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Acknowledgements

This guidance has been developed through a synthesis of current literature, emerging 
findings from ongoing doctoral research and wider collaborative work across 
schools, further education, skills and higher education.

It draws on sector guidance, research and professional debate from a range of 
national and international organisations, including awarding and regulatory bodies, 
higher education sector agencies and assessment researchers. It is intended to 
support constructive discussion and practical action, rather than provide a fixed or 
universal solution (QAA, 2023a; Lodge et al., 2023; Ofqual, 2026a).

Note on evolving practice

Generative AI is developing rapidly. As tools, regulations, institutional policies and 
pedagogical practices continue to change, guidance on AI and assessment will also 
need to evolve (Russell Group, 2023; QAA, 2023a; Lodge et al., 2023). This pack should 
therefore be treated as a living resource. Future versions may be updated as new 
evidence and examples of practice emerge.

In this pack, “AI” refers primarily to generative AI unless otherwise specified.

Accessing the resource bank

The downloadable resource bank includes editable templates, checklists, policy 
wording, student-facing materials, staff development resources and practical 
examples that can be adapted by institutions. You can access the resources via this 
QR code. 

Contribute to the sector

Sector colleagues are invited to share examples of practice, reflections and 
questions. This will help ensure the guidance remains grounded in the realities of 
classrooms, lecture halls, online learning environments and assessment practice. 
Feedback on the guidance pack is also welcome. Get in touch via this QR code. 
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For All stakeholders

Purpose Understand why the pack is needed and choose a reading route

Estimated time 10 minutes
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Pressure What this means for assessment
Rapid student access to generative AI tools Students can use AI at any stage of the learning and 

assessment process
Uneven staff confidence and AI literacy Staff may feel unsure how to guide students, redesign tasks or 

respond to concerns
Vulnerable assessment tasks Generic or final-product assessments may be easier to 

complete with substantial AI support
Uncertainty around acceptable use Students and staff may interpret the rules differently

Limitations of AI detection tools Detection cannot provide a complete or definitive solution

Workload and resource pressures Assessment redesign needs to be practical and sustainable

Professional body requirements Some assessments must meet external standards or 
demonstrate specific competencies

Policy lag Institutional policies may develop more slowly than AI tools 
and student practices

Student concerns about fairness Students may fear inconsistent rules, wrongful accusations 
and also unequal access to tools

Institutional concerns about integrity and 
reputation

Providers need to protect qualification standards and public 
trust
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Defensive response Transitional response Developmental response
AI-proof AI-resilient Future-authentic

Try to prevent all AI use Protect validity and make learning visible Teach responsible AI use where appropriate

Focus on restriction Focus on evidence and design Focus on judgement, ethics and future practice

If you are a... You may want to start with... Why
Senior leader Sections 1, 2, 3, 4, 10, 11 and 

the Final Section
To understand the strategic case, responsibilities and 
implementation priorities

Programme or course leader Sections 3, 4, 5, 6, 10 and 11 To review assessment design, programme-level risk and 
shared expectations

Teacher, lecturer or assessor Sections 5, 6, 7, 8 and 9 To access practical guidance on assessment risk, 
redesign, acceptable use, AI literacy and misconduct

Quality team member Sections 4, 5, 9, 10 and 11 To consider policy alignment, academic integrity, quality 
assurance and sector expectations

Student support, library or 
study skills colleague

Sections 7 and 8 To support students with AI literacy, acknowledgement, 
academic practice and responsible use

Student Student-facing mini-guide in 
Section 8 and the checklist 
before submission

To understand what is allowed, how to declare AI use 
and how to use AI responsibly
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For Senior leaders, programme teams, educators and quality colleagues

Purpose Understand the evidence and implications for practice

Estimated time 20-minute scan or 60-minute deep dive

1. AI use in education is already 
widespread

The HEPI/Kortext Student Generative AI Survey 2026 found that 95% of students 
reported using AI in at least one way, while 94% reported using generative AI to 
help with assessed work (Stephenson and Armstrong, 2026).

2. Student use is often ahead of 
institutional guidance

Students may already be using AI for study support, planning, feedback and 
assessment preparation, while assessment-level guidance may still be developing.

3. Detection tools cannot carry the 
burden of assessment integrity

Detection tools raise concerns around reliability, false positives and bias, and 
should not be treated as definitive proof of misconduct (Liang et al., 2023; QAA, 
2023b; Ofqual, 2026a).

4. Assessment validity matters more 
than simply catching cheating

The key question is whether assessment still provides valid evidence of the 
intended learning outcomes (QAA, 2023b; Lodge et al., 2023).

5. Clear expectations reduce 
confusion and inconsistent practice

Students need to know what is permitted, prohibited and required before they 
begin assessment (Russell Group, 2023; JCQ, 2025).

6. Ethical AI use needs to be taught, 
not assumed

Students need explicit opportunities to learn how to check outputs, recognise 
bias, protect privacy and acknowledge use (Russell Group, 2023; UCL, 2023).

7. Final-product assessment can be 
vulnerable

Written assessments can remain valuable, but some tasks may need process 
evidence, dialogue, clearer rules or redesign (QAA, 2023b; UCL, 2023).

8. Process evidence, dialogue and 
reflection can strengthen trust

These approaches can make learning visible and support fair judgement (QAA, 
2023b; Lodge et al., 2023).

9. Policy, pedagogy and assessment 
design need to align

Policy should be translated into teaching, assessment briefs, declarations, marking 
guidance and fair procedures (JCQ, 2025; Ofqual, 2026a).

10. AI-responsive assessment is not 
only about risk

Assessment should protect integrity while helping students develop critical and 
ethical judgement for future practice (Russell Group, 2023; Lodge et al., 2023).
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About the research
Data collection April to June 2026.

Recruitment Voluntary recruitment through professional and sector networks and online calls for participation.

Total responses 272 educators working across further education, skills, higher education and HE in FE contexts.

Sample A non-probability purposive sampling strategy was used, supported by convenience and snowball 
recruitment methods. Participation was voluntary, meaning that the final sample also involved an 
element of self-selection. Findings are preliminary and are not statistically representative of the whole 
sector.

Valid responses Valid responses vary by question because respondents could omit individual items.

Further reporting Full methodology and final analysis will be reported in the doctoral thesis and future publications.



15



16



17

Priority Mean 
rank

Ranked 
1st

Ranked in 
top 3

Protecting assessment integrity 1.91 75 142
Maintaining assessment validity 2.48 34 133
Supporting ethical student use of AI 3.40 18 81
Creating clearer institutional guidance 3.99 26 65
Improving student AI literacy 4.37 5 41
Reducing staff workload 4.86 4 24
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Dimension Central question

Knowledge What must the learner know and 
understand?

Application What must they be able to apply in context?
Performance What must they be able to demonstrate or 

carry out?
Judgement What decisions must they justify and take 

responsibility for?
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In practice: Practical formative strategies

Ask learners to retrieve and explain key knowledge through: 
• short quizzes 
• one-minute explanations 
• concept maps 
• partner explanations 
• misconception checks.
Use strong, weak or AI-generated examples. Ask learners to identify: 
• what is effective 
• what is inaccurate or missing 
• what should be improved 
• what evidence supports their judgement.
Build a small number of purposeful checkpoints into longer tasks, such as: 
• a proposal or research question 
• an outline or annotated source 
• an early prototype or partial draft 
• a progress conversation 
• a decision log.
Use criteria and exemplars to help learners recognise quality, give specific feedback and 
improve their work. Peer assessment is most effective when criteria are clear, examples 
are modelled and learners have time to act on the feedback.
Ask carefully chosen questions at key points to decide whether learners are ready to move 
forward or whether teaching needs to be adapted.
Ask learners to verbalise their reasoning while completing a task. This can reveal: 
• selected strategies 
• misconceptions 
• uncertainty 
• use of prior knowledge 
• important decision points.
Brief, focused conversations can make learning visible without becoming formal vivas. 
Useful questions include: 
• what has changed since your first idea?
• which part is proving most difficult?
• what feedback have you acted on? 
• where have you used AI and what have you checked independently?
Ask learners to compare: 
• an early and final response 
• their work with an exemplar 
• their answer with an AI-generated answer
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Assessment should gather evidence that the learner KNOWS
Dimension Description Review question

K
Knows

Can draw upon relevant factual, conceptual and 
disciplinary knowledge.

What substantive knowledge must the 
learner understand and use?

N
Navigates

Can interpret context, uncertainty, complexity and 
competing information.

What complexity, uncertainty or contextual 
variation must they address?

O
Operates

Can apply methods, processes, practical skills and 
technical knowledge.

What practical or procedural capability 
must they demonstrate?

W
Weighs

Can evaluate alternatives, evidence, risks, values and 
consequences.

What decisions, consequences or ethical 
considerations must they evaluate?

S
Shows

Can make their thinking, development and decision-
making visible through dialogue, practice, reflection and 
performance.

What evidence will make their thinking and 
development visible?
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For Leaders, programme teams and quality colleagues

Purpose Apply shared principles and understand how the main models connect

Estimated time 10 minutes

1. Validity before surveillance Assessment should provide meaningful evidence of learning, not only attempt to 
monitor or detect misuse.

2. Transparency before suspicion Students should know what is allowed, what is not allowed and how AI use should 
be acknowledged before they begin.

3. Design before detection Assessment design should reduce unnecessary vulnerability and make student 
thinking more visible.

4. Education before enforcement Students need to be taught how to use AI ethically and critically, rather than only 
warned about misuse.

5. Dialogue before judgement Where concerns arise, conversation and evidence should come before 
assumptions.

6. Consistency with flexibility Institutions need shared principles, but departments need space to respond to 
context.

7. Equity and inclusion AI guidance should consider accessibility, digital poverty, language, support needs 
and potential bias.

8. Human judgement remains 
central

Students should be able to explain, defend and reflect on their work. Staff should 
also use human judgement in assessment decisions.

9. Assessment should prepare 
students for future practice

Some assessment must remain secure, but students also need opportunities to 
learn responsible AI use where relevant.

10. Policy must connect to practice Policies only work when translated into briefs, teaching, declarations, feedback 
and procedures.
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For All stakeholder groups

Purpose Clarify responsibility at institutional, programme, classroom and student levels

Estimated time 5 minutes

Responsibility What this means

Set institutional principles Agree clear, principles-based expectations for AI and 
assessment

Resource staff development Provide time, continuing professional development 
(CPD) and practical templates and practical templates

Support programme-level 
review

Enable teams to review assessment diets and high-risk 
tasks

Consider procurement, privacy 
and data protection

Clarify approved tools, safe use and access

Communicate clearly Ensure students and staff receive consistent messages

Monitor impact Review unintended consequences, workload, equity 
and integrity cases

Engage with PSRBs and 
awarding bodies

Ensure external requirements are mapped and 
communicated
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Responsibility What this means

Review the programme 
assessment diet

Map where secure and open assessment is needed

Identify high-risk assessments Use the risk matrix, vulnerability audit and PASS AI 
checklist

Agree shared AI wording Use common labels, scales or declaration wording 
across modules where possible

Consider disciplinary differences Apply institutional principles to subject and 
professional contexts

Use layered integrity Apply the Swiss Cheese model across a programme

Build progression Move from restricted use towards critical use where 
appropriate

Calibrate marking and 
responses

Use moderation, scenario cards and shared procedures

Do Don’t
•	 clarify AI expectations in each 

assessment brief
•	 discuss AI use before students begin the 

task
•	 design opportunities for process 

evidence where appropriate
•	 ask students to explain their decisions
•	 teach students how to check AI outputs
•	 use dialogue where concerns arise
•	 keep records of concerns and evidence
•	 seek advice before escalating
•	 model transparency about your own AI 

use where appropriate
•	 align task-level guidance with 

programme and institutional policy

•	 rely on AI detector scores as proof
•	 assume all polished work is AI-generated
•	 create hidden rules that are not in the 

assessment brief
•	 ban AI without explaining why
•	 redesign assessment alone without 

course-level discussion
•	 treat misunderstanding and deliberate 

misconduct as the same thing
•	 make accusations without evidence
•	 ignore accessibility, language or support 

considerations
•	 leave students uncertain about 

declaration requirements

Practical partnership approaches
•	 involving students in developing guidance
•	 asking students what confuses them about AI rules
•	 using student feedback to improve assignment wording
•	 co-creating examples of acceptable and unacceptable use
•	 including student panels or “what students need to know” boxes
•	 discussing fairness and access openly
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For Programme leaders, module leaders, assessors and quality teams

Purpose Identify risk, diagnose vulnerability and choose a proportionate response

Estimated time 15 minutes
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Stage Purpose Tools
1. Triage: Map risk Identify programme-level priorities 

quickly
AI assessment risk matrix and programme 
heatmap

2. Diagnose: Review the task Examine a particular assessment in 
greater depth

Assessment vulnerability audit, scoring 
system and PASS AI

3. Decide: Choose the response Select a proportionate action Keep, adapt or redesign decision tree

Risk level Key characteristics Possible assessment examples Possible response

Low risk The task requires personal, local, practical or 
contextual evidence. The process is visible. 
The student must explain decisions. AI use is 
limited, declared or critically evaluated.

Practical demonstration, viva, 
observed performance, in-
class supervised task, process 
portfolio, workplace evidence, 
artefact with rationale.

Keep the task, clarify AI 
expectations and ensure 
evidence is recorded 
appropriately.

Medium risk AI could support aspects of the task, but 
human judgement remains visible. Some 
process evidence exists. The assessment 
brief gives clear AI guidance. Follow-up 
questioning is possible if needed.

Scenario-based report, annotated 
bibliography, portfolio with 
reflection, presentation with 
Q&A, literature review with search 
strategy, project with design log.

Adapt the task by 
strengthening process 
evidence, declaration, 
contextualisation 
or opportunity for 
explanation.

High risk The task is generic or final-product only. 
There is no process evidence. AI rules are 
unclear or missing. AI could produce a 
plausible answer with limited student input. 
There is no opportunity for authentication.

Generic take-home essay, 
uninvigilated online multiple-
choice question (MCQ) 
assessment, final-product-only 
report, generic literature review, 
predictable short-answer task.

Redesign the task, add 
process or dialogue, 
clarify AI rules or 
consider secure 
assessment conditions.

Module Assessment 1 Assessment 2 Assessment 3 Overall risk

Module A Medium Low Medium Amber

Module B High Medium High Red
Module C Low Medium Low Green
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Audit question Current evidence Action needed

What is this task 
intended to assess?
Could AI produce 
a convincing 
response?
Would the marker 
know whether the 
student understands 
the work?
Is the task generic or 
context-specific?
Is there evidence of 
process?
Are there 
checkpoints?
Is there an 
opportunity for 
discussion or 
defence?
Are AI rules clearly 
stated?
Is the task still valid?

Does the task 
assess knowledge, 
process, judgement, 
application or 
reflection?

Score Suggested interpretation
0-6 High vulnerability: redesign likely needed

7-13 Medium vulnerability: adaptation likely needed

14-20 Lower vulnerability: keep but clarify expectations
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Audit question Current evidence Action needed
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PASS AI Checklist

Item Questions to ask Answer / Action needed

P 
Purpose

What is the 
assessment 

really trying to 
evidence?

- What learning outcomes does the task assess?
- Is the task still a valid way to evidence those outcomes?
- Does the task require the student to demonstrate their  
   own knowledge, skill or judgement?
- Would the assessment still be meaningful if AI  
   contributed to part of the process?
- Does the task assess product, process, judgement or a  
   combination?

A
Authenticity

Does the 
task reflect 
meaningful 
disciplinary, 

professional or 
applied practice?

- Does the task require students to apply knowledge to a  
   meaningful context?
- Is the scenario specific enough to require student  
   judgement?
- Could the task include local, current, practical or  
   professional evidence?
- Does the task reflect how knowledge is used in the  
   discipline or profession?
- If AI is relevant in future practice, is there a reason to  
   teach or assess responsible use?

S
Student thinking

Is the student’s 
own reasoning, 

judgement or 
decision-making 

visible?

- Can the student explain the choices they made?
- Is there evidence of planning, drafting, feedback or  
   revision?
- Does the task require justification, critique or reflection?
- Can the marker see the student’s reasoning?
- Is there an opportunity for oral explanation, tutorial  
   discussion or professional conversation?

S
Support and 
transparency

Have students 
been taught what 

is expected and 
how AI may or 

may not be used?

- Does the assessment brief clearly state the AI rules?
- Have examples of acceptable and unacceptable use     
   been provided?
- Have students been shown how to declare AI use?
- Has responsible AI use been discussed in teaching?
- Do students know who to ask if they are unsure?

AI
AI use clarity

Is the permitted 
level of AI use 

clearly defined, 
declared and 

assessable where 
relevant?

- Is AI use prohibited, limited, permitted or embedded?
- Is the permitted level of AI use clearly labelled?
- Is a declaration required?
- Does the task explain how AI use will be considered in  
   marking?
- If AI is part of the task, are students assessed on how  
   critically and ethically they use it?
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For Programme teams, course leaders and educators

Purpose Redesign assessment without losing educational value or authentic practice

Estimated time 20 minutes
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Process evidence What it can show

Processfolio How an assignment developed through drafts, notes, feedback and revisions
Design log How decisions were made and why alternatives were accepted or rejected

Draft submission How ideas, structure or analysis developed over time

Annotated planning document How the learner approached the task and organised thinking

Search strategy record How sources were identified, selected and evaluated

Feedback response log How the learner acted on feedback

Learning journal How understanding developed across a topic or project

Version history How the work changed during drafting

Decision commentary Why particular choices were made

Reflective rationale How the learner understands their own process and outcome

Supervision or tutorial notes How ideas were discussed and developed

Checkpoint submission How progress was evidenced before final submission
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Authentic approach Description

Scenario-based task Learners respond to a realistic problem, case or situation

Simulation Learners act within a professional or disciplinary scenario

Workplace problem Learners apply knowledge to a workplace-relevant challenge

Live brief Learners respond to a real client, community or employer need

Client-style task Learners produce work for a defined audience or stakeholder

Case study Learners analyse a specific situation using evidence and judgement

Professional report Learners produce a report in a format used beyond education

Practical demonstration Learners show competence through performance or application

Applied problem-solving Learners use knowledge to address a specific challenge

Community or employer-linked task Learners engage with a real or simulated external context

Discipline-specific artefact Learners produce something meaningful within their field

Role-based assessment Learners take on a professional role and justify decisions

Category Example approaches What they can support

Dialogue-based Viva voce, oral defence, professional conversation, 
poster plus Q&A

Authentication, explanation, 
confidence in student understanding

Process-based Processfolio, draft checkpoints, design log, 
research diary, feedback response log

Visibility of development, decisions 
and revision

Authentic/applied Case-based assessment, workplace task, 
simulation, scenario-based assessment, practical 
demonstration

Contextual judgement, professional 
relevance, application

Reflective Reflective commentary, learning journal, artefact 
plus rationale, recorded explanation

Student voice, metacognition, 
explanation of choices

Critique/evaluation Comparative critique, source evaluation task, AI 
critique task, annotated bibliography

Critical thinking, evidence evaluation, 
AI literacy

Secure/supervised In-class application task, supervised problem-
solving, timed writing, observed performance

Verification of independent 
knowledge or competence
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Original task Stronger assessment design What becomes visible

Write a 2,000-
word essay on X

Use specified course material and submit an annotated argument 
map explaining how the evidence shaped the final position

Argument development, source 
use and  decision-making

Produce a report Write for a defined audience and include a decision record plus a 
short professional conversation

Application, prioritisation and 
justification

Complete a 
literature review

Include a documented search strategy, evidence table and 
evaluation of selected sources

Research process, source 
selection and synthesis

Create a 
presentation

Present for a specified audience and respond to questions about 
evidence, conclusions and design choices

Understanding, communication 
and independent response

Write a laboratory 
report

Include raw data, explanation of anomalies and discussion of a 
methodological limitation

Interpretation, reasoning and 
understanding of uncertainty

Complete a take-
home MCQ quiz

Use a supervised, scenario-based quiz with explanations for 
selected responses

Independent knowledge, 
application and reasoning

Produce a 
business plan

Respond to a specific organisation, opportunity and set of 
constraints, then defend key assumptions through a short pitch and 
Q&A

Contextual judgement, 
decision-making and 
professional reasoning

Submit a portfolio 
of final work

Include selected iterations and explain one significant change 
during a portfolio review

Development, use of feedback 
and ownership of decisions
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For Educators, programme leaders, quality teams and students

Purpose Communicate clearly what is permitted, prohibited and expected

Estimated time 15 minutes
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AI use Typical status Conditions or cautions

Brainstorming Usually acceptable or 
acceptable if declared

Should be used to generate initial ideas, not replace student 
thinking

Summarising notes Usually acceptable Best used with the student’s own notes; students should check 
accuracy

Structuring ideas Usually acceptable or 
acceptable if declared

May support planning, but the argument or content should remain 
the student’s own

Improving grammar Acceptable if declared, 
depending on task

Should not change meaning, argument or level of contribution

Checking clarity Usually acceptable or 
acceptable if declared

Student remains responsible for final wording and accuracy

Generating examples Depends on the task Examples must be checked and should not replace student analysis

Generating 
references

Usually not acceptable High risk of fabricated or inaccurate references

Writing sections of 
work

Usually not acceptable 
unless explicitly permitted

May undermine authorship and validity if substantive content is 
generated by AI

Creating images or 
media

Depends on the task Must align with learning outcomes, copyright expectations and 
declaration requirements

Analysing data Depends on the task May be acceptable if the task assesses interpretation, but students 
must understand and verify outputs

Translating text Depends on the task May support access, but may be inappropriate where language 
production is being assessed

Coding support Depends on the task Students should explain, test and understand any code used

Producing slides Depends on the task May be acceptable for design support if content and judgement 
remain student-led

Generating feedback Usually acceptable or 
acceptable if declared

Students should decide what to accept, reject or adapt

Checking logic Usually acceptable AI suggestions should be checked against evidence and disciplinary 
expectations

Simplifying complex 
text

Usually acceptable for study 
support

Students should return to original sources and avoid relying only 
on AI summaries
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AI influence Declaration detail needed

None Confirm no AI use if required

Minimal State tool and limited purpose
Moderate Explain tool, purpose, stage and how 

output was used
Extensive Provide detailed declaration, prompt 

examples and reflection
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For Educators, library and study-skills teams, student support and students

Purpose Teach students to understand, evaluate and use AI responsibly

Estimated time 20 minutes
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Support Substitute
Brainstorm ideas and 
explore options

Do your thinking or entire 
assignments

Explain concepts you’re 
stuck on

Create your essays or 
responses for you

Give feedback and improve 
your work

Fix your work without you 
learning

Help you find starting points 
and resources

Find (and copy) answers or 
solutions

Summarise information you 
provide

Understand complex ideas 
for you
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For Assessors, academic integrity teams, quality colleagues and programme leaders

Purpose Respond proportionately, gather evidence and protect fair process

Estimated time 25 minutes
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Category What this may involve Possible response

Permitted assistive use AI used in a way that is allowed by the assessment 
brief, such as planning, grammar support or 
feedback

No concern, provided use is declared 
where required

Poor academic practice AI used clumsily, over-generically or with weak 
acknowledgement, but without clear intent to 
deceive

Educational feedback, correction, 
support or local process

Misunderstanding of 
rules

Student misunderstood whether AI use was allowed 
or how it should be declared

Clarification and guidance

Over-reliance on AI AI use has reduced the student’s own contribution, 
even if some use was declared

Marking adjustment, support, possible 
integrity process depending on context

Undeclared AI use AI used but not acknowledged where 
acknowledgement was required

Investigation according to local or 
awarding body process

Unacceptable AI-
generated submission

AI-generated content submitted as if it were the 
student’s own work

Academic misconduct or malpractice 
process

Deliberate deception Student intentionally hides AI use, fabricates 
process evidence or falsely declares authenticity

Formal misconduct or malpractice 
process

Contract cheating or 
third-party involvement

AI use combined with another person or service 
producing work for the student

Serious misconduct or malpractice 
process
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Permitted or potentially acceptable use Misconduct or malpractice concern

Using AI for grammar support where this is allowed and 
declared

Using AI to rewrite work so substantially that the student’s own 
voice, meaning or understanding is no longer evident

Using AI to brainstorm possible starting points where 
planning support is allowed

Submitting AI-generated paragraphs as original student 
writing

Using AI to simplify complex reading for study support Using AI-generated summaries instead of engaging with 
required sources, where source analysis is assessed

Using AI to generate revision questions Using AI to answer assessment questions in a task where AI is 
prohibited

Using AI to check clarity of a student-written draft Asking AI to complete the substantive analysis, evaluation or 
calculations

Using AI in an assessment where critique of AI is required Submitting AI outputs without critique, declaration or 
evidence of human judgement

Using AI to support accessibility where permitted and 
appropriate

Using translation or writing tools where language production 
or independent writing is being assessed

Using AI to identify possible coding errors where allowed Submitting AI-generated code without understanding, testing 
or acknowledgement

Declaring AI use accurately Providing incomplete, misleading or false acknowledgement



65

Human check How it could be used

Viva voce A structured oral discussion where the student explains and defends their work

Professional conversation A dialogue linked to workplace, vocational or professional competence

Oral defence Student justifies sources, methods, design decisions or conclusions

Short follow-up questions Targeted questions about specific sections of the work

Tutorial discussion Informal or planned discussion during the development of the task

Explanation of process Student talks through how the work was planned and developed

Source discussion Student explains which sources were used and why

Draft comparison Student compares final work with earlier drafts or notes

Reflective commentary Student explains key decisions, revisions and learning

Practical demonstration Student demonstrates the skill or process assessed

Supervised rework task Student completes a related task under controlled conditions
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Evidence Notes

Assessment brief Does it clearly state AI rules and declaration requirements?

AI-use rules given to students Were these communicated before the task began?

Student declaration Was AI use declared? Was the declaration complete?

Drafts or version history Is there evidence of development over time?

Tutorial notes Were ideas discussed during the process?

Feedback records Did the student respond to feedback?

Source list Are sources real, relevant and used appropriately?

Search strategy or planning notes Can the research process be traced?

Writing style comparison Use cautiously; compare with supervised work where appropriate

Unusual references or fabricated sources Are there sources that cannot be found or verified?

Student explanation Can the student explain the process and content?

Detector output, if used Clearly label as limited supporting information only

Records of prompts or AI outputs If required by the task, review how these were used

Marking notes Record any impact on marks or criteria clearly

Advice sought Record advice from academic integrity, quality or awarding body contacts
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A student declares that they used AI to check 
grammar and clarity in a written report. The 
assessment brief allows AI for grammar support 
but states that substantive content must be the 
student’s own.

Was AI used only for permitted support, or did 
it substantially change meaning, argument or 
content?

• AI declaration
• draft before AI support
• final submission
• student explanation
• assessment brief wording

If the student can show that AI was used only 
for clarity and the final work reflects their own 
understanding, no misconduct concern may 
arise. Feedback may focus on ensuring the 
declaration is sufficiently detailed.

Provide examples of acceptable grammar 
support and unacceptable rewriting.

A final essay contains fabricated references, 
generic phrasing and sections the student 
cannot explain. The brief prohibited AI-
generated content.

The work may not represent the student’s own 
knowledge or understanding.

• assessment brief
• declaration
• source list
• drafts or version history
• student explanation
• previous work
• fabricated references

Follow institutional misconduct or malpractice 
procedures. If this is a regulated qualification 
and the authenticity declaration has been 
signed, follow relevant awarding body 
requirements.

Teach students how to check references and 
explain that AI-generated references may be 
fabricated. 

A student writes “I used ChatGPT” in their 
declaration but does not explain what it was 
used for. The task allowed limited AI support 
with declaration.

The declaration is incomplete, but AI use may 
not necessarily be misconduct.

• student explanation
• prompts or outputs if available
• draft history
• assessment brief requirements
• whether the use affected assessed criteria

If the student’s use was within the rules, ask for 
a corrected declaration and provide guidance. 
If AI completed assessed elements, marking 
adjustment or further process may be needed.

Use a structured declaration form with specific 
prompts.

Students on a professionally regulated 
programme are told that AI use is restricted 
in a particular assessment because it verifies 
professional competence.

AI restrictions may be necessary where 
professional standards require independent 
demonstration of knowledge or skill.

• PSRB requirements
• assessment brief
• student guidance
• authenticity declaration
• assessment conditions

Follow programme and professional 
requirements. Ensure restrictions are clearly 
explained before assessments.

Map AI permissions against PSRB or awarding 
body expectations.
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For Senior leaders, policy owners, quality teams and programme leaders

Purpose Translate principles into assessment briefs, responsibilities and procedures

Estimated time 20 minutes
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Policy element What it should clarify

Institutional principles The values guiding the institutional response, such as validity, transparency, 
fairness, ethical use, inclusion and human judgement

Definitions of AI and generative AI Clear explanations of key terms so staff and students use shared language

Acceptable and unacceptable use Broad categories of permitted, limited, prohibited and embedded AI use

Responsibility of students Expectations around authorship, declaration, checking accuracy and following 
assessment rules

Responsibility of staff Expectations around task-level clarity, teaching, feedback, modelling and fair 
response to concerns

Declaration and acknowledgement 
expectations

When students should declare AI use and how much detail is needed

Data protection and privacy 
guidance

What information should not be entered into AI tools and which tools are approved

Relationship to academic integrity 
procedures

How AI misuse fits within existing misconduct, malpractice or poor academic 
practice procedures

Assessment-level AI permissions Examples of how AI use can be described in assessment briefs

Guidance for misconduct processes How concerns should be reviewed, evidenced, discussed and escalated

Links to support Routes to student guidance, library support, study skills, digital learning support 
and staff CPD
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Question Current position Action needed Owner Timescale
Which 
assessments are 
most vulnerable?

Which 
assessments 
need to remain 
secure?

Where can AI be 
used ethically?

Are students clear 
on expectations?

How will we 
authenticate 
learning?
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Question Current position Action needed Owner Timescale
Which 
assessments are 
most vulnerable?

Which 
assessments 
need to remain 
secure?

Where can AI be 
used ethically?

Are students clear 
on expectations?

How will we 
authenticate 
learning?
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For Senior leaders, quality teams, learning and teaching leads and digital strategy colleagues

Purpose Assess readiness and embed sustainable institutional change

Estimated time 15 minutes
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Area Key question Evidence to look for RAG rating Notes

Do we have clear institutional 
principles for AI and 
assessment?

Policy, guidance, 
definitions, acceptable 
use categories

Do staff feel able to discuss 
AI, redesign assessment and 
respond to concerns?

CPD attendance, 
staff surveys, 
team discussions, 
confidence audits

Do students understand what 
is allowed, prohibited and 
required?

Student guide, 
FAQs, VLE pages, 
assessment brief 
wording

Have high-risk assessments 
been identified?

Vulnerability audits, 
programme review 
notes

Are students taught critical and 
ethical AI use?

Teaching activities, 
study skills resources, 
induction materials

Are AI-related concerns handled 
fairly and consistently?

Misconduct 
workflows, evidence 
checklists, meeting 
guidance

Are AI considerations built into 
QA processes?

Validation forms, 
annual monitoring 
prompts, external 
examiner guidance

Is there clear senior 
responsibility for AI and 
assessment?

Committee oversight, 
named leads, 
implementation plan

Are staff, students and relevant 
external stakeholders receiving 
consistent messages?

Communication plan, 
staff briefings, student 
updates

Are staff and students supported 
with tools, templates and time?

Resource bank, 
approved tool 
guidance, CPD, 
workload planning

Area Red - concern Amber - developing Green - strong readiness

Policy clarity No shared guidance Draft or partial guidance Clear principles and examples

Staff confidence Limited confidence Uneven confidence Supported through CPD and templates

Student guidance Unclear or inconsistent General guidance exists Clear assessment-level guidance

Assessment review No systematic review High-risk tasks being identified Programme-level review embedded

Academic integrity Case-by-case response Procedures being updated Consistent workflow and evidence 
process

QA alignment Not included in QA Included in some reviews Embedded across QA cycle
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Area 1. REACTIVE 2. DEVELOPING 3. COORDINATED 4. EMBEDDED 5. TRANSFORMATIVE

Rules are 
unclear or highly 
restrictive. 
Responses are 
case by case and 
often depend on 
individual staff 
judgement.

Basic guidance 
exists, but practice 
is uneven across 
departments, 
programmes or 
modules.

Shared principles 
are in place, staff 
CPD, assessment 
audits and clearer 
communication are 
underway.

Assessment 
redesign, student 
AI literacy 
and academic 
integrity 
procedures are 
aligned.

AI is used critically, 
ethically and 
creatively across 
learning and 
assessment where 
appropriate, with 
strong validity and 
trust. 

• Unclear      
   assessment  
   briefs 
• Reliance on  
   suspicion or  
   detection 
• Limited staff  
   support 
• Inconsistent  
   student  
   messages

• Some assessment  
   briefs include AI  
   wording 
• Some staff CPD  
   has taken place 
• Students  
   experience  
   variation

• Programme teams  
   begin assessment  
   diet mapping 
• Traffic light labels  
   or AI use scales  
   introduced 
• Misconduct  
   workflows reviewed

• Consistent  
   student 
guidance 
• AI literacy is  
   taught 
• High-risk  
   assessments     
   reviewed 
• QA processes  
   include AI  
   prompts

• Secure and open  
   assessments are  
   balanced 
• Students develop  
   critical AI literacy 
• Staff practice is  
   confident 
• Systems reviewed  
   regularly

Establish 
institutional 
principles and 
immediate 
guidance for staff 
and students

Agree shared 
wording, run staff 
development and 
begin assessment 
risk review

Embed AI into QA 
processes and 
programme-level 
assessment design

Evaluate impact 
on learning, 
integrity, 
workload, equity 
and student 
experience

Continue sector 
collaboration, share 
evidence and update 
practice as tools and 
regulation evolve
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Assessment External 
requirement

AI permission Evidence of 
independent 
competence

Action needed

Assessment 1 Standard X Restricted Viva and practical 
demonstration

Update brief and student guidance

Session Purpose Possible activities

60-minute introduction 
to AI and assessment

Build shared understanding 
of opportunities, risks and 
institutional expectations

AI myths and realities, policy overview, examples of 
permitted and prohibited use

Assessment redesign 
workshop

Help staff adapt one assessment 
task

Use PASS AI checklist, risk matrix and before/after 
examples

Teaching ethical AI use Support staff to embed critical AI 
literacy

Human-AI Loop, activity cards, declaration practice

Responding to suspected 
AI misuse

Build confidence in fair and 
consistent processes

Misconduct scenarios, evidence checklist, meeting 
questions

Programme-level 
assessment audit

Support course teams to review 
assessment diets

Secure/open mapping, high-risk assessment 
identification

Bring one assessment 
brief workshop

Give staff time to improve a 
current brief

Peer review, AI-use wording, traffic light labels, action 
planning
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FROM GUIDANCE TO ACTION
Institutional implementation plan for AI-responsive assessment
Replace a separate "next steps" section with one staged plan that identifies what to do, who owns it, what evidence will show progress and when it will be reviewed. Start with clarity, coordinate a small number of changes, embed what works and keep the approach under review.

STAGED REALISTIC RESOURCED ALIGNED TO QA TEMPLATE-SUPPORTED FEEDBACK-INFORMED REGULARLY REVIEWED ADAPTABLE

1

CREATE CLARITY

0-1 MONTH

2

COORDINATE & PILOT

MONTHS 2-6

3

EMBED & EVALUATE

MONTHS 6-18

4

SUSTAIN & SHARE

ONGOING

CREATE CLARITY
0-1 month

Name leadership: appoint an executive sponsor, operational lead and programme
owners. Confirm decision routes, resource and reporting.

Complete a readiness audit: use a course-team discussion to identify strengths, gaps
and one immediate priority for each programme.

Identify high-risk assessments: use the risk matrix, vulnerability audit or PASS AI
checklist. Prioritise generic, final-product-only, unclear, hard-to-authenticate or
high-stakes tasks.

Agree interim brief wording: state the AI level or RAG position, permitted and
prohibited uses, declaration requirements, examples and a contact point.

Teach declaration basics: show what counts as AI use, when and how to declare it,
how declarations differ from references and what to do when unsure.

Review concern procedures: require holistic evidence, student dialogue and
proportionate decisions. Detection output must not be treated as proof.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: named owners; readiness baseline; priority assessment list; shared wording
bank; declaration guide; updated concern workflow and evidence checklist.
Review: sponsor or academic board at the end of month 1.

COORDINATE & PILOT
Months 2-6

Map programme assessment diets: identify where secure assessment is needed,
where AI can be guided or embedded and where process evidence or dialogue
would strengthen validity.

Run practical staff CPD: AI and assessment basics; redesign workshops; ethical AI
teaching; suspected misuse; programme audit; "bring one assessment brief".

Publish student guidance: explain assessment rules, academic voice, checking,
declarations, safe study support, possible misconduct and routes for questions.

Update policy and procedure: clarify definitions, acceptable use, responsibilities,
declarations, privacy, integrity processes, support routes and staff-development
links.

Pilot a small number of redesigned tasks: test process portfolios, oral defence, AI
critique, scenarios, decision logs, reflective rationales or supervised checks.

Build AI into QA: add prompts to module review, validation, annual monitoring,
moderation, assessment boards and external examiner reporting.

Gather feedback: ask staff and students about clarity, fairness, workload, support
and what remains confusing.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: programme maps; revised briefs; CPD records; published guide and FAQs; pilot
evaluations; updated policy and QA templates.
Review: quality or implementation group at month 6.

EMBED & EVALUATE
Months 6-18

Embed critical AI literacy: integrate it into induction, study skills, subject teaching,
assessment briefings, professional practice, research methods and employability.

Scale effective assessment changes: extend successful pilots and align tasks with
disciplinary practice, workplace use and the need to demonstrate independent
competence.

Create shared institutional infrastructure: maintain common wording, declaration
forms, student guidance, approved-tool advice, resource banks, support routes and
escalation pathways.

Moderate and calibrate practice: use programme review, peer discussion and
cross-team examples to improve consistency while retaining justified disciplinary
variation.

Evaluate impact: review integrity cases, assessment validity, student clarity,
outcomes, experience, equity and inclusion, staff workload, external examiner
feedback and QA findings.

Close the gaps: use evidence to target additional CPD, redesign support, digital
access, workload allocation and student education.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: AI-literacy curriculum map; scaled redesigns; institutional toolkit; moderation
records; impact dashboard and improvement plan.
Review: annual monitoring and periodic programme review.

SUSTAIN & SHARE
Ongoing

Use a living review cycle: Embed -> Evaluate -> Learn -> Update -> Share.

Refresh guidance when conditions change: review tools, institutional policy,
research, student practice and JCQ, Ofqual, awarding body or PSRB expectations
where relevant.

Repeat the readiness audit and maturity review: track progress and reset priorities
rather than treating implementation as complete.

Maintain oversight: monitor ownership, resourcing, case patterns, quality findings
and whether messages remain consistent across programmes.

Collaborate and share evidence: publish case studies, templates and evaluation
findings and contribute to sector, awarding body and professional conversations.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: annual update log; refreshed guidance; maturity re-assessment; shared case
studies; revised implementation priorities.
Review: annual academic board or equivalent governance cycle.

EMBED

EVALUATE

LEARNUPDATE

SHARE

LIVING
REVIEW CYCLE

LIVE IMPLEMENTATION TRACKER - assign owners, evidence and review points

WORKSTREAM PRIORITY ACTION SUGGESTED OWNER WHEN EVIDENCE OF PROGRESS REVIEW POINT

Policy clarity Update AI and assessment guidance Academic integrity / policy lead M1-M6 Approved guidance and definitions Academic board

Student guidance Publish guide, FAQs and declaration support Library / study skills / student services M1-M4 VLE resources and student feedback Student committee

Assessment review Audit priority tasks and map programme diets Programme leaders M1-M6 Priority list and assessment maps Annual monitoring

Staff development Run redesign and integrity workshops Learning and teaching team M2-M6 + ongoing Attendance, revised briefs and confidence data CPD evaluation

Integrity procedures Approve concern workflow and evidence checklist Academic integrity lead M1-M3 Updated procedure and case audit Integrity panel

QA alignment Add AI prompts to QA and moderation Quality team M3-M6 Updated forms and review records Quality committee

AI literacy Map learning across programmes Programme teams M6-M12 Curriculum map and teaching resources Curriculum review

Evaluation Monitor impact and reset priorities Quality / institutional research M6-M18 + annual Impact dashboard and improvement plan Academic board

Start small, work collectively and review regularly.
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FROM GUIDANCE TO ACTION
Institutional implementation plan for AI-responsive assessment
Replace a separate "next steps" section with one staged plan that identifies what to do, who owns it, what evidence will show progress and when it will be reviewed. Start with clarity, coordinate a small number of changes, embed what works and keep the approach under review.

STAGED REALISTIC RESOURCED ALIGNED TO QA TEMPLATE-SUPPORTED FEEDBACK-INFORMED REGULARLY REVIEWED ADAPTABLE

1

CREATE CLARITY

0-1 MONTH

2

COORDINATE & PILOT

MONTHS 2-6

3

EMBED & EVALUATE

MONTHS 6-18

4

SUSTAIN & SHARE

ONGOING

CREATE CLARITY
0-1 month

Name leadership: appoint an executive sponsor, operational lead and programme
owners. Confirm decision routes, resource and reporting.

Complete a readiness audit: use a course-team discussion to identify strengths, gaps
and one immediate priority for each programme.

Identify high-risk assessments: use the risk matrix, vulnerability audit or PASS AI
checklist. Prioritise generic, final-product-only, unclear, hard-to-authenticate or
high-stakes tasks.

Agree interim brief wording: state the AI level or RAG position, permitted and
prohibited uses, declaration requirements, examples and a contact point.

Teach declaration basics: show what counts as AI use, when and how to declare it,
how declarations differ from references and what to do when unsure.

Review concern procedures: require holistic evidence, student dialogue and
proportionate decisions. Detection output must not be treated as proof.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: named owners; readiness baseline; priority assessment list; shared wording
bank; declaration guide; updated concern workflow and evidence checklist.
Review: sponsor or academic board at the end of month 1.

COORDINATE & PILOT
Months 2-6

Map programme assessment diets: identify where secure assessment is needed,
where AI can be guided or embedded and where process evidence or dialogue
would strengthen validity.

Run practical staff CPD: AI and assessment basics; redesign workshops; ethical AI
teaching; suspected misuse; programme audit; "bring one assessment brief".

Publish student guidance: explain assessment rules, academic voice, checking,
declarations, safe study support, possible misconduct and routes for questions.

Update policy and procedure: clarify definitions, acceptable use, responsibilities,
declarations, privacy, integrity processes, support routes and staff-development
links.

Pilot a small number of redesigned tasks: test process portfolios, oral defence, AI
critique, scenarios, decision logs, reflective rationales or supervised checks.

Build AI into QA: add prompts to module review, validation, annual monitoring,
moderation, assessment boards and external examiner reporting.

Gather feedback: ask staff and students about clarity, fairness, workload, support
and what remains confusing.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: programme maps; revised briefs; CPD records; published guide and FAQs; pilot
evaluations; updated policy and QA templates.
Review: quality or implementation group at month 6.

EMBED & EVALUATE
Months 6-18

Embed critical AI literacy: integrate it into induction, study skills, subject teaching,
assessment briefings, professional practice, research methods and employability.

Scale effective assessment changes: extend successful pilots and align tasks with
disciplinary practice, workplace use and the need to demonstrate independent
competence.

Create shared institutional infrastructure: maintain common wording, declaration
forms, student guidance, approved-tool advice, resource banks, support routes and
escalation pathways.

Moderate and calibrate practice: use programme review, peer discussion and
cross-team examples to improve consistency while retaining justified disciplinary
variation.

Evaluate impact: review integrity cases, assessment validity, student clarity,
outcomes, experience, equity and inclusion, staff workload, external examiner
feedback and QA findings.

Close the gaps: use evidence to target additional CPD, redesign support, digital
access, workload allocation and student education.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: AI-literacy curriculum map; scaled redesigns; institutional toolkit; moderation
records; impact dashboard and improvement plan.
Review: annual monitoring and periodic programme review.

SUSTAIN & SHARE
Ongoing

Use a living review cycle: Embed -> Evaluate -> Learn -> Update -> Share.

Refresh guidance when conditions change: review tools, institutional policy,
research, student practice and JCQ, Ofqual, awarding body or PSRB expectations
where relevant.

Repeat the readiness audit and maturity review: track progress and reset priorities
rather than treating implementation as complete.

Maintain oversight: monitor ownership, resourcing, case patterns, quality findings
and whether messages remain consistent across programmes.

Collaborate and share evidence: publish case studies, templates and evaluation
findings and contribute to sector, awarding body and professional conversations.

DELIVERABLES & REVIEW

Outputs: annual update log; refreshed guidance; maturity re-assessment; shared case
studies; revised implementation priorities.
Review: annual academic board or equivalent governance cycle.

EMBED

EVALUATE

LEARNUPDATE

SHARE

LIVING
REVIEW CYCLE

LIVE IMPLEMENTATION TRACKER - assign owners, evidence and review points

WORKSTREAM PRIORITY ACTION SUGGESTED OWNER WHEN EVIDENCE OF PROGRESS REVIEW POINT

Policy clarity Update AI and assessment guidance Academic integrity / policy lead M1-M6 Approved guidance and definitions Academic board

Student guidance Publish guide, FAQs and declaration support Library / study skills / student services M1-M4 VLE resources and student feedback Student committee

Assessment review Audit priority tasks and map programme diets Programme leaders M1-M6 Priority list and assessment maps Annual monitoring

Staff development Run redesign and integrity workshops Learning and teaching team M2-M6 + ongoing Attendance, revised briefs and confidence data CPD evaluation

Integrity procedures Approve concern workflow and evidence checklist Academic integrity lead M1-M3 Updated procedure and case audit Integrity panel

QA alignment Add AI prompts to QA and moderation Quality team M3-M6 Updated forms and review records Quality committee

AI literacy Map learning across programmes Programme teams M6-M12 Curriculum map and teaching resources Curriculum review

Evaluation Monitor impact and reset priorities Quality / institutional research M6-M18 + annual Impact dashboard and improvement plan Academic board

Start small, work collectively and review regularly.
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Summary

Generative AI represents a significant turning point for assessment practice. 
It raises important questions about authorship, academic integrity, validity, 
fairness and the future of learning. However, it also offers an opportunity to 
improve assessment design, strengthen student support and develop the 
critical AI literacy students will need beyond their current course.

A strong response to AI and assessment will not depend on one tool, one 
policy or one individual. It will require layers of action: transparent guidance, 
thoughtful assessment design, student education, staff development, fair 
procedures and ongoing review.

By prioritising validity over surveillance, transparency over suspicion and 
design over detection, institutions can protect the integrity of qualifications 
while supporting students to navigate an AI-rich world with confidence, 
responsibility and critical judgement.

Accessing the resource bank

The downloadable resource bank includes editable templates, checklists, policy 
wording, student-facing materials, staff development resources and practical 
examples that can be adapted by institutions. You can access the resources via this 
QR code. 

Feedback and sector collaboration

The challenges created by generative AI are shared across the education sector. No 
single institution, course team or educator has all the answers. Readers are invited to 
share what they found useful, what needs clarification, what is missing, what worked 
in practice, what created challenges, any case studies or examples. Thank you.
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