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1. Job Description
The paper below will give a proposed position on the assessment simulation at the UWTSD. Not a vacancy as such. Examples of recruitment choices and not guaranteed university contracts are the salary, the contract term, the work pattern, reporting, and performance targets. (Chan, 2023; Levashina et al., 2014).
Position Details
	Field
	Proposed appointment details

	Job title
	Graduate AI Strategist

	Employer
	University of Wales Trinity Saint David (UWTSD)

	Location of work
	Swansea, (Wales) campus, by collaborating with UWTSD locations.

	Nature of work
	Full remote and 3 campuses a week: 2 days remote and 3 days campuses.

	Working hours
	37 hours a week; the time of workshops and events is mobile.

	Salary
	A typical example is 32000 -38000/year (which varies according to the grading in a university).

	Contract
	Agreeing to 202627 12 months, full-time, nonrenewable.

	Reporting line
	Certain elderly learning-and-teaching manager (proposed).

	Key contacts
	Departments include academic employees, students, academic development, library, learner support, careers, IT and data protection departments.





Role Purpose
Graduate AI Strategist will guide the UWTSD students to make wise ethical and effective choices regarding artificial intelligence within their courses, and their future employment. The job is a combination of the education of students and the development of staff and the coordination of the university-level. AI literacy focuses on learning the systems, using the system, and subjectively criticizing the results, reflecting on the ethics, rather than having the knowledge on how to write the prompt (Ng et al., 2021; Chan, 2023).
The appointee will create accessible training on several subject areas, explain what generative AI is capable of and cannot accomplish and assist the staff in deciding what constitutes as support of learning and what constitutes an unacceptable substitution of student learning. Recognizing the potential of generative AI to generate realistic yet fabricated content, the stance will incorporate avenues for verification, natural usage, information protection and human oversight of content (Tlili et al., 2023; Cotton et al., 2024).  
Key Duties and Responsibilities
1. Assess training needs. Conduct a first-time student and staff needs evaluation, analyze variations among programs and identify which barriers impact access, confidence and responsible usage. Don't go with self-reported confidence – treat it as incompetence (Ng et al., 2021; Lintner, 2024).
2. Design student AI literacy training. Easy-to-use induction tools, mini-workshops, web-based courses, and discipline-based exercises that cover the concept behind AI, being able to see the outcome, judgment, citing, or “go.” and self-reflection evaluation. Identify practical and knowledge (Ng et al., 2021; Chan, 2023).
3. Support academic integrity. Work with academics to produce best practice examples of what can and cannot be included in AI assistance, student disclosure advice and assessment advice that can be recognitive of independent thinking. Never take the outcomes of AI detection as a definitive sign of abuse (Cotton et al., 2024; Chan, 2023).
4. Prepare and support staff. Deliver trainings on AI support for lecturers and other professional-service employees regarding in-class experience, the restructuring of assessment, the identification of risks, and AI support itself. Facilitate/mediate support to work of employees and their current digital confidence level (Celik et al., 2022; Chan, 2023).
5. Coordinate institutional readiness. Liaise with managers, IT, data protection individuals, the library, the learners' developers and careers advisers critically in coordinating work to ensure there is both harmony in communication, use of approved tools, safeguarding and support to the students. Enhance the outsourcing of purchases and privacy decision-making to efficient groups within the university rather than alone with technology (Chan, 2023).
6. Promote equitable access. Provide alternatives and make alternatives more accessible where necessary, offer non-AI alternatives to the extent possible, and give non-paid, account-based training. Look at the potential impact of language, disability, confidence, as well as unequal access (Ng et al., 2021; Tlili et al., 2023).
7. Improve graduate employability. Create exercises that are workplace-related with career personnel, including seeing AI-generated summaries, distinguishing between deceptive and non-deceptive content, and explaining the value of human judgment. Focus on responsible usage instead of assuming that every employer/position needs the same equipment (Tlili et al., 2023; Ng et al., 2021).
8. Monitor and report progress. Collect anonymous data and practical assessments, practical workshops, and rehearsed questions. Share outcomes of reports with the university sponsor and make changes to the materials with consideration of the experience of the students and the staff (Lintner, 2024; Chan, 2023).
Initial Delivery Priorities for 2026–27
Within the first month, the student representatives and staff will be met with and a baseline and risk register mapped alongside departments that will be signing off on the support provided. This role will include a short piece of AI literacy (outline as first draft), employee workshops, and a common sense of direction document in the coming two months. At the end of the year, the strategist will up-scale successful activities and share a small internal assessment. This step-by-step strategy simplifies implementation without any presumption that one training session is all that is needed to address all academic or ethical issues (Chan, 2023; Celik et al., 2022).
The measures that have been proposed may involve: completion of the modules, brief scenario-based tasks, quality of disclosure decisions made by the students, and staff confidence in answering typical cases. A target of 80% participation in induction, where it is possible to access it, is an indicative target and is not a formal requirement of the university. Outcome measures must be treated with caution, as many AI literacy scales are not well-validated in different settings (Lintner, 2024).
2. Person Specification
The emphasis will be placed on proven entry-level performance, learning potential, judgment of ethics, and communication instead of solid industry experience of a graduate. There are important criteria that represent responsibilities that have to be fulfilled once, and effective criteria that outline skills that can be trained once the appointment is introduced. Systematic tests and frequent job-related data are helpful in making selection more legitimate (Levashina et al., 2014).



	Selection criterion
	Essential or desirable requirements
	How assessed

	Education
	Critical: Degree or other applied education, business, computing or social sciences or related field.
	Application

	AI literacy
	Essential: elucidate to non-experts the basic Dee (generative AI) capabilities, fallacies, discrimination, and responsible learning.
	Application / interview

	Ethics and integrity
	Essential: differentiate between plagiarism, disclosure, privacy, fairness and human oversight and be responsive.
	Interview scenario

	Teaching and communication
	Essential: translate technical ideas into coherent instructions and concise and comprehensive learning activities.
	Interview / micro-task

	Planning and evaluation
	Essential: prioritization of activities, get the appropriate feedback, and explain how the learning impact would be observed.
	Application / interview

	Teamwork and service
	Essential: be respectful and work well with students, lecturers and support colleagues and be constructive to concerns.
	Interview

	Digital capability
	Essential: use common productivity and internet-based education programs, resource to find accepted AI systems.
	Application / interview

	Educational experience
	Essential: involvement with student support, peer mentoring, workshops or curriculum materials or education projects.
	Application

	Additional expertise
	Essential: Worked on accessible learning materials, accessed AI tools, or assisted the company with a change.
	Application / interview


Recruitment and Selection Approach
The applicants are to be given the same seven core questions, which should be reasonable in case of request, and no hidden information on the exercise. Examples should be discussed by a panel, which should have the published essential criteria marked independently. An AI-driven case of an academic-integrity explanation (a non-compensated two-minute assignment) can be used to evaluate the communication level without AI medium payments and professional coding skills. You can get more credible evidence with the help of structured questions and anchored scores than a simple conversation will do (Levashina et al., 2014).
Conclusion
The suggested appointment associates HR planning with the teaching mission of UWTSD by instituting an observable practice, realistic graduate-level abilities, and non-excessive evaluation techniques. It must be gauged by accountability in terms of AI application to the students, and readiness on behalf of the staff rather than the number of AI devices embraced. Continuous rethinking is needed because the advantages of the basic educational process must be grounded in the readability of the policy, professional appraisal and significant analysis (Chan, 2023; Lintner, 2024).
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