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Executive Summary
UWTSD has just published its Artificial Intelligence Framework 2026-28.  A significant step forward in the university's commitment to responsible and ethical AI adoption across teaching, research and operations. It is an ambitious document. But ambition alone is not enough. For all its strategic vision, the Framework says remarkably little about the people who will be asked to deliver it, the staff whose skills, confidence and cultural readiness will ultimately determine whether AI adoption succeeds or fails.
This report focuses on UWTSD's Wellbeing Department. A service built on human connection, relational practice and the deeply personal work of supporting students through some of the most challenging periods of their lives. It argues that introducing AI into this context is not primarily a technological challenge. It is a human one.
Drawing on socio-technical theory, psychological safety research and strategic learning and development frameworks, three recommendations are proposed: establishing an ethical AI governance framework; creating an AI Steward role; and implementing a tiered AI literacy programme for all Wellbeing staff. Critically, this report argues that technology without culture fails. Creating the right conditions through leadership capability, psychological safety and genuine staff voice, is not a nice-to-have. In a human-centred wellbeing context, it is the only place to start.
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Artificial intelligence is no longer a future consideration - it is reshaping how organisations operate, make decisions and develop their people right now (CIPD, 2025). Within higher education, the opportunities are significant with more responsive student support, greater efficiency and more personalised service delivery. The UK Government has made its ambitions clear, committing to positioning Britain as an AI superpower and creating both political pressure and strategic expectation for universities to engage (UK Government, 2026). UWTSD has responded to this publishing its AI Framework 2026-28 in January 2026, a genuine and important institutional commitment to responsible, ethical and impactful AI adoption across the university.
UWTSD is a public university operating across multiple campuses in Wales, with a mission rooted in widening participation, bilingual provision and community engagement. The Wellbeing Department sits within this context - providing person-centred, relational support to a diverse student population navigating some of the most challenging periods of their lives.
As a practitioner within UWTSD's Wellbeing Department, the author has directly observed the informal and ungoverned nature of current AI use, a context that has informed both the analysis and recommendations presented in this report.
But here is the gap. A framework without a workforce strategy is a vision without a foundation. UWTSD's Wellbeing Department currently has no formal structure for AI governance, no AI literacy programme and no designated human oversight of AI tools. Some staff are already using AI informally for administrative tasks, which speaks to both their openness to innovation and the urgency of the situation. Without guidance, training or governance, that informal use represents as much risk as it does opportunity.
This report proposes a strategic workforce plan to address that gap by focusing on what truly determines whether AI adoption succeeds or fails: the people, the culture and the conditions in which they work. The CIPD (2026) is clear that the ability to take a considered, responsible approach to AI adoption hinges on the experts in people, work and change. This report positions UWTSD Wellbeing's people professionals as exactly those experts and makes the case for equipping them properly.
To understand why this workforce plan is needed now, the following section examines the wider business environment through a PESTLE analysis, exploring the external pressures and opportunities that make AI readiness an urgent priority for UWTSD Wellbeing.
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 PESTLE Analysis
To understand why AI workforce readiness matters so urgently for UWTSD Wellbeing, it helps to look at the bigger picture.
Political: The UK Government is serious about AI. Its AI Opportunities Action Plan (2026) has already delivered 38 of 50 committed actions, with an ambition to make Britain the fastest AI-adopting country in the G7. Significantly for UWTSD, two of the five new AI Growth Zones are located in Wales, placing the university in a region that is politically prioritised for AI investment. A new Future of Work Unit has also been established to ensure workers are supported through the transition (UK Government, 2026). The message is clear - this is not optional, and universities are expected to engage.
Economic: Welsh universities are navigating real financial pressure while demand for student support services continues to grow. AI presents genuine efficiency opportunities but only if staff are equipped to use it safely and responsibly. It is also worth noting that the cost of not investing in AI literacy through reputational damage, legal liability or staff anxiety, is likely to far outweigh the cost of getting it right from the start.
Social: Student mental health demand is rising, and wellbeing services are feeling that pressure acutely. AI could help by offering greater accessibility and earlier intervention. But in an emotionally sensitive context, trust and human connection matter enormously. The CIPD (2020) found that only 35% of employees were consulted before new technology was introduced in their organisations. In a wellbeing setting, that statistic should give us pause - staff who feel AI is being done to them rather than with them are unlikely to engage with it meaningfully.
Technological: UWTSD's AI Framework 2026-28 shows real ambition referencing predictive analytics, generative AI and the Jisc Discovery Tool for measuring staff capability. But ambition brings risk. The World Economic Forum (2026) identifies adverse outcomes of AI as the fastest rising global risk, jumping from 30th to 5th in the ten-year outlook. Technology and risk are two sides of the same coin.
Legal: This is not just a strategic convercation, it is a legal one. Article 4 of the EU AI Act, which came into force in February 2025, legally requires organisations using AI to ensure their staff have sufficient AI literacy (European Commission, 2025). Add to this GDPR, the Data Protection Act 2018 and the Equality Act 2010 all of which carry specific weight in a wellbeing context where sensitive student data is involved and compliance becomes non-negotiable.
Environmental: Finally, as a Welsh public body, UWTSD operates under the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 a statutory duty to consider long-term social, cultural and environmental wellbeing in everything it does. AI adoption must reflect that duty. No student or staff member should be left behind or disadvantaged by algorithmic bias or digital exclusion.
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There is a well-established principle in organisational theory that technology and people cannot be separated. Mullins (2019), drawing on the foundational work of Trist et al (1963) at the Tavistock Institute, argues that in any organisation, the technical and social systems are deeply interrelated. You cannot change one without considering the other. Introducing new technology without redesigning the human system around it doesn't just produce disappointing results, it can cause active harm.
This applies directly to UWTSD right now. The AI Framework 2026-28 is detailed, ambitious and thorough in its treatment of governance, procurement and data protection. But read it carefully and something is missing. The people. The culture. The skills and psychological readiness of staff who will work alongside these technologies. The Resources and Performance Committee - responsible for staff capability and workforce transformation receives the least substantive treatment of any governance body in the Framework. Whilst technical governance, procurement and digital infrastructure are addressed in considerable depth, the people strategy remains largely aspirational, described in tentative language of things that 'could include' or 'may' happen. That is the socio-technical gap this report seeks to address.
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Before any organisation introduces AI, the CIPD (2026) argues there are three questions that must be honestly answered: do people have the skills to use it appropriately? Does AI align with existing ways of working and culture? And does it fit with how the organisation actually operates? For UWTSD Wellbeing right now, the honest answer to all three is no. And that matters.
Leadership is at the heart of this. Armstrong and Taylor (2014) are clear that effective AI adoption depends on leadership capability, and currently, leaders in Wellbeing are in a difficult position. They are aware that AI is coming. They understand broadly what it means. But awareness is not the same as readiness. Governing AI safely, understanding accountability, managing ethical risk, knowing when a human must step in: requires a depth of knowledge that simply hasn't been developed yet. In a wellbeing context, where the people being supported are often vulnerable students at their most difficult moments, that gap is not a minor inconvenience. Decisions that affect those students cannot and should not  be delegated to an algorithm.
What's encouraging is that this isn't a criticism of Wellbeing leaders. As Mohdzaini (2026) points out, AI governance isn't a new or separate responsibility, it is a natural extension of what people professionals already do. Managing employment relationships, ensuring ethical accountability, advocating for staff and students  are all existing skills. What's missing is simply the development pathway to apply them in an AI context.
The literature identifies six competencies that AI-ready leaders need: AI fluency, ethical judgment, change leadership, human-AI teaming, data literacy and continuous learning. None of these are currently developed formally in UWTSD Wellbeing, not because leaders lack capability, but because no structured opportunity to develop them has ever existed. That is what needs to change.
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Of all the gaps identified in this report, this one matters most. Culture is not something you can fix with a policy document or a training course. It runs deeper than that.
Schein (2010) describes organisational culture as operating at three levels — the visible things you can see and touch, like policies and procedures; the values people say they hold; and finally, at the deepest level, the unconscious assumptions that actually drive how people behave. It is that deepest level that is hardest to change — and most often ignored. In UWTSD Wellbeing, those deep assumptions are built on something profound. Rogers (1961) identifies three core conditions at the heart of person-centred practice: empathy, unconditional positive regard and congruence. These are not skills that can be automated. They are not qualities an algorithm can replicate. They are fundamentally, irreducibly human. And they are the foundation on which every member of the Wellbeing team has built their professional identity.
So it is entirely understandable and entirely reasonable,  that staff might look at the arrival of AI and ask: where do I fit in this? What happens to the work I've dedicated myself to? That question deserves to be taken seriously, not dismissed.
This is where psychological safety becomes critical. Edmondson (1999) demonstrates that psychological safety - the belief that you won't be punished for speaking up, asking questions or admitting you don't know something is the single biggest predictor of team learning and performance. Without it, people don't engage. They go through the motions. They attend the training, tick the box and carry on exactly as before. The CIPD (2020) warns this is the greatest risk of technology change imposed without genuine consultation. It looks like progress on the surface, but nothing meaningful changes underneath.
Sinek (2014) puts it beautifully. Leaders who create a circle of safety around their teams,  who make it clear that uncertainty is welcome, that questions are encouraged, that no one will be left behind create the conditions in which people can genuinely engage with change rather than just survive it. In a Wellbeing department navigating AI adoption, that kind of leadership isn't a nice extra. It is the foundation everything else is built on.
The consequences of getting this wrong are not abstract. Amazon's AI recruitment tool,  trained on historically male-dominated hiring data, systematically discriminated against female applicants for years, downgrading CVs that contained words associated with women. Nobody noticed. Or if they did, nobody felt safe enough to say so. By the time the bias was identified, significant harm had already been done. A psychologically safe culture - one where a member of staff could say "something doesn't look right here" without fear, could have changed that outcome entirely. In a university wellbeing service, where the people being supported are vulnerable students, the stakes are just as high.

[bookmark: _Toc227326879]The Workforce Readiness Gap
The CIPD (2020) makes something very clear - digital transformation should never be done to people. It must be done with them, from the very beginning. Yet right now in UWTSD Wellbeing, AI use is informal, unstructured and ungoverned. Some staff are already using AI tools in their day-to-day work, but without any formal guidance on risks, limitations or what appropriate use looks like. In a department that handles sensitive student mental health data, that is not just a capability gap. It is a safeguarding concern.
And underneath the practical issues lies something deeper. Deci and Ryan's Self-Determination Theory (1985, cited in Armstrong and Taylor, 2014) tells us that people are most genuinely motivated when three fundamental human needs are met:  autonomy, competence and relatedness. The need to feel in control of your own work. The need to feel capable and skilled. The need to feel connected to the people around you. Right now, AI adoption in UWTSD Wellbeing threatens all three. Staff have had no say in how AI enters their practice, so their autonomy is undermined. They have had no training or support, so their sense of competence is challenged. And navigating unfamiliar technology alone, without a shared framework or community of learning - their sense of relatedness is at risk too.
When those three needs go unmet, people don't just disengage from the technology. They disengage from the change altogether. And that is a risk UWTSD cannot afford to take.







[bookmark: _Toc227326880]Recommendations
Recommendation 1 
Establish an Ethical AI Governance Framework for Wellbeing
Timeline: Months 1-3 Estimated cost: £2,000-£3,000
This has to come first. Before any AI tool is introduced, before any training is delivered, before any role is redesigned, there needs to be a clear, shared understanding of what ethical AI use looks like in a wellbeing context. Without that foundation, everything else is built on unstable ground.
The framework needs to cover the essentials: clear ethical principles for how AI is used in student support; GDPR and data protection guidelines specific to the sensitivities of wellbeing work; human oversight protocols that establish when a qualified practitioner must review an AI output; red flag procedures so staff know exactly when and how to escalate a concern; and crucially a genuine voice structure that gives frontline staff real influence over how AI decisions are made. Not a consultation exercise that goes nowhere. Real influence.
But here is the part that matters most - this framework cannot be handed down from above. If it is, it will be complied with on paper and ignored in practice. Cooperrider and Srivastva's (1987) Appreciative Inquiry model offers a much better way. Rather than starting with what's wrong and trying to fix it, Appreciative Inquiry starts with what's already working and builds from there. The process moves through four stages: Discovery (what are we already doing well in Wellbeing?), Dream (what could AI-enhanced support look like at its absolute best?), Design (what principles and safeguards do we need to get there?) and Destiny (how do we make it happen sustainably?). Staff are not recipients of this framework, they are its architects. That distinction is everything.
In Schein's (2010) terms, this approach works below the waterline.  Reaching the deep cultural assumptions and values that will ultimately determine whether this framework is genuinely lived or simply performed. And as we established earlier, it is what lies below the waterline that determines whether change is real.
The estimated cost of £2,000-£3,000 covers legal review of data protection implications, policy development time and facilitated co-design workshops. It is a modest investment. Consider the alternative, a data breach, a safeguarding failure, or an Amazon-style algorithmic bias scandal playing out in a university wellbeing service. The cost of getting this wrong is immeasurably higher.



Recommendation 2 
Create an AI Steward Role within Wellbeing
Timeline: Months 3-6  Estimated cost: £2,000-£3,000 additional responsibility allowance
UWTSD's AI Framework (2026) mentions the idea of AI Leads or Stewards across service areas. It's a good idea. But the Framework offers no plan for how these roles would actually be developed, supported or resourced. This recommendation takes that idea seriously and pilots it, starting in Wellbeing.
The AI Steward would not be a technical expert. This is important to say clearly, because the instinct when creating a role like this is often to look for someone with IT knowledge or digital expertise. That is not what this role is. The AI Steward would be a people professional. Someone already working in Wellbeing who develops enhanced AI literacy and takes on a specific set of responsibilities: acting as the human oversight mechanism for any AI tools used in the department; monitoring outputs for signs of bias, inaccuracy or inappropriate responses; bridging the gap between frontline staff and UWTSD's wider AI governance structures; and perhaps most importantly advocating for human-centred values when institutional AI decisions are being made.
This role exists because of a simple truth that Mohdzaini (2026) articulates clearly thatsomeone must always be accountable for AI-influenced decisions that affect students. Not a committee. Not a policy document. A person. Someone who knows the students, understands the context, and has the professional judgment to say "this doesn't look right" or "a human needs to make this call." That is what the Amazon case lacked. That is what this role provides.
And there is something deeper here too. Rogers (1961) reminds us that empathy, unconditional positive regard and congruence are the conditions that make genuine support possible. As AI becomes more embedded in service delivery, the AI Steward is the person who ensures those conditions are never sacrificed in the name of efficiency. They are, in a very real sense, the guardian of the department's human-centred values.
The role would be developed through the AI literacy programme outlined in Recommendation 3, alongside external CPD and regular supervision. After 12 months it should be reviewed and if successful, the model should be extended across other professional services departments across UWTSD.




Recommendation 3 
Implement a Tiered AI Literacy Learning and Development Programme
Timeline: Months 4-12  Estimated cost: £5,000-£8,000
This is the heart of the workforce plan. Everything in Recommendations 1 and 2 creates the conditions: the governance, the oversight, the psychological safety. This recommendation develops the people. It directly addresses the legal obligation under EU AI Act Article 4, aligns with UWTSD's own Year 1 priority of conducting a university-wide AI readiness audit, and responds to the CIPD's (2026) clear call to link digital transformation with workforce planning.
The programme is tiered  because different people in the department need different things:
Tier 1:  All Wellbeing staff  The foundation. Every member of the team needs to understand what AI can and cannot do, how to use it safely and appropriately, what the safeguarding and data protection implications are, how to recognise red flags, and what UWTSD's own ethical principles require of them. This is not about turning wellbeing practitioners into technology experts. It is about ensuring nobody is left navigating AI alone and without support.
Tier 2 : Team leaders and managers Leaders need more. They need to understand AI governance and accountability, how to make ethical decisions when AI is involved, how to lead their teams through uncertainty and change and crucially, how to model psychological safety when staff are anxious or unsure. If leaders don't demonstrate that it is safe to ask questions and admit uncertainty, nobody else will.
Tier 3: The AI Steward The most advanced tier covering bias recognition and audit, governance structures, external CPD and professional networks. This tier equips the AI Steward to fulfil the oversight role described in Recommendation 2.
But how this programme is designed matters just as much as what it contains. It must be built on Appreciative Inquiry principles  starting with what staff already do brilliantly, and positioning AI as something that enhances their person-centred practice rather than threatening it. Self-Determination Theory (Deci and Ryan, 1985) tells us that genuine engagement only happens when people feel autonomous, competent and connected. So the programme must offer staff real choice in how they engage, build skills progressively so confidence grows naturally, and create genuine communities of peer learning so nobody feels alone in the process. Pink's (2009, cited in Armstrong and Taylor, 2014) framework of Autonomy, Mastery and Purpose adds another layer. Staff need to understand not just how to use AI tools, but why it matters. For their students. For their practice. For the kind of support they want to be able to offer.
This is also  about something bigger than skills. Schein (2010) reminds us that genuine cultural change only happens when we engage the deep assumptions that lie beneath visible behaviour. Right now, many staff in Wellbeing carry an understandable assumption that AI is a threat to the human-centred practice they have built their careers on. This programme seeks to gently but deliberately shift that assumption, replacing it with a new one: that ethically governed, human-overseen AI can actually extend and enhance the quality of relational support, rather than diminish it. That is a cultural shift. And it cannot happen through a one-off training day.
Reynolds (2004, cited in Armstrong and Taylor, 2014) describes a learning culture as a growth medium,  an environment where people naturally commit to continuous learning because it feels purposeful and supported. That is what this programme is building towards. AI literacy embedded in supervision. Discussed in team meetings. Woven into professional development planning. Not a box to tick - a way of working.
The evidence supports the investment. Bird et al (2008, cited in Armstrong and Taylor, 2014) found that extensive training produced approximately a 6% gain in value added per employee across 308 organisations. Armstrong and Taylor (2014) are clear that strategic L&D must demonstrate return on investment and here the returns are tangible: legal compliance, reduced safeguarding risk, improved student outcomes and a workforce that feels confident, capable and genuinely ready to navigate AI responsibly.
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UWTSD has genuine ambition when it comes to AI. The Framework 2026-28 is evidence of that,  a serious, thoughtful institutional commitment to responsible and ethical adoption. That ambition deserves to be matched. And right now, without a workforce strategy to deliver it, it isn't.
This report has argued throughout that the conditions for successful AI adoption in UWTSD Wellbeing cannot be bolted on afterwards. They must be built from the ground up, through ethical governance that staff help to shape, human oversight that keeps people accountable for the technology they use, and a learning culture where psychological safety and genuine employee voice are not afterthoughts but foundations.
The socio-technical gap is real and it is urgent. As Trist et al (1963) established over seventy years ago and as the Amazon case reminds us far more recently , introducing technology without redesigning the human system around it doesn't just produce disappointing results. It produces harm. The three recommendations in this report are deliberately sequenced for that reason: governance first, human oversight second, learning and development third. Each one builds on the last. Together they create the cultural and capability infrastructure that UWTSD's AI Framework currently lacks.
Schein (2010) reminds us that the most powerful aspects of organisational culture are the ones you cannot see; the deep assumptions and values that live below the waterline, quietly shaping how people think, feel and act at work. In UWTSD Wellbeing, those assumptions are built on something worth protecting. Rogers (1961) gave us the language for it with empathy, unconditional positive regard, congruence. The belief that every person deserves to be met with genuine human care. These are not outdated ideas. In an increasingly automated world, they are more important than ever.
This report has not set out to challenge those values. It has set out to protect them. To ensure that when AI enters this department  it does so carefully, ethically and on human terms. With the right governance. With human oversight. Within a culture that is psychologically safe enough, and strong enough, to hold it.
Because ultimately the argument of this report is a simple one. AI is not the challenge here. People are not the problem. The challenge and the opportunity  is creating the conditions in which people and technology can work together well. Conditions built on trust, safety, skill and above all, humanity.
In a department where human connection is not just a value but the very foundation of the work - getting this right is not optional. It is an ethical responsibility.
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