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Model evaluation. Withheld from participants until they have scored and predicted. Distribution: one strong, one weak, one mixed.
Sample A — Writing-intensive 
Classification:  Mixed (good decision and equity; component-level reasoning under-explained)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Outcome alignment
	Adequate / Developing
	The outcome (form and revise a claim) is present and loosely tied to the level, but the memo states a single assignment-level Level 2 at the top, then introduces component levels only in the decision — the alignment is implied rather than worked through.

	Stress-test depth
	Adequate / Developing
	Addresses capability, invisible learning, and equity, but thinly on process evidence and does not articulate the strongest counterargument to the choice.

	Decision quality
	Meets Target
	Names a specific decision (Revise) with a defensible rationale and one named change (component levels + a revision note).

	Transparency
	Meets Target
	A colleague could read and act on this; the AI-use guidance (Level 1 drafting, Level 2 brainstorm) is clear enough to implement.


Strongest feature.  The decision is genuinely actionable and the component-level split (Level 1 drafting / Level 2 brainstorm) shows real production-vs-measurement thinking.
Highest-priority revision.  Add the strongest fair counterargument and one piece of evidence that would change the author's mind — the Stress Test's hardest and most valuable move, currently missing.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may over-score Stress-test depth because four dimensions are mentioned. Depth requires a named counterargument and a specific process-evidence form, both thin here.
Sample B — Humanities
Classification:  Strong (good but improvable)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Outcome alignment
	Meets Target
	The AIAS choice follows from a behavioral outcome (discriminate between two readings) and the level varies by component with a clear rationale.

	Stress-test depth
	Meets Target
	All four questions answered with course-anchored specifics AND the strongest counterargument is articulated fairly, with mind-changing evidence named.

	Decision quality
	Meets Target
	Specific decision (Split) with defensible rationale and named changes (reading log + Level 5 task).

	Transparency
	Meets Target
	Could be explained to students or colleagues without contradiction; the Level 1 / Level 5 split is clear and consistent.


Strongest feature.  The counterargument is real, not a straw man — the author concedes that Level 1 can be defensive and answers it with design (the Level 5 unit), the exact move the rubric rewards.
Highest-priority revision.  Tighten the reading-log rubric line so it is gradeable at scale, and confirm the free-tier check has a vintage date attached for Module 6 maintenance.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may see 'Level 1' and assume fear-based avoidance, under-scoring Outcome alignment. Read the rationale: Level 1 here is a justified, outcome-driven choice, and Level 1 is a legitimate AIAS level.
Sample C — Quantitative
Classification:  Weak (fear-driven; no failure analysis; detection-led)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Outcome alignment
	Needs Revision
	No behavioral learning outcome appears. The level is chosen by fear ('I do not want students cheating'), not from what capability the assessment must reveal.

	Stress-test depth
	Needs Revision
	Focuses on cheating detection rather than learning evidence; does not seriously address capability, invisible learning, process evidence, or equity, and names no counterargument.

	Decision quality
	Needs Revision
	'Keep + add a prohibition' is not an actionable redesign; it leaves the production/measurement conflation (method selection graded only via the final report) untouched.

	Transparency
	Adequate / Developing
	Students would know AI is banned, but not what counts as the cognitive work, how a detector flag would be handled, or what to do when unsure — and the detector raises equity concerns the memo does not address.


Strongest feature.  A course-wide Level 1 can be legitimate in a foundational course — the instinct to protect independent method-selection early is defensible and could anchor a real design once it is reasoned rather than feared.
Highest-priority revision.  Run the actual Stress Test on one component. Most likely outcome: Level 1 for early probability quizzes (independent reasoning is the evidence) and Level 2-3 for the heavy analysis project, with documentation — and drop the detector as standalone evidence in favor of course-designed process evidence.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may approve this because 'No AI' sounds safe and rigorous. The rubric asks whether the level follows from a learning outcome via failure analysis. Here it follows from fear, and the detection plan is exactly what the course rejects. Note: the problem is not Level 1 — it is unreasoned, course-wide Level 1 plus detection.
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