. Each service may perform its own role effectively, yet the overall student experience can become fragmented. The user's experience is not departmental; it is systemic.
This is where a Design Thinking perspective differs from a conventional organisational perspective. Departments may optimise individual processes, while students experience the connections between them. A student does not necessarily experience “an IT issue”, “a library issue” or “an administrative issue”. They experience an obstacle to progressing with their education.
UWTSD's own Digital Strategy recognises this systemic dimension (UWTSD, 2023/24). It identifies user engagement, workflow transparency, system integration and the use of Enterprise Service Management and Customer Relationship Management as components of digital transformation. It also explicitly identifies automation of common requests as a potential opportunity. The opportunity identified in this report therefore builds upon an existing strategic direction rather than introducing digitalisation into an otherwise traditional environment.
The second opportunity is inclusive digital support. Accessibility cannot be understood merely as compliance. UWTSD already provides disability support intended to give students with physical, cognitive and sensory disabilities equal access to university life, while its website accessibility statement recognises the importance of screen-reader compatibility, keyboard navigation, adjustable text and other accessibility functions (UWTSD, n.d.a; UWTSD, n.d.b)
Artificial intelligence creates an additional opportunity, but also an additional risk. Research indicates that AI may support students with disabilities through personalised assistance and alternative ways of interacting with educational materials, while also introducing risks relating to accuracy, academic integrity, cost and exclusion (Zhao, 2025). Research combining Universal Design for Learning similarly suggests that more inclusive educational environments can be achieved when accessibility requirements are embedded into the design process rather than introduced retrospectively as individual accommodations (CAST, 2024; Evmenova, Borup and Shin, 2024).
This creates an opportunity for UWTSD to develop AI support that is multimodal from the beginning. A student with visual impairment could potentially interact through speech and receive spoken responses. A student who finds dense written instructions difficult to process could request information in a more structured form. A student whose first language is not English could use translation or clarification functions. The point is not to create a different system for every category of student, but to design a flexible system capable of adapting to human diversity.
The third opportunity concerns staff capacity. Artificial intelligence could potentially support academic and professional staff by managing repetitive enquiries, retrieving information, summarising routine interactions and directing students towards appropriate services. The purpose would not be staff replacement. Such a proposition would be both ethically questionable and strategically simplistic. The opportunity is instead to create additional capacity.
This distinction matters because higher education is a relational service. Teaching, mentoring, pastoral support, complex decision-making, and academic judgement depend on human expertise. A system that automatically replaces these functions may create efficiency while simultaneously destroying value. Conversely, a system that removes repetitive administrative friction could enable staff to spend more time on activities where human expertise creates the greatest value.
Research into AI in higher education has already identified a range of applications, including administrative support, assessment and learning-related functions, while also highlighting that educators themselves have received comparatively less attention in the research agenda (Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019). This creates a meaningful design opportunity: rather than asking how AI can replace educators, ask how AI can augment the educational ecosystem around them.
The technological conditions for such an opportunity already exist. Generative AI, conversational interfaces, speech recognition, text-to-speech, translation technologies, cloud computing and learning analytics can be combined into increasingly sophisticated digital services.
Importantly, UWTSD is not beginning from zero. The University already provides digital learning resources, digital skills development and AI learning resources for students. In March 2026, UWTSD also reported its use of AI-powered simulations to develop students' communication and professional skills, demonstrating that AI-supported learning is already being explored within the institution (UWTSD, 2026). UWTSD has also reported training nearly 400 academic and professional staff in generative AI and has introduced AI literacy programmes for students. It describes a “Learn–Adapt–Adopt–Develop” approach and states that it is exploring AI-powered analytics to improve retention and personalise support while maintaining transparency and fairness. (UWTSD, 2025)
This is significant from an innovation perspective because the proposed venture does not require a technological leap into an unknown future. It requires the integration and redesign of existing capabilities around user needs.
[bookmark: _Toc237895988]2.3 Scalability and sustainability (Feasibility)

The opportunity also possesses scalability potential because AI-enabled support is inherently digital. Once a system has been developed and appropriately governed, marginal costs associated with handling additional routine interactions may be lower than those associated with expanding human support capacity at the same rate.
However, scalability should not be confused with unlimited automation. A sustainable model must incorporate human escalation, quality assurance, accessibility testing, data governance and continuous evaluation. Otherwise, increasing the number of users may simply increase the number of errors.
The opportunity can therefore be understood as a human-AI service ecosystem rather than a chatbot. Its value proposition would be based on increasing access to appropriate support while preserving human responsibility for decisions that require professional judgement.
[bookmark: _Toc237895989]3. Task 2: Empathise, Define, Ideate, Prototype and Test. This approach recognises innovation as an iterative rather than a linear process (Liedtka, 2018; Micheli et al., 2019).
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The Empathise stage begins with understanding people rather than defining the solution. This is particularly important in the UWTSD context because the University's own Digital Strategy places users at the centre of digital development and explicitly identifies feedback from students and staff as part of its approach.
The initial observations informing this report are therefore treated as signals rather than proof. Repeated experiences of difficulty, delay, uncertainty or fragmented communication among students can indicate a potential design problem, but they cannot by themselves establish that the same problem exists universally. The appropriate Design Thinking response is not to dismiss the observations because they are insufficiently evidenced, nor to present them as established facts. It is to investigate them.
This distinction provides an opportunity to address an important tension between academic validation and innovation. Academic research is essential for understanding established patterns, but innovation frequently begins before a new phenomenon has generated a substantial evidence base. The role of the entrepreneur is therefore partly exploratory: to identify something worth testing.
This report conceptualises such observations as weak signals. A weak signal is not evidence that a solution is correct. It is an indication that something may warrant attention. In this case, the signals concern the interaction between students and the systems through which educational support is delivered.
The empathy process would therefore involve students, academic staff, professional services, disability and accessibility representatives and digital-service teams. Diversity would be deliberately represented within the user research because a system designed around an average student risk reproducing the limitations of standardisation.
The empathy stage would explore not only what users say they need, but how they currently accomplish tasks, where they experience friction, what they do when support is unavailable and which problems they solve independently. This is important because users may normalise problems they have experienced repeatedly. What becomes routine for the organisation can remain frustrating for the individual.
The causal map emerging from this exploration can be expressed as follows:
“Table 1. Causal map of emerging student-support challenges within the UWTSD educational ecosystem
	Causal factor
	Immediate effect
	Wider consequence

	Increasingly diverse student needs
	Greater variation in the type and format of support required
	Increased demand for personalised and accessible support

	Increasing digital expectations
	Students expect timely, convenient and responsive access to information
	Greater pressure on existing support channels

	Increasing demand for support
	Greater pressure on academic and professional staff
	Potential delays, fragmentation or inconsistency in support

	Fragmented or delayed support experiences
	Students spend additional time identifying where and how to obtain help
	Increased effort, uncertainty and potential frustration

	Increased student effort and uncertainty
	Greater reliance on support services
	Further demand for accessible, responsive and integrated support


Source: Author's analysis based on the literature and UWTSD strategic context discussed in this report.
The map suggests that the opportunity may not lie simply in increasing the quantity of support available. It may instead lie in reducing the friction between the student's need and the appropriate source of support. This creates a potential intervention point at the intersection of digital integration, accessibility and human support.

Table 2. Proposed intervention pathway
	Intervention
	Immediate effect
	Potential value

	AI-enabled support interface
	Faster access to routine information and guidance
	Increased availability of support

	Integrated institutional information
	Reduces the need to navigate multiple information sources
	Reduced fragmentation

	Inclusive and accessible interaction
	Allows students to interact through different formats and modes
	Greater accessibility and inclusion

	Human escalation pathways
	Transfers complex, sensitive or uncertain cases to appropriate staff
	Preservation of professional judgement

	Increased support capacity
	Routine enquiries can potentially be overseen more efficiently
	Reduced pressure on academic and professional staff

	Reduced routine friction
	Staff can devote more time to complex and relational work
	Greater opportunity for human expertise to create value

	Improved support experience
	Potentially more responsive and personalised interaction
	Potential improvement in student experience


Source: Author's analysis and proposed innovation concept.
However, Design Thinking requires the proposed solution to remain open to challenge. The same technology that could reduce friction may also reproduce or amplify it if it is implemented without sufficient understanding of users. A second causal pathway is therefore necessary to represent potential unintended consequences.

Table 3. Counter-causal pathway: potential unintended consequences of AI implementation.
	Risk factor
	Immediate consequence
	Potential wider consequence

	AI implemented without sufficient user research
	Solution may not reflect actual student or staff needs
	Low relevance and poor adoption

	Inappropriate automation
	Complex or context-dependent needs may be treated as routine enquiries
	Inadequate support

	Inaccurate, biased or inaccessible responses
	Students may receive inappropriate or unusable information
	Reduced trust in the system

	Reduced trust
	Students may avoid or abandon the digital service
	Lower adoption and continued reliance on existing support channels

	Increased need for correction or human intervention
	Staff may have to resolve AI-generated problems
	Additional workload rather than reduced workload

	Failure to achieve intended outcomes
	Investment does not translate into meaningful value
	Support demand may increase rather than decrease


Source: Author's analysis of potential risks and unintended consequences.”
Taken together, the three maps demonstrate why the proposed innovation cannot be evaluated solely according to whether the technology is available. The first pathway identifies a potential desirability case by connecting emerging user needs with a service gap. The second considers feasibility, by identifying how existing technological and human capabilities could potentially be combined into an MVP, while also indicating the potential organisational value and therefore viability of the proposition. The third deliberately challenges both assumptions, recognising that implementation without adequate user research, accessibility testing and human oversight could produce the opposite outcome.
The causal maps therefore become an analytical bridge between Empathise and Define. Rather than moving directly from observation to solution, they make the assumptions within the proposed innovation visible and provide propositions that can subsequently be tested through the remaining stages of the Design Thinking process.



This is why Design Thinking is essential: technology should not be treated as the solution until the problem has been fully understood.

[bookmark: _Toc237895991]3.2 Define: reframing the problem.

The Define stage converts observations into a problem statement. Here, the counterexample principle discussed earlier becomes useful.
A conventional organisational assumption might be:
“If student demand for support increases, the solution is to increase staff capacity.”
The proposition is not necessarily false. Additional staff may indeed improve service capacity. However, a Design Thinking approach asks whether the assumption is always sufficient.
Consider a counterexample. If an institution increases staffing but retains fragmented information systems, repetitive enquiries and multiple routes to support, the additional staff may simply absorb more of the same inefficiency. Conversely, an AI-supported system that is poorly designed could automate those inefficiencies and make them faster without making them better.
The counterexample therefore does not “prove” that additional staff are ineffective. It exposes an assumption that requires examination.
This is analogous to the user's mathematical intuition about counterexamples. In mathematics, one counterexample can invalidate a universal proposition. In innovation, a counterexample can be used more cautiously to stress-test the framing of a problem. It asks whether the assumed relationship between cause and solution is necessarily true.
The problem can consequently be reframed:
UWTSD has an opportunity to explore how personalised, accessible and timely student support could be delivered at greater scale without reducing the role of human expertise, particularly as digital expectations and the diversity of student needs continue to evolve.
This framing deliberately avoids claiming that UWTSD has a proven institutional failure. It identifies an opportunity for investigation.
The “How might we?” question then becomes:
How might UWTSD use responsible AI to extend the capacity of its student-support ecosystem while preserving human judgement, accessibility, inclusion and student agency?
This question is deliberately broader than “How might UWTSD implement a chatbot?” because it does not predetermine the technology. The solution must emerge from the subsequent stages.
[bookmark: _Toc237895992]3.3 Ideate: generating possibilities rather than defending the first idea.

The Ideate stage requires divergent thinking before convergence. This is where creativity becomes a methodological requirement rather than a decorative feature.
Brainstorming would initially generate several possibilities: an AI academic tutor, an automated administrative assistant, an accessibility-focused AI interface, a personalised student-navigation tool, a staff productivity assistant and an integrated student-support ecosystem.
Each concept responds to a genuine aspect of the problem, but each also has limitations.
A fully automated academic tutor could provide scalable assistance but risks reducing education to information exchange. A purely administrative chatbot could reduce routine workload but would address only one part of the student experience. An accessibility-specific tool could create significant value for some users but risks treating inclusion as a separate service rather than a design principle. A staff productivity system could improve efficiency but might provide little direct value to students.
The preferred concept therefore emerges through convergence rather than intuition alone.
The proposed innovation is an AI-Augmented UWTSD Student Support Ecosystem. It would not replace existing services. Instead, it would function as an intelligent interface connecting students with appropriate information, resources and human support.
The innovation would potentially provide personalised navigation, routine question answering, accessible interaction, multilingual clarification, learning-resource guidance and intelligent escalation to human services. Its function would be to reduce the distance between a student's need and the appropriate response.
This concept aligns strongly with UWTSD's existing strategic direction. The University's Digital Strategy already emphasises user-centric design, digital inclusion, workflow improvement, automation of common requests and digital innovation, including AI. (UWTSD, 2023/24. The proposal therefore represents an extension of existing strategic capabilities rather than a disconnected entrepreneurial idea.
The ideation process also shows that creativity and academic evidence should not be treated as opposites. The literature confirms that AI can support education, that accessibility should be built into digital design, and that Design Thinking can guide innovation. However, it does not specify exactly what UWTSD should build. Entrepreneurial creativity operates in this space between established knowledge and future possibilities.
This is also where the report challenges an overly rigid interpretation of academic knowledge. If every new idea required complete prior evidence before it could be explored, innovation would become restricted to variations of already validated solutions. Academic rigour should therefore be used to constrain unsafe claims, not to prevent responsible experimentation.
[bookmark: _Toc237895993]3.4 Prototype: developing the minimum viable innovation.

The Prototype stage transforms the selected concept into something that can be tested.
The initial Minimum Viable Product (MVP) would not attempt to integrate every university service simultaneously. Instead, it would test a small number of high-value interactions. Students could access an AI interface through an existing digital environment and ask questions relating to academic processes, available services, digital learning resources and routine institutional information.
The system would identify the category of request and either provide information, guide the student towards the appropriate service or escalate the interaction to a human professional.
Accessibility would be built into the prototype from the outset. Users could interact through text or voice, receive information through text-to-speech, and navigate an interface compatible with screen readers and keyboard controls. Where appropriate, the system could also offer translation and simplified explanations. These features would not only support disabled students, but also increase flexibility for international students, remote learners and users accessing information in varied circumstances.
However, the prototype would deliberately avoid making high-stakes decisions. It would not independently determine academic progression, disability accommodations, disciplinary outcomes, or complex wellbeing interventions. Such boundaries are essential because AI systems can produce inaccurate or biased outputs and because professional accountability cannot simply be transferred to software.
This principle is consistent with wider guidance on generative AI in education, which emphasises the importance of responsible use, human agency and appropriate governance (UNESCO, 2023). It also reflects the growing research interest in the risks and opportunities of AI adoption in higher education (Dwivedi et al., 2023; Zawacki-Richter et al., 2019).
The prototype would therefore be designed around the principle: AI handles repetition; people handle complexity.
This is not intended as an absolute division. Rather, it is a starting design principle that can itself be tested.
[bookmark: _Toc237895994]3.5 Test: learning before scaling

The Test stage completes the first Design Thinking cycle but does not represent the end of the innovation process. Testing would involve a small UWTSD pilot with deliberately diverse participants.
Students would evaluate usability, usefulness, accessibility, trust and whether the system reduces effort. Academic and professional staff would evaluate accuracy, workload impact and the quality of escalation. Accessibility users would test compatibility with assistive technologies. International students could evaluate language and cultural usability. (UWTSD Student Charter, n.d.c; CAST, 2024; Persson et al., 2015)
The evaluation should combine quantitative and qualitative data. Quantitative measures could include response time, percentage of routine enquiries successfully resolved, escalation rates, repeat enquiries, student satisfaction, and staff workload perceptions. Qualitative interviews and focus groups would investigate experiences that numerical measures might conceal.
The most important measure, however, would be whether the system creates additional value rather than additional technology.
For example, if students receive faster answers but become less capable of navigating the university independently, the innovation may have created efficiency without empowerment. If staff spend less time answering routine questions but more time correcting inaccurate AI responses, the innovation has failed its productivity objective. If accessibility improves for some students while becoming more difficult for others, the innovation cannot be described as inclusive.
Testing therefore needs to be understood as a search for disconfirming evidence as much as confirmation. The purpose is not to prove that the idea works. It is to discover where it does not work.
This returns to the counterexample principle introduced earlier. The prototype can be treated as an empirical question:
“What evidence would demonstrate that our assumption about AI-enabled support is wrong?”
This question changes the culture of innovation. Instead of protecting the original idea, the team deliberately searches for its weaknesses. If a student group finds that the interface is inaccessible, the prototype changes. If staff find that automation increases workload, the workflow changes. If students prefer human interaction for certain types of support, the design incorporates stronger escalation pathways.
The process therefore becomes iterative:
Observe → frame → generate → prototype → test → learn → reframe → prototype again.
This is not inconsistency. It is the intended logic of Design Thinking translated into Iterative Thinking.
[bookmark: _Toc237895995]4. Diversity, inclusion, and the architecture of the innovation

Diversity and inclusion should not be positioned as a final subsection added after the technological solution has been designed. They should influence the architecture of the innovation from the Empathise stage onwards.
UWTSD's strategic documentation explicitly identifies inclusion and diversity as part of its digital approach, while its disability support and accessibility provisions demonstrate an existing institutional commitment to accessible education (UWTSD, n.d.a; UWTSD, n.d.b). The proposed innovation therefore extends an existing value rather than creating one artificially.
The central design principle should be adaptability rather than standardisation.
A standardised system assumes that providing the same information in the same format creates equality. A human-centred system recognises that equal access may require different routes to the same information.
For a visually impaired student, spoken interaction may be essential. For another student, text may be preferable. For an international student, additional contextual explanation may reduce uncertainty. For a student experiencing cognitive overload, information presented in smaller sequential steps may be more usable. The system should therefore offer choices rather than assume a single “normal” user.
This is where inclusive design becomes strategically relevant. Accessibility research demonstrates that design choices can either reduce or reproduce barriers and current research into AI and disability highlights both the potential benefits of generative tools and the risks of inaccurate or inequitable implementation (Persson et al., 2015; Zhao, 2025).
Inclusion also requires cultural sensitivity. An AI system trained primarily on dominant cultural assumptions could unintentionally interpret communication differently across cultures. Human oversight and diverse testing groups would therefore be necessary. The aim is not for AI to replace cultural understanding but to provide adaptable access to institutional support.
[bookmark: _Toc237895996]5. Sustainability, ethics and organisational feasibility

The innovation has potential for operational sustainability because it can increase support capacity without requiring every additional interaction to be matched by a new human transaction. However, technological sustainability requires more than reducing labour costs.
The system would require continuous maintenance, cybersecurity, accessibility auditing, data governance, AI model evaluation and staff training. It would also need a governance structure defining who is accountable when the system produces an incorrect answer.
UWTSD's existing Digital Strategy provides a favourable foundation because it explicitly connects digital transformation with sustainability, data-driven decision-making, user engagement and continuous review (UWTSD, 2023/24). The University's existing AI literacy initiatives and AI-enabled learning activities also suggest that organisational capability is already developing.
Nevertheless, feasibility should not be assumed simply because the technology exists. A responsible implementation would require a phased approach. The first stage would investigate user needs and map existing support journeys. The second would prototype a limited set of functions. The third would test those functions with diverse users. Only after evidence of value and safety would wider integration be considered.
This approach also creates an opportunity to make the innovation financially and organisationally viable. Rather than purchasing an enormous system immediately, UWTSD could experiment with a focused MVP and use evidence from the pilot to determine whether wider investment is justified.
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The report's approach deliberately challenges a potential tension within academic innovation: the tendency to seek certainty before experimentation.
Academic evidence is indispensable. Without it, an innovation proposal risks becoming an unsupported opinion. However, the absence of extensive evidence about a particular solution does not necessarily demonstrate that the solution lacks value. It may simply indicate that the question has not yet been sufficiently explored.
This is why the distinction between evidence and hypothesis is central to the present report.
The observations informing the opportunity are not presented as universal evidence are treated as hypotheses-generating signals. Academic and sector literature then provides a framework within which those hypotheses can be examined. The Design Thinking process provides the mechanism through which they can be tested.
This creates a more productive relationship between creativity and academic rigour. Creativity generates possibilities. Academic evidence constrains unsupported claims. Prototyping generates new evidence. Testing produces learning. Iteration then transforms that learning into a more robust proposition.
The argument is therefore not that academic standards should be abandoned. It is that academic standards should distinguish between claims that require evidence and ideas that require testing.
This distinction is particularly relevant to entrepreneurship. An entrepreneur cannot wait until every innovation has already been validated by peer-reviewed research. If that were the requirement, the entrepreneur would no longer be innovating. At the same time, responsible entrepreneurship cannot treat intuition as evidence. Design Thinking provides a middle ground: generate creatively, formulate carefully, prototype cheaply, test systematically and adapt according to evidence.
This is also why the apparent “inconsistency” of generating and revising ideas should not necessarily be interpreted negatively. In a linear model, changing an idea can appear to indicate uncertainty or failure. In Design Thinking, iteration is evidence that learning has occurred. The objective is not to protect the first idea but to improve the problem-solution relationship.
For an educational institution, this principle has particular significance. Universities are themselves environments designed around learning. An innovative university should therefore be capable not only of teaching established knowledge but also of creating controlled spaces in which new possibilities can be explored.
[bookmark: _Toc237895998]7. Conclusion

UWTSD’s principle of “people by default, technology by design” reflects the principle emerging from this analysis. Design Thinking has shown that innovation does not begin with a technology and then search for a problem it might solve; it begins by understanding people, questioning assumptions and remaining open to what their experiences reveal. The proposed AI-enabled student support model is therefore not an answer, but a proposition that can only earn its place through prototyping, testing and learning.
Do not start with AI and look for a problem. Start with people, identify the problem, and then ask whether AI belongs in the solution!
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