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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   ☒ 

  

AI Acknowledgement   

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. 
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Introduction 

In this report, I reflect on two related learning experiences: the professional learning gained 

from designing a curriculum and the insights developed through peer review, both as a 

reviewer of peers' work and as the recipient of feedback on my own curriculum proposal. 

Throughout this course, I have found reflection central to my development as a teaching 

practitioner. Schön (1984, pp. 76–267) distinguishes between reflection-in-action — 

adjusting thinking in the moment — and reflection-on-action, which involves revisiting 

experience to extract meaning and inform future practice. The following is my reflection-on-

action. 

Reflection on Designing Curriculum 

When I was asked to design a curriculum, I quickly realised it was a fundamentally different 

intellectual task from anything I had undertaken in this course. The module I proposed — 

Crisis Management and Organisational Resilience, at Level 7 for MBA and Leadership and 

Management students at UWTSD — required me to think beyond individual sessions and 

engage with a broader set of questions: why does this module need to exist, what should 

learners be able to do by the end of it, how should it be structured over nine weeks, and how 

should learning be assessed in a way that is both academically rigorous and genuinely 

vocationally meaningful? 

The most significant shift in my thinking came when I engaged with the QAA Subject 

Benchmark Statement for master's degrees in business and management (The Quality 

Assurance Agency for Higher Education, 2023) and the Frameworks for Higher Education 

Qualifications (The Quality Assurance Agency for Higher Education, 2024), not as 

background documents to cite, but as active design tools. Working through them carefully 

helped me understand what Biggs and Tang (2011, pp. 279–382) call constructive alignment 

— the idea that a curriculum achieves quality through the coherent connection among 

intended learning outcomes, teaching and learning activities, and assessment tasks, rather 

than through content alone. Once I grasped this principle, I could see where my own design 

held together and where it needed improvement, particularly in ensuring that each weekly 

session mapped directly to a specific module learning outcome. 

Writing the rationale also challenged me in ways I had not anticipated. I had assumed it 

would be a relatively straightforward task — articulating why crisis management matters and 

why it belongs in an MBA programme. But the process pushed me to think about curriculum 

design as a values-laden act, not a neutral technical exercise. Kelly (2009, pp. 32–52) argues 

that every curriculum reflects deeper judgements about what knowledge matters and why. I 

found this to be true in practice. I was not proposing this module because it fitted a gap in a 

programme map — I proposed it because I genuinely believe that crisis management is a core 

leadership competency that existing postgraduate business education has not adequately 

addressed. That sense of conviction, I discovered, is not incidental to the quality of the work 

— it is integral to it. 

Designing the summative assessments was the part of the process I found both most 

challenging and most illuminating. I had experience with formative assessment in lesson 

planning, but constructing a two-component summative strategy — a collaborative group 

presentation simulating executive-level crisis decision-making, alongside an independent 
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4,000-word critical report — required me to think carefully about what Level 7 performance 

actually looks like. I drew on Carless and Boud (2018) argument that effective assessment 

should develop students' evaluative judgement, not merely measure what they know at a 

fixed point. I wanted the assessments to require genuine strategic thinking, not content 

reproduction — and the peer review process helped me examine, more honestly, whether I 

had fully communicated that intention in the written proposal. 

Reflections on the Peer Review Process and Feedback Received 

Receiving feedback on my curriculum from three peers was, unexpectedly, one of the most 

useful parts of this assignment. I say this unexpectedly because I had not anticipated how 

much more clearly I would be able to see my own work through someone else's eyes. The 

constructive feedback was broadly positive, but it was the development points — the places 

where reviewers identified gaps or raised questions I had not asked myself — that I found 

most professionally instructive. Deciding how to respond to those points — what to accept, 

what to modify, and what to contest with a reasoned argument — required me to think 

critically about my own work in a way that writing alone does not. 

All three reviewers noted, to varying degrees, that some of my learning outcomes were too 

dense and inaccessible in their phrasing. Terminology such as 'epistemic agility', 'stakeholder 

salience', and 'contradictory interplay between efficiency-driven methodologies and strategic 

redundancy' was flagged as potentially difficult for learners to interpret without prior 

contextualisation. When I read that feedback, my first instinct was to defend the language as 

appropriate for Level 7. But on reflection, I think that initial reaction was wrong. Bloom's 

Taxonomy is intended to clarify the cognitive demands placed on learners, not to demonstrate 

scholarly range through the complexity of expression (Bloom, 1956, pp. 52–196). I could 

make several of my outcomes more direct and accessible without reducing their intellectual 

demands, and I would do so in any revised version of the curriculum. 

A development point I found genuinely challenging was recognising that my module lacked 

individual reflective activities and that the high-pressure simulation tasks could pose a risk to 

students' well-being. I had not thought carefully enough about this. Throughout the design 

process, my focus had been on authenticity — replicating the urgency and complexity of real 

crisis environments — and I had not given sufficient attention to the psychological dimension 

of what I was asking learners to do. Moon (2004, pp. 69–121) argues that reflection is not an 

add-on to experiential learning but the mechanism through which experience becomes 

understanding. My formative checkpoints in Weeks 3, 6, and 8 were primarily evaluative and 

tutor-led — they did not provide learners with structured space for individual reflection. I 

would revise the curriculum to include brief written reflection prompts after each simulation 

or case study, and I fully accept this constructive point. 

A third suggestion was that my rationale would be stronger with evidence of employer or 

industry consultation and a better balance of UK-specific case studies. I partially accept this. I 

agree that employer consultation would strengthen the rationale's external validity, and I 

would incorporate it into a revised version. However, I would not significantly narrow the 

international scope of the case studies. The module is designed for a globally diverse cohort 

that includes international students with varied national and organisational backgrounds, and 

a predominantly UK-focused curriculum would not serve the intended purpose. Instead, I 
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would introduce a more deliberate balance — adding prominent UK examples, such as the 

Carillion collapse or the NHS's response to COVID-19, alongside the existing international 

material. 

There is one piece of feedback I do not accept — the suggestion to make the curriculum 

proposal more concise. I understand the concern, but the document’s depth and length align 

with the Level 6 assessment criteria, which require substantive engagement with the literature 

and professional standards, as well as detailed justification of design decisions. In my view, 

trimming that depth would undermine the academic credibility of the rationale. However, I 

would accept targeted formatting improvements — for example, a visual summary table of 

constructive alignment — that could improve the document’s navigability without reducing 

its rigour. 

Conclusion 

Looking back on this assignment as a whole, I can honestly say it has been one of the most 

professionally formative experiences of the PCET course. Designing a curriculum from first 

principles has changed how I think about teaching — I now see every session I plan as part of 

a larger architecture, not as a standalone event. And engaging in peer review, as both a giver 

and a receiver of feedback, has reminded me that professional growth rarely happens in 

isolation. Brookfield (2017) argues that critically reflective teachers are those who can see 

their own practice through the eyes of others. I feel that this process gave me exactly that, and 

I intend to carry both the learning and the habit of structured reflection forward into my 

teaching practice. 
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Appendices 

Appendix A: Curricula Reviewed 
 

As part of the peer review process, I reviewed the following three curriculum proposals: 

1. Curriculum Proposal No. 2 — Anti-Racist Education and Decolonial Curriculum Design 

(Level 6, BA Education, UWTSD) 

2. Curriculum Proposal No. 8 — Rugby Coaching (Level 4 HECert, UWTSD) 

3. Curriculum Proposal No. 10 — Business Start-Up and Enterprise (Level 5 Business and 

Management, UWTSD) 
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Appendix B: Peer Review Comments Provided 
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