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Graduate AI Strategist Recruitment

Job description:

Job title: Graduate AI Strategist
Employer: University of Wales Trinity Saint David
Hours: 37 hours per week, full time, normally Monday to Friday
Location: Birmingham campus, with some agreed travel to other campuses
Working pattern: Hybrid: normally two days on campus and three from home. Days may change for workshops or individual needs.
Salary: £30,000–£34,000 a year before tax
Contract: A 12-month fixed-term contract. The start date would be agreed.
Reports to: A senior member of the digital learning team. No staff to manage.

Job purpose:

Help the students decide when to use AI, check its answers, use it as a learning tool, and follow the rules for their assignments. Work with lecturers and support staff to prepare practical training and check what the students have learned.

Main responsibilities: 

· Read the current guidance and ask students and staff where they need help. Use their answers to choose what the training should cover first.
· Prepare and help run practical sessions. Teach students how to check AI answers, protect private information, explain how they used AI when this is allowed, etc.
· Work with lecturers, library staff, and learner developers to link the training to real assignments. Make sure students with different needs can use the materials.
· Compare students’ work before and after training. Ask for feedback and use it to improve the sessions.
· Work with careers officers on examples of AI at work. Teach when a person needs to check an answer or approve an action.

First goal: 

Plan and run a small trial with one class within six weeks. More senior staff would give support and approve assessment or data decisions. 

Person specifications: 

The essential reequipments are the skills a person must have for the job. The desirable ones would be useful, but are not required. Applicants can use examples from study, work, volunteering or a personal project. I would not ask for several years of paid AI experience.

Essential requirements:

· A degree in any subject, study or work showing a similar level of ability: Able to find correct information and explain a decision with clear reasons.
· Basic knowledge of generative AI, which can create content, and AI agents, which can carry out actions. Able to notice information that may be wrong and know when to check it or ask for help.
· Able to explain ideas clearly to people with different levels of computer skills. Able to plan a learning activity that students with different needs can take part in. 
· Able to organise a small project, decide what to do first, and use feedback or simple results to check whether it worked. 
· Able to work with others, listen to different views, and change a plan when there’s a good reason. 

Desirable requirements: 

· Experience of Moodle or other learning platform, including making clear learning materials.
· Basic spreadsheet skills to record and compare training data and results.





How I would choose applicants:

I would check the applicant’s degree or other experience and ask for one short example of their work. Question 1 checks planning. Questions 2 and 4 check how they make decisions. Question 3 checks how they would teach and review learning. Question 5 checks communication and learning from feedback.
I would ask everyone the same five questions and use the same scoring system. I would also arrange support for anyone who needs changes to the interview. This follows Week 3’s advice on structured interviews and reducing bias. Sackett et al. (2022) found strong support for structured interviews. However, their study does not mean that an interview can tell us exactly how well someone will do the job. A confident speaker would still need to give clear examples.
The ten-minute interview would be only one part of the decision. I would also compare the application and work example with the essential requirements. Extra skills could help me choose between suitable people. However, they would not make up for poor decisions about students’ work or private information.

Why I chose these job requirements: 

Week 3 explains that job analysis comes before writing a job description. We first decide what work needs to be done, then choose the skills needed to do it (UWTSD, 2026, Week 3, slides 6–14). I have used this idea to keep the role focused on student learning. Before making training materials, the graduate should find out what students struggle with. For example, students may already know that AI can give wrong answers, but still accept a reference because it looks academic. Another general talk about AI would repeat what they know. Practice in finding and reading the source would deal with the actual problem. The first part of the job is therefore to check the need, rather than assume that more information is always the answer.
The person specification follows from that work. I would accept a degree in any subject because the main tasks are checking information, explaining ideas and helping others learn. A candidate with strong coding skills may still find these tasks difficult. Another candidate may have less technical experience but be better at explaining why an AI answer cannot be trusted. I would check this through their work example and interview answers. There is a cost to this choice: the graduate may need help with technical problems. The university must make that help available. I would not give a new graduate full responsibility for university policy or private data and then expect them to learn everything alone. If senior staff cannot provide support, the role or the level of experience required would need to change.
I would also keep essential and desirable skills separate when making the decision. For example, Moodle experience would be useful, but the person could learn it after joining. A habit of accepting information without checking would be a more serious problem because it affects the main purpose of this job. This means the candidate who knows more software would not automatically get the higher score. I would look first at how well they meet the essential requirements. This is how the job description and person specification would guide a real choice, rather than simply become two documents prepared before the interview.
Structured interviews would help me compare that evidence. Asking one person an easy question and another a difficult one could make the first person look stronger for the wrong reason. The same core questions give each candidate a similar chance to show the skills being assessed. Sackett et al. (2022) found strong support for structured interviews, but this does not prove that my five questions will predict success in this particular job. I would still compare the answers with the application and work example. I would also arrange any support a candidate needs to take part. Fair comparison means judging the same skills; it does not mean ignoring differences in how people can show them.

How this role would support student learning:

Ng et al. (2021) describe AI literacy as understanding AI, using it, checking its work and thinking about ethical issues. For this role, I would give particular attention to checking information. In a made-up training example, an AI paragraph could claim that structured interviews remove all bias and give a reference that cannot be found. Students would need to do more than say that the answer “sounds wrong”. They would look for the reference, read a real source and explain why “remove all bias” is too strong. This would show the thinking behind their choice. It would also make the training relevant to their studies, rather than teach AI as a separate topic with no link to their assignments.
The next step is to check whether students can use that skill again. Salas et al. (2012) explain why practice, feedback and using skills after training matter. I would therefore use a new example two weeks later. This time, the reference could be real but fail to support the AI statement. A student who only checks whether the reference exists would miss the problem. Their explanation would tell me whether the first session taught a useful method or just one answer. If many students made the same mistake, I would change that part of the teaching and try again. Week 5 also makes clear that performance should be reviewed over time. Counting attendance would help track who took part, but would not answer whether the training worked.
The graduate would also need to connect the training to clear assignment rules. Perkins, Roe and Furze (2025) explain how their framework helps staff discuss allowed AI use and how tasks should check learning. For example, one assignment may test a student’s argument while allowing help with wording. The student still needs to choose the evidence and explain the argument themselves. Another task may directly test writing skills, so the same help may change what is being assessed. I would ask lecturers to explain the rule for each task and give a short example. A general statement such as “use AI responsibly” leaves students to guess where the limit is. The graduate could help make this advice clear, but lecturers would remain responsible for the rules.
Clear rules would not remove every disagreement. If a detector marks work as AI-written, staff would still need to check what happened. Liang et al. (2023) found that the tools they tested often wrongly labelled writing by non-native English speakers. This does not show how every newer tool performs, but it gives a reason to question the score. I would also avoid the opposite mistake: assuming that a student must have followed the rules because they say they only improved their English. Staff should compare the explanation with the task rules and available work, then follow the university’s process. The graduate needs careful judgement because both a false accusation and an unchecked breach would weaken trust in the assessment.

Graduate AI Strategist Interview:

Interview questions:

1. “If you could improve one part of AI support for students in your first month, how would you choose where to start?”

I would look for a candidate who checks the problem before choosing a solution. UWTSD already has AI guidance and library resources (Edmonds and Johal, 2026). The difficulty may be that students do not understand the advice, cannot find it, or cannot use it in their own work. These problems would need different responses. For example, a student who cannot find the rules may need a clearer link in Moodle. A student who can repeat the rules but still accepts false references needs practice and feedback. Simply offering both students another general guide would not deal with the difference.
The candidate should explain what they would check, what they would choose first and what could be done in a month. I would not expect them to promise a full university programme straight away. A small class trial would let them test an idea while keeping the work manageable. I would accept a different starting point if they gave good reasons. This follows Weeks 2 and 3: staffing decisions should help meet a real need in the organisation.





2. “An AI tool has written an email telling students when their assignment is due. It can send the email to the whole class. What would you check before letting it send the email?”

I would expect the candidate to check the deadline in the current assignment instructions. If the date is unclear, they should ask the lecturer. They should also make sure the email is going to the correct class.
These checks matter because students may trust the message and plan their work around it. A wrong deadline could cause them to submit late. The tool should therefore wait until a person has checked the email and approved sending it.

3. “How would you teach students to use AI while still doing their own thinking? How would you check what they had learned?”

I would listen for a clear learning activity, rather than a list of tools. For example, students could first write a short explanation themselves, then compare it with an AI answer. They would check any new claim against a source and explain what they keep it or reject it. This would show their own thinking. At the same time, a more polished paragraph can look like progress even when the student does not understand the new argument. Ng et al. (2021) include checking AI work and ethical issues within AI literacy, so using the tool is only part of what students need to learn.

4. “An AI detector marks a student’s assignment as possibly AI-written. The student says they only used AI to improve their English. What would you advise the lecturer to do?”

I would expect the candidate to check what AI use the assignment allowes and listen to the student’s explanation. They should compare that explanation with the instructions and available work, because a detector score alone does not prove that a rule was broken. If the evidence is unclear, they should explain that uncertainty and follow the university’s process.

5. “Tell me about a time you explained a new idea to someone. How did you check that they understood? What did you change if they did not understand?”

An example from study, work or volunteering would be enough. I would ask the candidate to explain what they personally did and how they knew whether it helped. Someone saying “Do you understand?” and getting a nod would have less evidence than someone asking the learner to try the task. The learner might be too embarrassed to say that they are lost. Giving them a chance to try could show exactly where the explanation needs to change.

I would also look for a real change after feedback. The candidate may have used a different example, explained one step at a time or changed the way they showed the task. They should explain why that change suited the person. I would not expect a perfect success story. Recognising what did not work and what they would do differently would give useful evidence of learning. This matters because the graduate will work with people who need different kinds of help.

How I will score the answers:

I would use the same scale for all five questions. A score of 0 means no useful answer or an unsafe suggestion. A score of 1 means the person notices an issue but gives little explanation. A score of 2 means they give a practical response and explain the reason. A score of 3 means they also deal with a difficulty in the situation or explain when another response might work better. The highest total is 15. I would look for at least 2 on each question before offering the job.
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