  TEACHING WITH ARTIFICIAL INTELLIGENCE    ·    SAMPLES · PARTICIPANT
Module 4 — Redesigned Assignment Samples 

Three redesigned assignments in random order. They differ in alignment, transparency, process evidence, and equity/access. Score each, then borrow one move — before opening the Steward Key.
How to use this:  Quality is not labeled. Score every sample against the rubric and write your prediction BEFORE you open the separate Steward Key document. Judging quality first is the whole point.
Sample A — Professional (Nursing Ethics case memo (redesigned))
	Purpose: Practice reaching and defending a calibrated recommendation for a care team.  Task: Write a 2-3 page memo recommending an action; apply two frameworks; cite the case; name one tradeoff.  Criteria: defensible recommendation; two frameworks applied accurately; case evidence cited; one named tradeoff.  AI Use: This is AIAS Level 2. You may use AI to brainstorm questions, not to draft the recommendation. Document any planning use in one sentence. Do not paste patient information or the case packet into any tool. If you lack access, planning help is available in office hours.  Process evidence: a 1-sentence planning-use note (student ~5 min; faculty ~2 min).  AI posture: Not integrated beyond planning.  Verification: any clinical claim must cite a named, authoritative source.  Design rationale (instructor-facing): I kept the recommendation independent because calibrated judgment is the core; the verification line guards against confident fabricated guidance.


Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Alignment
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Transparency
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Process evidence
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Equity and access
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 



Sample B — Humanities (Composition 101 researched argument (redesigned))
	Purpose: Develop an arguable claim and make a visible, defensible revision decision after feedback.  Task: (1) Draft a claim independently; (2) receive feedback; (3) submit a revision plan naming one change you will make and one piece of feedback you will NOT act on, with reasons; (4) submit the revised essay (5-6 pp).  Criteria: arguable claim; evidence evaluated for credibility; a revision decision that engages the feedback; accurate citation.  AI Use: Brainstorming a topic is AIAS Level 2 (document in one line). Drafting the claim is Level 1 — the claim must be yours before any tool sees it. You may use AI to translate or simplify a hard source or to render feedback in your home language (this is encouraged for access). Prohibited: generating the claim or the revision plan. Do not paste classmates' work into any tool. No paid tool is required; all steps work on a free tier, and plain-language source summaries are provided.  Process evidence: the revision plan (student ~15 min; faculty ~6 min/student). Rubric line: 'Names a specific change and a specific, reasoned rejection' vs. 'restates the feedback.'  AI posture: Collaborator at the revision stage, draft-first boundary.  Tripwire (documentation, not penalty): if the tool produces your claim before you have drafted it, note what happened in one line — this is documentation, not a violation.  Free-tier check: verified on a free tier this term [vintage date field].  Design rationale: the revision plan makes the judging-feedback operation visible without collecting every draft.


Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Alignment
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Transparency
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Process evidence
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Equity and access
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 



Sample C — Lab (Intro Chemistry lab report (redesigned))
	Purpose: Show you understand the experiment.  Task: Complete the lab report using the template. To make it AI-proof, you must include a selfie of yourself doing the lab and submit every prompt and full chat transcript you used with any AI tool, plus a screen recording of you typing the discussion section.  Criteria: completeness; correct format; evidence you did the work yourself.  AI Use: AI is banned. We will run all reports through a detector.  Process evidence: full prompt logs, screen recording, and selfie.  Design rationale: this makes it impossible to cheat with AI.


Score this sample:
	Criterion
	Meets
	Adequate
	Needs Revision

	Alignment
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Transparency
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Process evidence
	☐
	☐
	☐

	Equity and access
	☐
	☐
	☐


Your note:
 
 
Prediction & revision (before opening the Steward Key)
Which sample is strongest, and why?
 
 
 
One move I will borrow and apply to my own work:
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