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Use of Generative AI in Assessment  
 

 

 

(Lecturer to indicate Yes or No against each element) 
 

RESEARCH  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to support you in research, including searching for 
bibliography, using tools to summarise, compare 
and interrogate materials.  

Yes  ☒ 
  
No   ☐ 

STRUCTURE  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to support you in structuring your submission, 
including creating a draft argument structure, 
identifying parts and headings, etc.  

Yes  ☒ 

  
No   ☐ 

PROOFREADING  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to check your own text/creation for grammatical 
and syntactical mistakes, including rephrasing of 
your own work within specific standards.  

Yes  ☒ 

  
No   ☐ 

WRITING  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to create text for submission.  

Yes  ☐ 
  
No   ☒ 

CREATIVE  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to create creative materials, such as images.  

Yes  ☐ 
  
No   ☒ 

PROGRAMING  For this assessment, you can use Generative AI 
to create and check code.  

Yes  ☐ 

  
No   ☒ 

NONE  For this assessment, you are not allowed to use 
any type of Generative AI support. This includes 
research support, structure support, 
writing/proofreading support and creative 
support.  

Yes  ☐ 

  
No   ☒ 
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I confirm that I have not used any AI tools in the research and creation of this 
assignment.  

I confirm that I have not presented any AI generated materials as my own work.  

I confirm that I have copies of my drafts, notes, and other resources I used, which I may 
be asked to provide in evidence. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Reflections on my personal learning  
I have used Gibbs’ reflective cycle as a framework, outlined by Aneeis Hashim et al. (2023) as 

consisting of six stages, description, feelings, evaluation, analysis, conclusion and action plan. 

This provides a clear structure for reflecting on my professional learning.   

Description  

As part of the teacher toolkit 2 module, I designed a four-week curriculum to develop 

foundational knowledge of the Curriculum for Wales and assessment practice for Level 4 

trainee teachers, making all content selection, sequencing, delivery and assessment decisions 

independently.   

Feelings 

My initial feelings towards the development of my curriculum were that it would be relatively 

straightforward, having experienced initial teacher training myself and identifying what I felt 

was a clear gap in learning, I felt the content decisions were clear and evident. However, once 

I began thinking more carefully about sequencing content, I began to feel more unsure. Crowe 

and McGarr (2022) identify this type of confidence as a characteristic of the apprenticeship of 

observation which can be explained as a tendency to draw selectively on your own schooling 

or training when making professional decisions, constructing these memories in a way that 

feels coherent, and goal driven rather than recognising them as partial and specific. On 

reflection, the initial ease with which content decisions were made were not necessarily a sign 

that those decisions were well-grounded but that they had been filtered from my own 

perspective. 

Evaluation 

As I reflect on the design process, the structured and sequential approach to decision-making 

provided me with a useful scaffold for thinking through my curriculum in what I felt was a 

systematic way. However, it exposed another significant limitation in my thinking. My initial 

module ideas were intended for a cohort that had a similar starting position to myself, coming 

into teacher training with limited prior experience of school teaching, however I had neglected 

to consider that any potential cohorts studying my module could come from a wider 

participation background and may already have previous school experiences through past 

training or employment. Rowan et al. (2021) identify designing ITE curricula for diverse learner 



cohorts as one of the most significantly under considered problems in teacher education, 

further noting that whilst diversity is widely acknowledged, substantial structural responses 

remain underdeveloped in practice. This is further supported by Van Bemmel et al. (2025) 

who argue that effective ITE curricula must be actively designed to respond to and account 

for learner diversity rather than assuming universal experience.  

Analysis 

Ashwin (2020) argues that effective curriculum design should not begin from content but from 

the experience intended for learners, framing access to knowledge as a matter of social justice 

rather than content coverage. Through this lens, my design process was fundamentally flawed, 

beginning from what I wanted to teach rather than from who I was teaching and what I wanted 

them to experience. Yet, although Ashwin’s (2020) argument is compelling, Bertram and 

Rusznyak (2024) offer an important counterargument, instead arguing that designing an ITE 

curriculum involves navigating conflicting priorities and constraints that make genuine learner 

centred design difficult to achieve in practice, regardless of the designers’ intentions. This 

conflict was felt during subsequent redesigns of my original module idea, where content 

coverage needs still sat uncomfortably alongside my new aspiration to start from the learner. 

Priestley, Biesta and Robinson (2015) highlight this as professional agency as an ecological 

experience shaped by personal experiences, professional knowledge and structural contexts. 

It is now evident that my early design judgements were more constrained by personal 

experience than by genuine professional agency.  

Conclusion  

My most significant learning came from recognising that I had started by asking the wrong 

question. Rather than my starting position being “what content comes first?” my initial 

approach should have been “where are my learners’ starting points, and what does the 

journey to the learning outcomes and assessment look like?” This realisation arose when 

considering Crowe and McGarr’s (2022) explanation of the apprenticeship of observation and 

the structural pressures that Bertram and Rusznyak (2024) identify as central to ITE curriculum 

design. Ultimately the views of Ashwin (2020) that curriculum design which does not begin 

with the learners risks introducing inequalities has been a sobering consideration that will 

change my approach when designing future curricula.  



Action Plan 

In revising my proposed curriculum, I would start with my intended learners’ potential prior 

experiences, building from there to ensure I can cater for a range of needs. Swift et al. (2024) 

argue that engaging with curriculum design as a professional enquiry rather than a technical 

exercise is a meaningful form of professional development, which develops knowledge and 

judgement that other forms of CPD cannot replicate. Priestley, Biesta and Robinson (2015) 

remind me that professional agency develops over time through a combination of experiences 

and reflection. Developing a learner first approach to curriculum design has emerged as a 

professional development priority.  

Reflections On Peer Review Feedback  
The peer feedback process resulted in four detailed responses to my proposed curriculum, 

generally positive in recognising the strength of the research, the relevance of my curriculum 

to the Curriculum for Wales (CfW) framework and my proposed assessment strategy. There 

were areas for development which I have considered critically below, 

Rationale and Curriculum Decision-making  

A consistent theme in my feedback was that the rationale did not always make clear how 

individual sources had informed specific decisions in my curriculum. On reflection, this is an 

area of feedback I accept. Loughlin, Lygo-Baker, and Lindberg-Sand (2021) contend that 

constructive alignment requires evidence to be clearly connected to design decisions rather 

than simply positioned alongside them. Equally, as this is my area of expertise, I may have 

overestimated my readers’ familiarity with the subject. Gonsalves and Lin (2025) argue that 

transparency should not be reduced to just the availability of information but should also 

account for how different stakeholders are supported in understanding it. If I were to revise 

my proposed curriculum, I would make the links between policy context, academic evidence 

and curriculum decision making explicit from the point of drafting, rather than left open to 

interpretation. 

Learning Outcomes and Taxonomy Framing  

Feedback received suggested that explicitly referencing Bloom’s Taxonomy would have 

strengthened the curriculum proposal and that outcomes could be more clearly linked to the 



assessment. I can partially accept the feedback, though it would benefit from further critical 

examination. Stanny (2016) argues that the same action verbs can appear across numerous 

taxonomy tiers dependent on the context, suggesting that the verbs alone cannot reliably 

indicate cognitive level, a concern echoed by Newton, Da Silva and Peters (2020) in the UK 

higher education context. That said, I feel that the taxonomy verbs I used in my curriculum 

outcomes were appropriate for the level of learner the curriculum was aimed at. When 

mapping to assessments, Larsen et al. (2022) provide empirical evidence that the context of 

assessment matters much more than verb choice. These findings suggest that while naming 

the taxonomy and selecting appropriate verbs may improve the visibility of curriculum logic, 

it does not guarantee cognitive rigour, this aligns with rigid systematic application of Bloom’s 

Taxonomy that Loughlin (2021) cautions against. Frost and Ackrill (2025) also caution that 

mapping outcomes to assessments risks functioning as an auditing exercise if the reasoning 

behind each outcomes selection remains implied; their concept of fracture points suggests 

that mapping is necessary but insufficient unless the why of each outcome is made visible to 

all stakeholders. When considering my curriculum proposal, I would make explicit from the 

outset the reasoning connecting intended learning, cognitive demand and assessment 

evidence, with the rationale for each outcome made transparent. 

Scheme of Work and Pedagogical Transparency 

The feedback received from my peers noted that my scheme of work lacked detail on 

pedagogical approach, the what is present but the how is absent. This is feedback that I accept, 

though I feel it can be partially defended. The pedagogical rationale for sessions was present 

within the lesson plans provided for sessions, therefore the issue is not a lack of thinking but 

that it was not visible at the right level of the curriculum. Gravells (2017) positions a scheme 

of work as a planning document that should show the logical progression of learning, 

suggesting that its function extends beyond sequencing content to making the structure and 

development of learning visible. Morrison-Love and Patrick (2025) argue that conventional 

planning formats, organised around time and activity, tend to suppress this kind of 

pedagogical reasoning in favour of technical and organisational sequencing. Distributing the 

how across my lesson plans rather than at scheme level has produced exactly that effect. 

Mansfield et al. (2026) reinforce this point by stating that where reasoning connecting 

intended activity and intended learning is not made visible at the level where sequencing 



decisions are made, the clarity of the curriculum design becomes harder to evaluate and 

harder to enact, thereby confirming the feedback received from my peers. To strengthen my 

curriculum, I would make the scheme of work’s pedagogical logic explicit, rather than leaving 

it implied across individual lesson plans.   

Conclusion  

The peer review process has been a genuinely valuable experience, surfacing issues of 

transparency and design logic that were not apparent to me during the initial writing 

process. The most significant learning outcome is that clarity cannot be assumed simply 

because the logic of the curriculum is clear to me as its designer. In future, I need to 

ensure I make my reasoning more visible to others, particularly where my own subject 

expertise may lead me to treat important decisions as self-evident rather than explained 

clearly.  
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Appendix 1: List of curricula reviewed 
 

List of Curricula reviewed 

https://doi.org/10.3102/0034654320979171
https://doi.org/10.1002/curj.267
https://doi.org/10.1002/curj.295


 

• Curriculum 3 – Neurodiversity Awareness 

 

• Curriculum 4 – Film & TV Production Management: Health & Safety and Planning 

 

• Curriculum 6 – Developing a football performance analysis curriculum using VEO 

technology.  

 

• Curriculum 12 - A proposed curriculum for Level 1 Art and Design (3D) at Afan 

College  

 

 



Appendix 2: Feedback given to peers 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

  

 



 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  

 

 



 

 

 

 

  

 



Appendix 3 – Feedback received from peers 
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