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SECTION 2: Context Statement
	Write your Context statement here (up to 300 words).
References and citations are to be listed in a dedicated field below. 
Please note that we will not accept diagrams, images or any other documents/appendices such as CVs.  
I am a Computing Lecturer at the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, London campus, from June 2024, teaching across Levels 4–7. My role includes module design, teaching, assessment, and project supervision within computing programmes. As Programme Manager for the CertHE Computing Skills for the Workplace programme, I work with colleagues on curriculum delivery, quality assurance, student progression, and the overall student experience, contributing to shared practices across modules and levels.
I contribute to cross-campus module coordination, leading colleagues to align teaching delivery and assessment practices across sites. Through this, I influence how modules are delivered across locations and contribute to consistency in student experience. Alongside this, I have been an Associate Lecturer with The Open University since September 2023, tutoring Algorithms and Computability module in a distance learning context.
I worked as a Teaching Fellow at Swansea University (December 2022–August 2024), teaching Degree Apprenticeship students on the BSc Applied Software Engineering programme. My experience in higher education spans over 20 years across India, Botswana, Canada, and the UK, working with mature, international students from varied educational, cultural, and linguistic backgrounds. This has shaped an inclusive approach to curriculum design and delivery that recognises differing prior experience and accounts for diverse learning needs.
My teaching includes modules such as Research Methods and Professional Development, Scripting and Programming Concepts, and Database Systems. I teach cohorts of around 40 students and run smaller academic support sessions. I supervise undergraduate and postgraduate projects including Doctorate in Business Administration research projects and contribute to assessment and feedback practices aligned with institutional expectations.
I engage with institutional quality processes guided by the Academic Quality Handbook and take part in module planning and discussions with colleagues. My role extends beyond direct teaching through programme leadership, cross-campus coordination, and collaboration with colleagues across teams.
















SECTION 3: Reflective Narrative

	Write your reflective narrative here. 
References and citations are to be listed in a dedicated field below.
Please note that we will not accept diagrams, images or any other documents/appendices such as CVs.  

Since joining the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, Swansea University, and The Open University, my role has progressed beyond direct teaching to leading curriculum design, assessment, digital learning innovation, and quality enhancement across computing programmes and multidisciplinary teams. At UWTSD, as Programme Manager for the CertHE Computing Skills for the Workplace, I chair programme boards and lead curriculum and assessment decisions implemented across the teaching team, alongside contributing to Levels 4–7 programmes, including BSc Applied Computing and MSc Cyber Security and Digital Forensics. My work includes assessment enhancement, curriculum development, and technology-enhanced learning to improve engagement and employability. This progression is underpinned by a commitment to inclusive, evidence-informed practice that responds to students varied prior attainment, cultural backgrounds, and personal circumstances, reflecting the principle that inclusive teaching benefits the whole student body (Stripe and Ntonia, 2023). I have also extended this approach beyond Computing through the CertHE Health and Social Care programme, enhancing Digital Skills and Research Methods modules for non-computing students (A1).
At The Open University, I contribute to M269 (Algorithms, Data Structures and Computability), a large-scale distance learning module supporting students from diverse academic and professional backgrounds. I have influenced pedagogy by integrating interactive computational tools such as Jupyter Notebooks to develop algorithmic thinking and problem-solving (A1, A2, K2, K4, V2, V3). This practice is informed by research highlighting the benefits of active learning, live coding, and immediate feedback for conceptual understanding and engagement in programming education (Hundhausen and Brown, 2008; Shah et al., 2025).This mattered particularly for online learners to reduce that isolation and build the confidence distance learners need to persist with technically demanding material (Rahmani, Groot and Rahmani, 2024). For example, drawing on this evidence, I redesigned tutorial activities so that students progressively build and execute algorithms in Jupyter Notebooks rather than passively reviewing completed solutions. This allowed learners to test hypotheses, visualise algorithm behaviour step-by-step, and receive immediate formative feedback during problem-solving tasks.
Through structured mentoring of peer tutors, I introduced interactive teaching approaches using Jupyter Notebooks and live coding to develop algorithmic thinking, engagement, and immediate feedback rather than passive observation of completed solutions (Hundhausen and Brown, 2008; Rubin, 2013). I worked with tutors during preparation and debrief sessions, modelling how to scaffold tasks, prompt student reasoning, and encourage experimentation. Evaluation through tutorial observation, polls, forum activity, student feedback, and formative exercise completion rates showed improved engagement, confidence, and willingness to experiment, with completion rising from approximately 55% to over 80% compared with the unrevised presentation (V3). Three of five peer tutors subsequently adapted these strategies in their own sessions, reporting similar gains (A2) in student confidence and participation at cluster debriefs. This provided further evidence of the impact and transfer of the approach, leading to more interactive tutorials and improved learner confidence in algorithmic problem-solving (V5).
At Swansea University, my work on the Degree Apprenticeship programme enabled me to design curriculum within a work-based learning context. In the Database Systems module, following employer consultation highlighting demand for NoSQL technologies, I introduced MongoDB through realistic datasets and workplace scenarios, enabling apprentices to apply database concepts directly to professional contexts. This ensured curriculum relevance, supported work-integrated learning, and strengthened industry readiness, reflecting evidence that authentic workplace-situated tasks support the transfer of learning into professional practice (Billett, 2001) (K2, K5, V4). Module evaluation data and my own review of assessment submissions had shown that other module leaders on the apprenticeship route were still relying on legacy, non-industry-standard database examples, so I also facilitated collaborative discussions within teaching teams on curriculum and assessment design, encouraging colleagues to reflect on how module activities could better reflect workplace practice and employer requirements. This included sharing examples of MongoDB-based practical exercises and demonstrating how these could be incorporated into assessment tasks to reflect real-world applications. Two colleagues subsequently redesigned their own assessment briefs to incorporate the shared NoSQL exercises, which they reported at a teaching team meeting had led to improved student feedback on the relevance of learning to workplace practice, alongside increased engagement from apprentices applying database concepts in their employment settings.  

Across my roles, I have designed, marked, and moderated assessments, ensuring alignment with learning outcomes and institutional requirements (A3, K3). At Swansea University, I contributed to module evaluation and assessment review by analysing student feedback and performance data, identifying variation in how markers interpreted grading criteria and addressing inconsistencies in assessment clarity, marking, and feedback quality. Based on this, I encouraged colleagues to adopt clearer assessment criteria, structured marking guidance, and more developmental feedback informed by constructive feedback principles (Biggs, 1996). I facilitated a marking-calibration exercise where the team jointly assessed anonymised scripts, compared judgements, and agreed shared annotated exemplars and guidance. As a result, colleagues refined assessment briefs and feedback practices, improving marking consistency and clarifying expectations. Subsequent student feedback indicated greater satisfaction with the clarity and usefulness of feedback in supporting learning progression (A3). 
At The Open University, I provide detailed formative and summative feedback through ETMA, using Jupyter Notebooks where appropriate to offer interactive, example-based guidance that students can apply to subsequent TMAs (K4). This supports feedback literacy, helping students understand and use feedback to improve their work (Carless and Boud, 2018). My involvement in moderation processes involves co-moderating a sample of colleagues’ marked scripts each presentation, comparing judgements against the marking scheme, and raising and resolving discrepancies directly with the marking tutor before grades are released, which helps maintain consistency and fairness in assessment (K5). Students frequently report that my feedback is clear, constructive, and supports their progress, contributing to good retention and completion rates within my tutorial groups. 

Supporting learners and colleagues is central to my work. At UWTSD, I act as a personal tutor, providing academic and pastoral support to diverse cohorts, including international and widening participation students (A4, K1, V1, V2). As Programme Manager, I lead pre-term induction and ongoing Term 1 sessions, supporting students’ transition into university study and integration into the learning community. This contributes to student confidence, engagement, and academic performance, as reflected in classroom interactions and student feedback (A4). This approach is informed by inclusive and culturally responsive tutoring, recognising that widening-participation and international students may require differentiated, needs-led pastoral and academic support, particularly where students are first-generation entrants or studying in a second language (Stripe and Ntonia, 2023) (K2, V2). I shared this approach with personal tutors during induction planning meetings, encouraging proactive check-ins with under-represented students. Four colleagues subsequently adopted similar strategies and reported improved early engagement and response rates among at-risk tutees at the following personal tutor forum (V5).

In addition to supporting students, I share effective practices with colleagues, particularly around student engagement in online and hybrid environments (K4, V5). For example, I have contributed to team discussions and informal staff development conversations on enhancing communication and interaction within the Moodle VLE, sharing practical strategies for using collaborative tools to support active learning, including structured pair programming activities and interactive task design, based on the Community of Inquiry context, that recognises social, cognitive and teaching presence as jointly necessary for an effective online learning (Garrison, Anderson and Archer, 2000).  This impact was evidenced through colleagues adopting and adapting these approaches in their own modules, with follow-up discussions, shared teaching practices, and team feedback highlighting improved student participation, peer interaction, engagement, and communication in online sessions.

My practice extends beyond direct teaching through programme management, quality assurance, and institutional processes (A5, K5). At the University of Wales Trinity Saint David, I contribute to programme boards, staff–student committees, and institutional forums. As Programme Manager, I have formal responsibility for annual programme monitoring and enhancement, including reviewing External Examiner and student feedback, agreeing action plans with module teams, and approving curriculum and assessment amendments for institutional consideration. Through these roles, I contribute directly to decisions shaping curriculum design, assessment strategies, and the student learning experience, with agreed changes implemented across the teaching team.

My input has supported colleagues in reviewing and revising module content and assessment approaches in response to student feedback and programme evaluation data, leading to more consistent approaches to assessment design and improved responsiveness to student needs across teaching teams. Concretely, following the most recent annual monitoring cycle, three module leaders amended their assessment briefs in line with actions I had agreed with them at programme board, and a shared assessment-mapping document I introduced is now used by the whole team to check that assessment load and timing are balanced across the programme. I also organise SEEF activities, including inviting industry guest speakers to share current professional practice. These sessions have influenced colleagues’ teaching by encouraging greater integration of industry perspectives into curriculum delivery and assessment contexts, for example prompting two colleagues to redesign coursework briefs around case studies drawn from the guest speakers’ organisations.

In addition, I have embedded hands-on block-based programming activities at Level 4 to support CertHE Computing students with mixed prior experience in developing foundational programming concepts. This inclusive design reduces reliance on unfamiliar English-language syntax and terminology that can disadvantage students with no prior coding background or those studying in a second language, using visual block manipulation and worked examples of increasing complexity so that it responds directly to the mixed prior attainment and varied educational backgrounds typical of our widening-participation Level 4 cohort, ensuring that students without prior coding experience are not disadvantaged relative to peers with a computing background (Stripe and Ntonia, 2023) (K2, V2). This approach is informed by computing education research indicating that block-based environments improve novice learners’ conceptual understanding, engagement, and problem-solving ability, while also supporting progression to text-based programming at higher levels through reduced cognitive load and stronger conceptual grounding (Sun, Looi, Li, Zhu, Zhu and Cheng, 2024 ; Grover and Pea, 2013). As Module Leader, I proposed this redesign to the module team and led its adoption; the resulting curriculum design decisions were aimed at strengthening progression from introductory programming to more advanced modules at Levels 5 and 6.

The Learning and Teaching Board has formally recognised this block-based programming work as an example of effective learning and teaching practice at UWTSD selecting it from among the department’s submissions as a model for wider dissemination. Following this recognition, I shared the approach and its rationale with colleagues within and beyond Computing through team meetings and informal discussions, encouraging the adaptation of active, applied programming activities across their own modules. Two colleagues have since trialled similar approaches in their teaching: one has introduced block-based warm-up exercises into a Level 4 programming module, and the other has adapted the worked-example structure for a non-computing digital skills module, and the work has contributed to broader departmental discussions on curriculum design for students with mixed prior experience, informing an emerging department-level position that Level 4 modules should build in a low-stakes, visual entry point before moving to text-based tools. As evidence of institutional recognition, I delivered ‘From LEGO to Logic: Preparing Computing Students for Programming Success’ at the UWTSD Celebration and Showcase of Practice 2026 (NEXUS), demonstrating how hands-on LEGO activities develop computational thinking and programming skills. The session attracted colleagues across three campuses and multiple disciplines, and I was subsequently invited to deliver a condensed version to the Birmingham module team, demonstrating its reach and influence beyond my own institute (A5, V3, V5).

At Swansea University, my involvement in the Technocamps initiative extended my work beyond the university, engaging with schools, teachers, and industry stakeholders to promote computing education (V4). This contributed to raising awareness of computing among school students and developing links with external partners, and the outreach resources and session plans I helped develop were subsequently reused by other Technocamps-affiliated tutors for follow-on school visits, extending their reach beyond the sessions I delivered personally. In addition, my participation in professional development activities, such as Open University eSTEeM Conference, enables me to engage with current scholarship and practice, which I apply in my own teaching and share with colleagues through debrief discussions at module team meetings; following one such conference, a colleague on my team adopted a formative-quiz approach I had brought back and shared  (A5, V3).

I regularly reflect on my practice through student feedback, peer discussions, and self-evaluation (K3), consistent with Erbay-Cetinkaya’s (2026) view that critical reflection should consider multiple perspectives, including those of teachers, students, colleagues, and the wider literature. I also maintain my professional development through conferences, workshops, and institutional training. Engagement with computing education literature on active learning and live coding, particularly the value of immediate feedback and student-centred exploration (Hundhausen and Brown, 2008; Rubin, 2013), informed my use of interactive, code-based activities in Jupyter Notebooks, enabling students to construct, test, and refine algorithms rather than passively follow solutions. Drawing on research into block-based programming and novice learners, which highlights reduced cognitive load and improved conceptual understanding (Grover and Pea, 2013), I also introduced block-based activities at Level 4 to support students transitioning to text-based programming at higher levels.

This reflective approach supports the development of my teaching and leadership practice and enables me to share effective approaches with colleagues (A5, V3). I systematically review student feedback and module evaluation data, discuss observations with peers, record actions in a shared team log, and refine teaching through interactive, problem-based activities and tools such as Jupyter Notebooks and block-based programming. As Programme Manager, I share these insights through structured programme reviews, encouraging colleagues to adapt successful approaches. This has contributed to improved student engagement and satisfaction, more responsive teaching, and the adoption of similar approaches across teaching teams. Through programme management, moderation, and mentoring, I also shape colleagues’ responses to quality enhancement and student feedback, embedding inclusive, evidence-informed practice across my teaching, leadership, and mentoring roles. (K2, V1, V2).





SECTION 4: CASE STUDIES
Case Study 1

	Case Study 1 - Leading a Programme-Wide Feedback Literacy Initiative in Level 4 Computing

	Write your first case study here. References and citations are to be listed in a dedicated field below.

I focus this case study on my leadership of a programme-level feedback literacy intervention within the CertHE Computing Skills for the Workplace programme at the IICL London Campus, developed through my roles as Programme Manager and Module Leader for ACCA4023 Introduction to Web and Database Concepts, a Level 4 module introducing students to relational database concepts using Microsoft Access and web development using HTML and CSS. The module includes two coursework assessments weighted equally at 50%, with Assessment 1 focusing on relational database implementation and Assessment 2 focusing on HTML and CSS web development. The intervention was designed to address recurring challenges relating to assessment engagement, feedback interpretation, learner confidence, and progression across large and diverse Level 4 cohorts. My aim was not only to improve student engagement within my own module, but also to influence broader teaching and feedback practices across the programme through a structured and scalable framework that could be adopted by colleagues teaching across multiple modules and cohorts.

The context of teaching at the IICL London Campus significantly shaped my approach to curriculum delivery and learner support. The institution has a large and diverse student population with three annual intakes, large Level 4 cohorts, and substantial use of hourly paid lecturers. Many students are mature learners balancing employment and caring responsibilities, many are first-generation higher education students, and for many English is an additional language. This profile reflects a widening-participation cohort whose learning needs are consistent with andragogical principles of adult learning, including the value of relevance, autonomy and prior-experience-based learning (Knowles, 1984), and shaped my decision to design an intervention that was explicitly inclusive of these varied starting points. Students often arrive with limited understanding of higher education expectations, assessment conventions, and academic feedback processes. Across several modules within the programme, teaching teams observed that students frequently focused primarily on assessment grades while engaging minimally with written feedback provided on coursework submissions. Within ACCA4023, this became particularly noticeable between Assessment 1 and Assessment 2, where similar mistakes relating to structure, validation, referencing, and implementation reappeared despite detailed written comments and feedforward guidance provided after the first assessment (A3, K1, K2, V1, V2).

Through tutorials, module discussions, and individual student meetings, I identified that many learners lacked confidence in interpreting feedback terminology and were uncertain about how comments could inform future work. Several students openly stated that they focused only on final grades because they did not understand how to translate feedback into practical improvement strategies. This reflected Carless and Boud’s (2018) definition of feedback literacy as the understandings and capacities required for learners to interpret and use feedback effectively. Sutton (2012) similarly conceptualises feedback literacy as having epistemological, ontological and practical dimensions through which learners experience the process of becoming feedback literate, while Boud and Molloy (2013) argue that learners must become engaging members in feedback processes than being passive receivers of tutor comments (K1).

In response, I designed and implemented a scaffolded feedback literacy intervention during the first five teaching weeks of the module. The intervention aligned with institutional priorities focused on improving attendance, engagement, retention, progression, and academic integrity. Rather than treating feedback as a separate post-assessment activity, I embedded feedback literacy directly into weekly teaching activities and practical workshops (A1, A2, A3, V2). My intention was to help students engage with feedback as an ongoing learning process while also creating a model that could later be adapted across the wider programme (K5).

The intervention was introduced during practical workshops covering database concepts using Microsoft Access and introductory web development using Notepad++. The design was informed by Sadler’s (1989) formative assessment framework, in which students develop understanding through opportunities to compare their work against standards and progressively act upon feedback over time. I designed weekly practical activities where students completed short technical tasks and received immediate formative feedback linked directly to module assessment criteria. During the early weeks, I explicitly modelled how feedback comments should be interpreted by breaking comments into actionable stages. For example, when students created poorly structured database relationships in Access, I guided them through identifying where entity relationships lacked integrity constraints and demonstrated how this issue connected to later assessment requirements. Similarly, during HTML exercises, I explained how incomplete semantic structure or accessibility issues would affect later validation activities required in Assessment 2. Price, Handley and Millar (2011) argue that students often fail to engage meaningfully with feedback because they do not fully understand its role within ongoing learning processes (K2,V3).

I also integrated the responsible use of Generative AI into workshop activities because both assessment specifications permitted limited and controlled AI use for research and proofreading purposes. Rather than allowing unrestricted AI-generated responses, I designed guided activities where students compared tutor feedback with AI-generated suggestions and evaluated which comments were useful, inaccurate, or incomplete. This encouraged students to engage critically with feedback rather than accepting automated responses uncritically. Students discussed why particular feedback mattered within the context of database integrity, accessibility standards, and validation practices. This approach also supported academic integrity by helping students understand the boundaries between legitimate support and inappropriate AI use (K4, V4).

As the intervention progressed, I gradually reduced the level of explanation and tutor intervention provided during workshops. Students were increasingly expected to interpret feedback independently, identify recurring patterns within their work, and propose actions before tutor guidance was provided. I also introduced peer discussion activities where students reviewed examples of HTML pages or database structures and identified strengths and weaknesses using simplified marking guidance linked directly to assessment criteria. These activities encouraged students to become more familiar with assessment language and quality expectations while reducing anxiety associated with receiving criticism from tutors (A2, A3, A4, V1). Students were additionally encouraged to store feedback digitally and revisit earlier comments before attempting new exercises, reflecting Carless and Boud's (2018) argument that learners benefit from using technology to revisit and act upon feedback over time (K4, V4).

I evaluated the effectiveness of the intervention through weekly observation, workshop participation, formative submission quality, student discussions, and informal learner feedback (K3). Within my pilot group of 30 students, approximately 80% of learners were independently identifying and correcting recurring mistakes by the middle of the term. Students increasingly referred to earlier feedback comments during practical sessions and began asking more focused questions relating to improvement strategies rather than requesting only grades. I also observed increased confidence among students during formative activities, particularly among mature learners and students who had initially appeared hesitant to participate in technical discussions. This shift suggested that students were beginning to engage with feedback as part of an ongoing developmental learning process rather than viewing feedback solely as justification for grades (K3, V2).

The intervention also influenced assessment engagement patterns and coursework quality. Students completing Assessment 2 demonstrated greater awareness of accessibility, validation, and usability requirements compared with earlier formative tasks. Several students explicitly referenced earlier workshop activities when explaining design decisions within their reports, and the quality of reflective commentary within submissions became more consistent because students were increasingly familiar with evaluative language introduced through scaffolded feedback discussions.

Following the positive outcomes from the pilot group, I strategically extended the intervention beyond my own module by developing a structured feedback literacy framework that could be adapted across other modules within the CertHE Computing Skills for the Workplace programme. The framework included weekly planning guidance, examples of scaffolded feedback activities, approaches for integrating AI-supported feedback tasks responsibly, and methods for progressively increasing learner independence across Level 4 teaching contexts (K1, V2, A1).

To support wider implementation, I designed and delivered a workshop for module leaders and lecturers across the programme. The workshop focused on the pedagogical rationale underpinning the intervention, practical implementation strategies suitable for large and diverse Level 4 cohorts, and approaches for embedding feedback literacy activities directly into weekly teaching sessions rather than relying solely on post-assessment written comments (D3.1, D3.3). The workshop also created opportunities for colleagues to discuss shared challenges relating to assessment engagement, learner confidence, and feedback interpretation within their own modules (A1, A2, K2, K5, V1, V2, V5).

The framework was subsequently introduced across several modules including Learning in the Digital Era, Software Solutions for Business, Computer Architecture and Organisation, Analysing and Solving Problems, and Networks and Cyber Security Essentials. Approximately 75% of lecturers participating in the workshop reported that the framework influenced how they approached formative feedback activities within weekly teaching sessions. In practice, colleagues adapted the intervention in different ways depending on module context and learner needs. Some introduced structured reflective checkpoints into workshops, requiring students to identify recurring feedback themes independently before tutor intervention, while others embedded peer review tasks linked directly to formative coursework activities.

Several lecturers reported that the framework helped reposition feedback as an ongoing developmental process integrated within teaching activities rather than isolated written comments provided after assessment submission. Follow-up discussions within teaching teams also indicated greater consistency in the language used to discuss assessment expectations, learner improvement strategies, and formative reflection across Level 4 modules. This demonstrated my influence beyond my own teaching practice and contributed to programme-level enhancement discussions relating to learner independence, assessment engagement, and inclusive feedback practice (V5, A5, K5, D3.1).

The intervention also influenced student outcomes beyond my own module. Colleagues reported increased participation during workshops, greater willingness among students to engage with formative tasks, and improved use of earlier feedback within subsequent coursework activities (A3, K3). Within ACCA4023, students demonstrated fewer repeated issues relating to accessibility, validation, and implementation practices within Assessment 2 submissions compared with earlier formative activities. Students also became more confident discussing assessment criteria and identifying specific actions for improvement during tutorials and peer review discussions (A4, V1). These outcomes suggested that embedding scaffolded feedback literacy activities directly within teaching sessions contributed positively to learner confidence, assessment engagement, and independent learning practices across the programme (K1, V2).

One challenge during this work involved balancing scaffolded guidance with learner dependency. Some students initially expected tutors to continue providing highly detailed explanations for every feedback comment. To address this, I gradually shifted responsibility towards students by requiring them to identify recurring themes within feedback before tutor intervention (K1, A4). Another challenge involved maintaining consistency among teaching staff delivering across multiple cohorts. The workshop and framework documentation provided a shared structure while still allowing lecturers flexibility to adapt activities for their own modules and learner groups (K5, V5). This reflected Boud and Molloy’s (2013) argument that curriculum-wide approaches to feedback create opportunities for learners to engage progressively with feedback throughout their studies (V3).

Reflecting on this experience, drawing on Schön’s (1992) concept of reflection-on-action, I recognise that students entering Level 4 often require explicit support in understanding how feedback operates within higher education learning environments. I also recognise that feedback literacy develops not through isolated written comments, but through repeated opportunities for interpretation, discussion, reflection, and action embedded within teaching activities. This experience reinforced the importance of programme-level approaches to feedback literacy and strengthened my understanding of strategic educational leadership, collaborative enhancement, and inclusive assessment practice. It also demonstrated the value of supporting colleagues to embed scaffolded and developmental feedback approaches across modules and teaching teams in ways that promote learner confidence, engagement, and independence over time (A5, V3, V5).






Case Study 2
	Case Study 2- Designing a Python Programming Bridging Intervention and Leading its Adoption Across Tutor Clusters at The Open University

	Write your second case study here. References and citations are to be listed in a dedicated field below.
This case study describes on how I used a Python programming bridging intervention, originally designed for my own tutor cluster, as a vehicle to influence teaching practice across multiple tutor clusters on The Open University’s M269 (Algorithms, Data Structures and Computability) module, working with colleagues to change how they prepared distance learners for a technically demanding module, and evidencing that change in their subsequent practice. M269 is a Level 2 undergraduate module delivered fully online in tutor clusters, with a diverse cohort of distance learners. In my first presentation of the module, I observed through tutorial interactions, forum discussions, and student queries that many learners struggled with Python programming, which is a fundamental requirement for engaging with algorithmic problem-solving in the module (K1, K2). Research in computing education highlights that novice learners often struggle with programming due to cognitive load and lack of prior experience (Robins, Rountree and Rountree, 2003). The existing study plan began with a generic induction and quickly progressed into core module content, assuming prior familiarity with Python. This created a barrier to learning for a significant proportion of students, impacting their confidence and early engagement , and because tutor clusters share a common study plan and assessment schedule, I recognised that a gap of this kind in the induction period was likely to be affecting colleagues’ students as much as my own, not just mine (K1, V4).

Recognising this gap, I aimed to design an intervention that would support students’ transition into the module by strengthening their foundational programming skills, with the explicit intention from the outset of testing it within my own cluster before proposing it as shared practice across clusters. Drawing on scaffolding principles for novice programmers in online settings (Zheng et al., 2022) structured online learning design principles (Salmon, 2013), and inclusive learning and teaching principles for diverse cohorts (Stripe and Ntonia, 2023), I developed a Python programming refresher course to be delivered during the induction week (A1, K2, V3). The intention was to provide an inclusive starting point for all learners, regardless of prior experience, thereby promoting equity, participation and confidence (A1,A4, V1, V2, V3).

I designed and delivered the refresher course fully online using Adobe Connect and Jupyter Notebooks, enabling interactive, practice-based learning applying digital pedagogy principles (Laurillard, 2012) (A2, K4). The sessions were structured to gradually build competence through guided examples, live coding and problem-solving activities. This approach was informed by active learning principles and constructive alignment (Biggs, 1996), ensuring that the activities directly supported the skills required for success in the module (A2, K2, K4).

The intervention was implemented within my tutor cluster and evaluated through student feedback, participation levels and early engagement indicators (K3). Students reported increased confidence in Python programming and a clearer comprehension of how coding skills related to module requirements. In addition to increasing confidence, the refresher course enabled students to engage with programming concepts before they encountered more complex algorithmic content, thereby reducing the cognitive demands placed upon them during the opening weeks of the module. This staged progression reflected principles of adult learning by recognising that learners entered the module with different prior experiences and benefited from opportunities to revisit essential concepts before progressing to more advanced topics (Knowles, 1984). The emphasis on guided practice and gradual release of responsibility also aligns with evidence that structured support improves learners' development of computational thinking and programming competence (Grover and Pea, 2013) (V1, A3).
Having established that the intervention worked within my own cluster, I set out to influence how other tutors prepared their students for the module rather than keeping the approach to myself. Recognising the broader relevance of this intervention, I shared the materials and approach with tutors in other clusters, first informally through the tutor forum and then formally through a briefing session that I proposed to, and had approved by, the Staff Tutor responsible for M269 tutor coordination, a step that gave the dissemination a level of institutional standing beyond an individual colleague simply passing on a tip. In the session I walked tutors through the evidence of the gap, the design rationale, and the materials themselves, and provided the Jupyter Notebook resources in an editable format so that colleagues could adapt them to their own tutorial style rather than adopt them across-the-board. In planning the dissemination, I was conscious that influencing colleagues required more than simply distributing teaching materials. Rather than expecting tutors to replicate my approach, I encouraged them to adapt the resources to suit the needs of their own tutor groups while retaining the underlying pedagogical principles. This recognised colleagues as experienced practitioners capable of contextualising the intervention within their own teaching environments, an approach consistent with Billett's (2001) view that workplace learning is strengthened when professionals actively adapt and apply new practices within their own contexts. Providing editable resources alongside a facilitator guide therefore reduced barriers to adoption while encouraging genuine ownership of the approach. I conducted a briefing session to explain the rationale, structure and intended outcomes of the refresher course, encouraging colleagues to adopt and adapt the approach within their own teaching contexts (V5). This collaborative approach is supported by research on facilitating instructional change in higher education, which identifies the sharing of evidence-based practices across teaching communities as a key mechanism for improving student learning (Henderson, Beach and Finkelstein, 2011). Of the tutors present at the briefing, four colleagues subsequently ran a version of the refresher course with their own clusters in the same presentation, and a fifth adapted the Jupyter Notebook materials into a set of self-study resources for students who could not attend a live session. I know this happened, rather than assuming it from the briefing alone, because I followed up directly with each tutor after induction week to ask whether and how they had used the materials, and because the module’s shared tutor forum showed colleagues posting questions to each other about scheduling and adapting the sessions evidence that the practice had genuinely transferred into other tutors’ teaching rather than remaining a one-off briefing (K4, V5). The follow-up conversations also became valuable opportunities for reciprocal professional learning. Colleagues shared modifications they had made to examples, pacing and activities to better suit their own students, several of which I subsequently incorporated into later iterations of the refresher materials. This iterative exchange demonstrated that the intervention had developed beyond the dissemination of resources into collaborative enhancement of teaching practice, reflecting Wenger's (1998) community practice concept in which knowledge is continually refined through shared experience. Two of these colleagues told me during follow-up conversations that their own students’ early tutorial participation and forum engagement had visibly improved compared with the previous presentation, echoing what I had observed in my own cluster, which gives me some confidence that the change was linked to the shared intervention rather than being coincidental. Through this, my influence extended beyond my own teaching practice, contributing to a more consistent and supportive student experience across clusters (D3.1). Following this, the Staff Tutor asked me to write up the rationale and materials as a short guidance note for inclusion in the tutor handbook for the following year, which I take as a mark of the intervention moving from my individual practice into shared, sustained departmental practice rather than a single episode of sharing (K5, V3, V5, A5).

One challenge I encountered was ensuring that the refresher course met the needs of students with varied prior experience. To address this, I designed activities with multiple entry points, letting learners to advance at their own pace, supporting inclusive practice (V2). A related challenge in extending the approach to colleagues was that tutors vary in how much preparation time they can give to an optional induction activity alongside their existing workload; I addressed this by providing the materials in a ready-to-use format with an accompanying facilitator guide, which lowered the barrier to adoption and is, I think, part of why uptake among colleagues was as high as it was, Another challenge was encouraging engagement in an optional induction activity; this was mitigated by clearly communicating the importance of Python skills for success in the module and by designing interactive sessions that encouraged participation.

The impact of this intervention was evident at multiple levels. At the tutor level, colleagues who adopted the refresher approach changed their own induction-week practice and reported improved student preparedness and engagement as a direct result, representing clear evidence that my work had influenced their teaching approaches rather than solely enhancing my own practice (D3.1). At the student level, learners demonstrated improved confidence, willingness to participate in programming activities and readiness to engage with subsequent module content, as reflected in tutorial participation, forum discussions and student feedback. The intervention also strengthened consistency across tutor clusters by providing a shared evidence-informed approach to supporting students' transition into the module while allowing tutors sufficient flexibility to adapt delivery to their own contexts. At the module level, early formative assessment performance and engagement trends suggested improved readiness compared with previous presentations (K3), while the subsequent inclusion of the approach within tutor guidance demonstrated movement towards sustained enhancement beyond an individual presentation, providing evidence that the initiative had become embedded within wider teaching practice (K5, A4, A3, D3.3).

Reflecting on this experience, drawing on Wenger’s (1998) concept of communities of practice, I recognise that sustainable change in colleagues’ teaching depends less on producing good materials than on creating a shared community around them, the follow-up conversations, the tutor forum discussion, and eventually the tutor handbook entry did more to embed the practice than the original briefing session itself. Looking back, I also recognise that influencing colleagues required sustained engagement beyond the initial innovation itself. The briefing session provided the catalyst, but continued conversations with tutors, responding to questions, encouraging adaptation rather than standardisation, and gathering feedback from colleagues were equally important in embedding the practice. This experience reinforced my appreciation that academic leadership is frequently implemented with facilitation, collaboration and evidence-informed dialogue rather than formal authority alone (Erbay-Cetinkaya, 2026), and has shaped how I now introduce and support pedagogic innovations across other teaching contexts. I recognise the importance of early scaffolding and structured induction in supporting student success in distance learning environments. I have since refined the refresher course based on feedback and would aim to formalise its integration into the module induction process in future presentations (A5). I would also seek to evaluate its impact more systematically using comparative data across clusters and build in a more structured way of capturing colleagues’ own evidence of impact on their students from the outset, rather than relying, as I did here, on retrospective follow-up conversations (V4, A5).
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