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UNIVERSITY OF WALES TRINITY SAINT DAVID
CONTINUING PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT SCHEME
APPLICATION FOR FELLOW

Before you start, you will need to refer to the following documents/guidance:
[bookmark: _Int_BhH7HEMT]The Advance HE Fellowship Category Tool will help you to determine whether Fellow is the most appropriate category of Fellowship for you at this point;
+ The Professional Standards Framework for teaching and supporting learning in higher education (PSF 2023) – the award of Fellow is based on the criteria of Descriptor 2 (PSF 2023) being evidenced;
+ Fellowship Applicant Guidance and Guide to the PSF 2023 Dimensions -  Fellowship (D2).

	Fellow is based on meeting Descriptor 2 (D2) of the PSF 2023.

Your application for Fellow consists of:

· a 3,000-word reflective narrative shared across all five Areas of Activity plus citations 
There is a 3,000 word limit plus citations (overall maximum of 3,500 words). Please note that Academic Office checks the word count as part of the submission process. 
In addition, Supporting Statements from two referees (see Applicant Guidance) will need to be submitted with your application. The Supporting Statements will verify and endorse that what you write about in your Account of Professional Practice represents your practice in a genuine way.
 
Descriptor 2 is suitable for individuals whose practice with learners has breadth and depth, enabling them to evidence all Dimensions. Effectiveness of practice in teaching and/or support of high-quality learning is demonstrated through evidence of:

D2.1: Use of all five Professional Values
D2.2: Application of all five forms of Core Knowledge
D2.3: Effective and inclusive practice in all five Areas of Activity

You will need to continue to refer to the applicant guidance and Descriptor 2 of the PSF 2023 as you draft your application to ensure that you are writing to meet the requirements.
You must structure your Reflective Narrative around all five of the PSF 2023 Areas of Activity. You will be able to use the relevant boxes below to complete your draft application
When you have finalised your application you will need to send the completed form to your referees so that they can write their Supporting Statements. Please direct your referees to the Fellowship Guidance for Referees writing a Supporting Statement. The referees need to return their Supporting Statements for you to upload with your application. 

Your application is submitted first to the Academic Office via the appropriate submission link on Moodle (Advance HE Fellowship module).







SECTION ONE:

	NAME
	Balendran Kandasamy


	INSTITUTE/CENTRE/UNIT

	
Institute of Inner-City Learning

	POSITION (E.g. Lecturer/Senior Lecturer/Principal Lecturer/Director of Discipline/Other (please specify)

	
Lecturer

	ROLE (E.g. Lecturer/Programme Director/Admissions Tutor/Module Leader/Other (please specify)

	
Lecturer / Module Leader

	Referees
Please could you tick the box if you have sent in your referees’ statements (Please be aware if we do not receive your referees’ statements at the time of the submission or a maximum of 2 days after the panel submission date then your application will be passed to the next Panel meeting).
If your supporting statements are not included with your application, you must ensure your referees send their supporting statements to the Academic Office by the deadline. The Academic Office will not chase referees.
	

Yes    √                        No ☐

	Date of Training
	31/01/2025

	Mentor
	Julie Thomas






Context statement: 


	
I am a Business Lecturer at UWTSD London Campus. I joined the University in February 2018 as a Computing Lecturer, bringing prior higher education teaching experience alongside industry experience in computing and management. In October 2025, I moved into a Business Lecturer role, drawing on my interdisciplinary experience in digital skills, business intelligence, project management and research methods.

My current and recent teaching spans undergraduate provision, including Levels 4 and 5, and postgraduate MBA study. Modules include Enterprise and Entrepreneurship, Effective Teamworking and Communication, Essentials of Accounting and Finance, Strategic Management, Data Handling and Business Intelligence, and Data Warehousing and Data Mining. I also supervise undergraduate and MBA dissertations and MBA Business Development Proposal and deliver dissertation workshops. This involves supporting research questions, literature reviews, methodological choices, ethical considerations, data analysis, critical writing and assessment preparation.

The students I teach are diverse in age, ethnicity, educational background, English language confidence, digital capability, professional experience and learning needs. Many are mature learners balancing study with employment and family responsibilities. Some are returning to formal education after a substantial break, while others have limited experience of UK higher education or academic writing in English. My teaching and support take place through classroom sessions, practical workshops, group activities, individual supervision and online resources.

My responsibilities include planning and delivering teaching, developing learning materials, preparing assessment guidance, supporting learners individually and in groups, marking, providing formative and summative feedback, and contributing to moderation. As a module leader, I also coordinate materials and assessment guidance with colleagues and contribute to standardisation and academic support. These responsibilities provide the context for the examples of planning, teaching, assessment, learner support and professional development discussed in my reflective narrative.








Evidencing Area of Activity 1 (A1): Design and plan learning activities and/or programmes 
	
As module leader for Level 4 Enterprise and Entrepreneurship, I investigated low assessment submission rates through conversations with students and my teaching team. Many students described balancing full-time employment and parental responsibilities, postponing assignment writing until close to the deadline. Students in resit classes also reported difficulty interpreting requirements and feeling overwhelmed by the combined tasks and word count. These accounts highlighted how employment and caring responsibilities could constrain opportunities for assessment preparation. I therefore embedded support within weekly teaching, giving students opportunities to begin their assignments and receive feedback alongside their other commitments (V1, V4).
I initially organised resit assessment preparation into manageable, connected stages, providing clarification and formative feedback. Students subsequently submitted work attracting marks well above the pass threshold before resit capping. Their feedback indicated that the staged approach made the assignment more manageable. Although these outcomes did not establish the contribution of staged preparation alone, they informed my planning for subsequent cohorts, combining milestones with guidance on assessment requirements (K3).
I redesigned weekly lessons to align module learning outcomes, lesson objectives, classroom activities and assessment requirements, drawing on constructive alignment (Biggs and Tang, 2011). Group tasks enabled students to consolidate concepts and practise their application before developing corresponding sections of their individual assignments and uploading them to Moodle for formative feedback. Linking these stages to the brief and marking criteria provided structured support while maintaining Level 4 assessment standards (K2, K5).
The University’s Engagement Policy, introduced in September 2023 and communicated through campus leadership and subsequent discussions, also informed my planning (University of Wales Trinity Saint David, 2025/26). Its shift from attendance monitoring to broader engagement monitoring recognised Moodle activity and assessment submission alongside attendance. I responded by embedding weekly activities, staged assignment submissions and uploads of classroom tasks into module planning, giving students purposeful reasons to engage between classes. Quizzes and drag-and-drop activities enabled students to check understanding and revisit concepts independently. This connected institutional expectations with structured opportunities for learning and feedback, supporting students balancing study with employment and caring responsibilities (V4, K4).
Chiu, Moss and Richards (2024) support the potential of appropriately designed deadlines to improve submission timeliness, although their self-paced online context differs from mine. McDowell’s (2025) work on assessment literacy also helps explain the importance of developing students’ understanding of requirements alongside a manageable schedule (V3).
During module meetings, I sought colleagues’ observations across teaching groups. They reported active engagement and found the activities helpful. Students reported greater confidence than in other modules, and Programme Manager Lizeta reported increased Moodle engagement. These observations suggested benefits for participation and confidence, although they did not establish the extent of conceptual learning. I learned that encouraging engagement required giving students a clear purpose for returning to the learning environment, alongside making resources available (K3, V5).
A contrasting example arose from MBA dissertation supervision. Reviewing drafts and asking students to explain their analyses revealed gaps in practical data-analysis knowledge. Existing workshops addressed dissertation structure and data collection but did not teach students how to analyse data and present findings. Waiting until students collected their own data left limited time to develop these skills.
In April 2026, I incorporated a practical mini-dissertation activity into Workshop 5 for the groups I taught, alongside the scheduled content. I prepared a questionnaire, dataset, data dictionary and guidance on charts and statistics. Using supplied data enabled students to practise before completing their own data collection. I designed the activity to develop analysis in Excel, chart selection, statistical interpretation and discussion of findings in relation to research questions (K2, K4).
All groups completed and uploaded their work. Presenting findings and comparing approaches created opportunities to explain interpretations and receive feedback. Students reported increased confidence in analysing and presenting data and motivation to begin their dissertations. These responses indicated perceived readiness, although completing the supported activity did not establish their ability to analyse their own data independently.
Reflecting on the session, I recognised that students would benefit from more time to practise the analysis techniques. I shared the activity and supporting resources with the Programme Manager and invited feedback. He welcomed the contribution to improving workshop quality and, in our telephone discussion, particularly praised the integration of Excel charts and correlation coefficients to explore relationships within the data. His response supported the relevance of the activity, while my reflection identified additional practice time as a priority for future planning (K3, V5).




















[bookmark: _Int_f5VKueqd]


Evidencing Area of Activity 2 (A2): Teach and/or support learning through appropriate approaches and environments
	
In Level 4 Effective Teamworking and Communication, I combine practical activities, theoretical explanation and guided reflection to help students understand and apply abstract concepts. Students bring varied educational backgrounds, professional experiences and levels of academic confidence. The existing resources relied heavily on text-based slides and lengthy readings. I supplemented these with practical tasks, verbal explanations and structured reflection, providing different ways to engage with the subject (V1, V2).

My approach is consistent with adult-learning principles emphasising experience, practical relevance and problem-centred learning (Knowles et al., 2020). I used these principles to understand the value of practical engagement, rather than assuming that age determines how an individual learns. Collaborative tasks gave students a shared experience to examine, while explanations and written prompts supported their interpretation (K1, K2).

When teaching Tuckman’s model, I first asked students to complete a classroom task in groups of four or five. After introducing the theory, I guided them back through their experience using questions about initial uncertainty, disagreements, emerging roles, effective working and the conclusion of the task. I also asked how their leader had been selected and what that person contributed. These prompts helped students connect theoretical terminology with specific interactions. My final question asked whether the stages occurred in sequence, overlapped or were not clearly apparent, encouraging critical application rather than assuming every group must demonstrate each stage distinctly (K2).

For Belbin’s nine team roles, I began with the Marshmallow Tower Challenge. Teams had 18 minutes to construct the tallest free-standing tower using spaghetti, a marshmallow, masking tape and string. The task created opportunities for discussion, experimentation and collective problem-solving. I then introduced Belbin’s roles and connected the framework to students’ experiences.
I provided a table linking the roles to observable behaviours during the challenge. Students reflected on their own contributions and anonymously assessed their teammates, identifying up to two roles each person had demonstrated. 

The table gave concrete reference points for their judgements. I used anonymity to reduce the social pressure of commenting on classmates’ contributions and encourage candid observations. The focus remained on behaviour demonstrated during the task, rather than assigning fixed identities to students (K2).

This sequence reflects experiential learning theory: practical experience followed by reflection and conceptual understanding (Kolb, Boyatzis and Mainemelis, 1999). Prince’s (2004) review also supports active and collaborative learning, although its engineering-education context differs from my own. These perspectives informed my decision to connect practical participation with explicit explanation and guided reflection (V3).

I evaluated the approach through participation, students’ application of the framework, informal feedback and subsequent attendance. When one student commented, “This is how learning should be,” the other eight agreed, valuing practical participation and reflection on their own experience. Students shared photographs and positive messages in their class WhatsApp group. Attendance increased from nine to thirteen the following week, approximately 44%. Newly attending students said these posts had motivated them to attend, while returning students recalled the challenge. Their explanations suggested that the shared experience had encouraged attendance, although I could not attribute the increase solely to the activity. Students’ role identifications offered an initial indication of connecting theory with observed behaviour, rather than enjoyment alone (K3).

Reflecting on these sessions, I recognised that developing teamwork and communication skills requires opportunities to practise and reflect alongside understanding theory. The activity’s educational value depended on explicitly connecting participation to concepts through explanations, questions and the behaviour table. Positive feedback and attendance indicated engagement, while the role-identification exercise offered an initial indication of theoretical application. Neither established lasting learning. In future sessions, I would ask students to justify their role identifications with specific examples of behaviour, enabling me to evaluate their understanding more precisely. This reinforced my rationale for combining practical tasks with guided interpretation when teaching abstract concepts to this cohort (K3).





Evidencing Area of Activity 3 (A3): Assess and give feedback for learning
	
I use assessment and feedback to identify learning needs, clarify expectations and help students improve before final submission. In MBA Strategic Management, students bring different levels of subject knowledge, professional experience and familiarity with postgraduate assessment. An initial written diagnostic task identifies understanding and support needs. Progressive submissions then enable me to respond to individual difficulties while students can still develop their assignments (K1, V1).
A significant difficulty concerned Task 4, where some students treated strategic frameworks as separate exercises. Their drafts moved from SWOT or environmental analysis directly to a recommendation without adequately evaluating the current business-level strategy, comparing realistic alternatives or justifying their preferred option. This showed that students needed support in constructing an evidence-based strategic argument.
Because the assessment wording allowed different interpretations, I discussed the requirements with the Programme Manager and Module Leader before clarifying them for students. The challenge was to make the expected reasoning explicit while ensuring that my interpretation remained aligned with the agreed assessment requirements. I translated the task into a connected sequence: identify the current strategy, evaluate its effectiveness, compare alternatives, recommend a strategy, apply SAFe to assess suitability, acceptability and feasibility, and explain its contribution to performance and competitive advantage. This consultation supported consistent guidance aligned with assessment requirements (V5, K5).
During the Week 8–9 progressive assignment activity, students applied SAFe alongside gap analysis and McKinsey 7S to consider organisational changes and implementation challenges. My individual feedback directed students to derive alternatives from their earlier analysis, explain the evidence supporting their choice and connect implementation proposals to organisational capabilities. I identified missing reasoning and explained what needed development, making feedback actionable while preserving students’ responsibility for their analysis (K2).
I linked comments to assessment criteria so students could understand the weakness and expected standard. This reflects Nicol and Macfarlane-Dick’s (2006) emphasis on feedback that clarifies expectations and helps learners close the gap between current and desired performance. Progressive submissions gave students opportunities to interpret criterion-linked feedback and use it to revise their reasoning before final assessment. This reflects Carless and Boud’s (2018) emphasis on feedback literacy as learners’ capacity to understand and act on feedback (V3).

I evaluated effectiveness by reviewing subsequent work against the criteria. Many students whose formative drafts were below the pass standard subsequently produced work at a clear pass level, and no students in the cohort I taught failed the module. These outcomes were consistent with the intended benefits of progressive feedback, although they did not establish its contribution independently of other teaching and student effort. Where implementation proposals remained broad, my final feedback identified the need for clearer responsibilities, timescales and performance measures (K3).
Alongside formative support, I facilitated meetings with colleagues to discuss and clarify marking criteria and guidance across teaching groups. The aim was to ensure that students’ work was assessed against consistent standards regardless of who taught or marked it. These discussions provided opportunities to examine interpretations of the criteria and clarify expectations collectively (V5, K5).
In Strategic Management standardisation, I examined the university’s generic criteria alongside task-specific guidance and compared my judgement on a shared sample with a senior lecturer’s assessment. A challenge in collaborative standardisation was reconciling different interpretations of the same criteria. Discussing the evidence underlying our judgements helped me refine my decisions and showed me that consistency requires professional dialogue, rather than shared criteria alone.
I also reviewed the previous term’s marking spreadsheet and revised the grid so that criterion-level feedback matched the current tasks and could be entered clearly into Moodle (K5).
Reflecting on these experiences, I recognised that clear criteria need to be accompanied by opportunities for both learners and assessors to interpret them. Progressive feedback helped students understand how to strengthen their work, while collaborative standardisation helped me apply expectations consistently. Together, these processes reinforced the value of explaining assessment judgements and providing a practical basis for improvement (K3, K5).
These processes helped me translate quality assurance requirements into consistent assessment judgements, while revising the marking grid enhanced the clarity of criterion-level feedback (K5).








Evidencing Area of Activity 4 (A4): Support and guide learners
	
Supporting learners is central to my practice at UWTSD London Campus, where students have varied educational experiences, academic confidence and competing commitments. I provide guidance through academic support tutorials, assessment workshops, dissertation supervision, Moodle resources and individual feedback. My aim is to help students understand expectations and develop the knowledge, skills and confidence to apply their learning independently, while recognising that the type and amount of support required differ between learners (V1, V2).
I identify support needs through conversations, questions during teaching, students’ work and their responses to feedback. In individual discussions, I help learners interpret assessment requirements, develop research ideas and identify practical steps for improving their work. For students who are uncertain about a task, I break explanations into manageable steps; where students demonstrate greater confidence, I use extension questions to encourage further development. Several mature students have told me that being able to ask basic questions privately made them more willing to attend subsequent support sessions. This reinforced the importance of providing opportunities to seek clarification without embarrassment (V1, K1).
A specific example arose in the Level 4 Learning in the Digital Era module, where students were required to create an e-portfolio and a short video presentation. Some students with limited computing experience struggled to keep pace with practical demonstrations and recall the steps independently afterwards. I responded by producing short tutorial videos explaining the purpose of each task, demonstrating the procedures and connecting them to the assessment requirements. Separate assessment guidance videos helped students understand the expected outputs and relevant criteria.
I chose this format because students could pause, replay and practise individual steps at their own pace. It extended access to guidance beyond the classroom and allowed students to revisit unfamiliar processes privately. Providing visual demonstrations alongside verbal explanations, with opportunities to pause and revisit unfamiliar steps, is consistent with Universal Design for Learning principles concerning multiple means of representation (CAST, 2018). The support addressed an identified difficulty with practical procedures while helping students work towards the same assessment expectations (V2, K4).
I applied a similar approach in Database Application Development (ACCA5026). Four-hour laboratory sessions combined theory, algorithms, demonstrations and individual troubleshooting. Although full lecture recordings were available, students reported that they rarely used them because relevant explanations were difficult to locate and the audio was sometimes unclear when I moved away from the lecturer’s desk to assist individuals. This showed that providing a recording did not necessarily make the guidance usable.
I therefore created shorter tutorials with clear titles linked to particular tasks, lesson objectives and assessment requirements. Students could select the explanation they needed without searching through a lengthy recording. Their feedback indicated that these resources helped them understand procedures, develop confidence and complete assignments. This experience strengthened my understanding that the educational value of technology depends on its suitability for the learner’s task and circumstances, rather than simply its availability (K4, K3).
I evaluated support through informal feedback and by reviewing students’ progressive submissions and final summative submissions for the department’s formal assessments. These provided evidence of how students applied the knowledge and skills developed through classroom activities and video explanations to their individual assessed work. Progressive submissions helped me identify remaining difficulties and provide further guidance while revision was possible; final submissions enabled me to judge their application against the assessment criteria. My purpose was to equip students to interpret requirements and develop their own responses independently. Reflecting across these examples, I have become more deliberate about distinguishing access to resources from access to usable support. I now combine focused guidance that learners can revisit with practical activities and individual discussion, while preserving students’ responsibility for applying their learning and producing their own work (K3).






[bookmark: _Int_GMU7shk2]
Evidencing Area of Activity 5 (A5): Enhance practice through own continuing professional development 
	
My teaching spans business, management, digital skills and research methods, requiring continuing development of both subject knowledge and teaching approaches. I identify development needs through students’ work, questions, feedback and discussions with colleagues. I use these alongside formal CPD and relevant literature to examine my practice. This is consistent with Brookfield’s (2017) emphasis on considering teaching through personal experience, learners’ perspectives, colleagues’ insights and scholarship (V3).

A significant example is the Google Advanced Data Analytics Professional Certificate, which I undertook from November 2025 and completed in May 2026. The programme strengthened my understanding of data preparation, statistical analysis and visualisation. During MBA supervision, students’ difficulties interpreting results highlighted the importance of translating this knowledge into accessible explanations. Learning undertaken during the certificate informed the practical dissertation activity I delivered in April 2026, before completing the programme. I used a prepared dataset and guidance on charts and statistics to help students practise analysis and connect outputs to research questions (K2, K4).

Students completed group analyses and reported increased confidence in analysing and presenting findings. The Programme Manager reviewed the resources positively and particularly valued the integration of Excel charts and correlation coefficients.  Considering students’ completed analyses alongside their feedback and the Programme Manager’s observations helped me evaluate how I had translated my professional learning into teaching.


I also recognised that subject expertise alone was insufficient: students needed guided practice and opportunities to explain their interpretations. Recurring questions about statistical interpretation subsequently prompted me to revisit course materials and refine my explanations. CPD therefore became an ongoing resource for responding to learning needs, rather than ending with certification (K3).

I completed the University of London’s Understanding Research Methods course in February 2026. This refreshed my knowledge of research design, methodology, ethics and research writing. I applied this learning when guiding undergraduate and MBA students on the relationship between research questions, objectives and methodological choices. For students with limited research experience, this meant explaining how decisions fitted together rather than treating dissertation sections as isolated requirements. 
This refreshed understanding helped me explain the reasoning behind methodological choices and identify inconsistencies between students’ research questions and proposed methods, making my supervisory guidance more coherent and responsive to their starting points (K1, V3).


Collaborative standardisation and student feedback also contributed to my professional learning. Comparing assessment judgements taught me to examine the evidence underpinning decisions, while students’ responses to digital resources challenged my assumption that availability ensured usability. These experiences strengthened my practice of questioning established approaches and revising them through colleague and learner perspectives, complementing formal CPD with learning from practice (V1, V5, K3, K5).


Across these experiences, I have learned to judge CPD by the changes it enables in teaching, assessment and learner support. I now connect development needs more explicitly to evidence from practice and consider student and colleague responses when evaluating its application. 

My next priority is further development in inclusive assessment design, particularly how to make requirements accessible to students with differing academic and digital confidence while maintaining the intended learning outcomes and assessment standards. This builds on the needs identified through teaching and supervision and gives my continuing development a specific focus (V2, V3).
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Your application (including the two Supporting Statements from your referees) is submitted first to the Academic Office via the appropriate submission link on Moodle (Advance HE Fellowship module).

SECTION FOUR: 	Referees

Your application must be accompanied by two supporting statements from  persons who are in a position to comment on your teaching and learning practices and achievements.

The function of a Referee is to provide an informed peer review of your eligibility for Fellow, using their knowledge of your work and the context in which you teach and/or support learning. Each Referee are expected to authenticate your application by commenting directly on the content of your application and to make additional, relevant comments, as they wish.

Referees should be experienced staff and be able to comment knowledgeably, and from first-hand experience, on your current role and any other relevant activities recently undertaken.  Your Referees should either be Fellows, Senior Fellows or Principal Fellows of Advance HE, or an appropriately experienced member of staff working for a UK Higher Education Institution (HEI). All Referees need to be familiar with the PSF2023.

Referees should be provided with a copy of the Guidance Notes for Referees – please speak to your mentor regarding this document.

	Referee 1:


	Name
	Renuga Jayakumar

	Job Title
	Programme Manager / Senior Lecturer in Computing

	Fellowship Status
	Senior Fellow of the Higher Education Academy

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	Institute of Inner-City Learning

	Email address
	r.jayakumar@uwtsd.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice?

Renuga can comment on my professional practice as a Programme Manager and Senior Lecturer in Computing who is familiar with my teaching, assessment practice, use of digital learning resources, student support, and contribution to computing-related modules at UWTSD London Campus





	Referee 2:


	Name
	Lizeta Demetriou

	Job Title
	PM CertHE Business Skills for the Workplace

	Fellowship Status
	

	Institution/Institute/Centre/Unit
	Institute of Inner-City Learning

	Email address
	l.demetriou@uwtsd.ac.uk

	In what capacity can this individual comment on your professional practice?

Lizeta can comment on my professional practice as Programme Manager for CertHE Business Skills for the Workplace, particularly in relation to my module leadership, redesign of weekly Moodle learning activities, staged formative submissions, assessment support, student engagement and contribution to teaching and learning within CertHE business provision at UWTSD London Campus.






GDPR on data sharing with ADVANCE HE 
Following the implementation of GDPR you should be aware that successful recognition at UWTSD,  personal data including your name and email address will be supplied to Advance HE. This is in order to trigger your fellowship registration and certificate being recorded on their MyAdvanceHE database. 
https://my.advance-he.ac.uk/
Advance HE will make use of this data in the course of providing their Accreditation Services to UWTSD, and potentially in any reviews they might carry out of our accredited provision. 
By submitting your coursework and appendices you are confirming you agree to this data sharing.

SECTION FIVE: 	Declaration

Please sign and date in the box below to confirm that the application you are submitting is your own work.

	Signature 
	Balendran Kandasamy

	Date 
	24/10/2026
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