Substantiating Generative AI-use Checklist
Please read this document alongside the Guidance (link when ready) and the Guidelines for Staff and Students Using or Developing AI (and any supplementary programme-based expectations).
As with any potential disciplinary matter, the University needs to be satisfied to the balance of probabilities (50%+ likelihood) that there may be misconduct.  This threshold applies from the outset of a case through to a disciplinary panel. 
To help support there being a case to answer (or not) the University needs to show the evidence, and provide, reasons for its decisions.  This checklist is a tool to assist colleagues to reflect over whether there may be concerns that a student has used Gen AI in their work.  It can also form a piece of evidence (disclosable to a student) should a case be taken through the disciplinary process.   
The University does not endorse the use of software which claims to be able to identify where a student has used Generative AI.  These can produce misleading results.  Though they may be able to add to the evidence base for a suspected case, their weighting within the balance of probabilities is limited.  Therefore, the University needs to look at what other indicators appear present.
	Potential Gen AI indicator
	High concern
	Mid-concern
	Low-concern
	No concern / N/A
	Evidence / observations

	The student has left prompts in the work e.g. ChatGPT please can you xyz, or mentions the use of GenAI.
	
	
	
	
	

	References included in the work do not exist or are uncommon e.g. names, quotations, publications etc
	
	
	
	
	

	The absence of any references
	
	
	
	
	

	Sound but algorithmic English with an absence of types or low-level errors
	
	
	
	
	

	Inconsistent writing style, tone and spelling / grammar conventions e.g. UK v US
	
	
	
	
	

	Verbose - hyperbole
	
	
	
	
	

	Out of sequence / inconsistent numerical ranges and comparisons
	
	
	
	
	

	Absence of insight, evaluation and reflections – ideas lack flow and development
	
	
	
	
	

	Repetition of content
	
	
	
	
	

	Misleading or false content, that may be presented as fact 
	
	
	
	
	

	Unsubstantiated data
	
	
	
	
	

	Repeated use of specific phrases or uncommon/unusual/awkward keywords
	
	
	
	
	

	Sentences sound robotic or are grammatically incorrect – lack of varied and fluid writing style
	
	
	
	
	

	Work lacks coherent flow or fails to address the nuances of the subject matter
	
	
	
	
	

	There is an unrealistic depth of knowledge in the work
	
	
	
	
	

	Other things to consider alongside GenAI

	Turnitin Report – level of similarity
	
	
	
	
	

	Document properties
	
	
	
	
	

	Content not appropriate to discipline area
	
	
	
	
	

	Work mismatched to student’s previous work or drafts
	
	
	
	
	

	Date range of references is unusual
	
	
	
	
	

	Referencing style does not align with what student was taught
	
	
	
	
	

	In text citations do not align with references / bibliography e.g. different page numbers
	
	
	
	
	

	Concerns around the student’s engagement in supervision leading to submission deadline e.g. lack of understanding, missed meetings, emails etc
	
	
	
	
	

	Concerns around the student’s learning environment data (such as Cadmus) e.g. limited time spent in portal, large cuts and pastes etc.
	
	
	
	
	



Applying academic judgement
Though an individual being an academic does not necessarily mean they are able to spot the use of GenAI more ably than others, where academic judgement should be given weight when reflecting over a case, is around those indicators above which rely on academic expertise.  Any exercise of academic judgment still needs to be reasoned and evidence-based.  Is there anything the completer of the form wishes to add from an academic perspective?


Further enquiry
It may sometimes be recommended that further enquiry is undertaken with the student.Are there any specific questions that you think may be helpful to ask the student?



Next steps
Remember, some indicators of malpractice may be stronger than others and a few indicators may not be sufficient to tip the balance towards academic malpractice.  However, clear indicators, or a reasonable collection, may be enough to support a case to the next level of consideration and/or to make further enquiries with a student.

If you have completed this checklist, retain it, along with any other supporting material.  If you think there is academic malpractice, send the documents to your Authorised University Officer (e.g. malpractice officer, appeals and complaints team, Programme Director, Head of Teaching and Learning) for further consideration.


Checklist completed by: (NAME and ROLE)
Checklist dated: 

