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Model evaluation. Withheld from participants until they have scored and predicted. Distribution: one strong, one weak, one mixed.
Sample A — Quantitative
Classification:  Mixed (clear and well-reasoned; audit and mistake-path under-developed)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Policy clarity
	Meets Target
	Students can tell what is allowed, where rules vary by assignment, and what to do when unsure; the Level 1/Level 3 split is concrete.

	Learning rationale
	Meets Target
	Explicitly names the Core Intellectual Substance (method selection and interpretation) and connects rules to it in student-recognizable language.

	Equity/ethics audit
	Adequate / Developing
	Touches access (no paid tool) and privacy (no private data) but does not visibly address language/disability, verification, or detection, and no single revision is highlighted.

	Tone and trust
	Adequate / Developing
	'Asking is the safe move' is good, but the policy does not tell students what to do AFTER a mistake, which is the help-seeking floor the module emphasizes.


Strongest feature.  The Core Intellectual Substance is named precisely and the assignment-level AIAS split is genuinely clear — a student could act on this.
Highest-priority revision.  Add one sentence on the path after a mistake ('if you realize you used AI in a way the assignment did not allow, tell me and we will sort it out — disclosure is always safer than hiding it') and complete the eight-dimension audit so a revision can be highlighted.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may over-score Tone and trust because the policy is collegial. The rubric specifically asks whether it tells students what to do after a mistake — it does not yet.
Sample B — Writing-intensive
Classification:  Strong (good but improvable)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Policy clarity
	Meets Target
	Allowed / prohibited / required, where it varies, and what to do when unsure are all explicit, with a stated default.

	Learning rationale
	Meets Target
	Names the Core Intellectual Substance (the argument and the decisions behind it) and ties rules to learning in plain language.

	Equity/ethics audit
	Meets Target
	Addresses access (no paid tool implied; free-tier steps elsewhere), language (translation encouraged), privacy (no classmate data), and the documentation cap; pairs with the instructor's eight-dimension audit and a highlighted revision.

	Tone and trust
	Meets Target
	Invites questions, names the after-a-mistake path, and avoids surveillance-first language; a tired student would read this as developmental, not threatening.


Strongest feature.  The explicit, non-punitive 'if you make a mistake' path turns disclosure into the safe action — exactly what lowers the help-seeking floor.
Highest-priority revision.  Add one concrete scenario fragment (e.g., 'Example: using AI to reword your own sentence for clarity is fine; using it to produce the sentence's idea is not') so the boundary is illustrated, not only stated.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may think it is 'too soft' and under-score Tone and trust, assuming warmth weakens standards. The standards are explicit and unchanged; the tone only lowers the barrier to asking.
Sample C — Humanities
Classification:  Weak (detection-led, contradictory, inequitable, punitive)
	Criterion
	Rating
	Why

	Policy clarity
	Needs Revision
	Internally contradictory: 'any AI use is plagiarism' but also 'use AI responsibly' and 'purchase a subscription to approved tools.' A student cannot tell what is actually allowed.

	Learning rationale
	Needs Revision
	No Core Intellectual Substance and no connection to learning; the policy is compliance- and fear-based ('treated as plagiarism,' 'referred to the Dean').

	Equity/ethics audit
	Needs Revision
	Fails multiple dimensions at once: requires a paid tool (access), relies on detection that flags multilingual writers (detection bias), and the logging requirement risks privacy.

	Tone and trust
	Needs Revision
	Punitive and surveillance-first; 'ensure your writing does not resemble AI output' chills help-seeking and threatens exactly the students detection misclassifies.


Strongest feature.  It does attempt to state a boundary and reference institutional process — the bones of stance and an integrity link exist and could be rebuilt around learning.
Highest-priority revision.  Highest priority: remove detection as standalone evidence AND the paid-tool requirement in the same pass — together they make the policy both inequitable and unenforceable. Replace with a learning rationale, course-designed evidence, and a safe disclosure path.
What a participant may mis-score, and why.  Participants may rate Policy clarity too high because it 'sounds firm and specific.' Firmness is not clarity: the policy contradicts itself (ban vs. buy-a-subscription) and leaves students guessing. This is the set's clearest teaching object for detection-led failure.
Teaching with AI · Module 5 · Policy Samples — STEWARD KEY	1 of 2
