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For QA Leadership & Teams  
ASIC Standards for Growth Series: Webinar 1 - Post-Webinar Resource



This scalable template is designed for use across different types of institution and country settings (where it contains references to UK legal requirements, UK institutions should check if these apply to their level of delivery and international institutions should follow their in-country legal equivalent and/or international best practice). Use the template as a guide to support you at your mode and level of operation.

Institution Details
	Institution name
	

	QA lead completing this review
	

	Date of review
	

	Next scheduled review
	

	Committee / Governance Group
	



	How to use this template
Step 1 — Map:  Work through the initiative rows in the mapping table. For each initiative relevant to your setting, confirm or annotate the QA areas, ethics principles, and evidence already held.
Step 2 — Rate:  Use the RAG status column to give an honest assessment of where your institution currently sits for each initiative.
Step 3 — Identify gaps:  Note missing evidence, owner, and next actions in the final columns. Be specific - vague actions do not produce measurable outcomes.
Step 4 — Prioritise:  Use the Immediate Action Plan (Section 3) to pull RED and key AMBER items into a structured 30/60/90-day plan with named owners.
Step 5 — Review:  Bring this template to your next QA committee meeting as a standing item. Update every quarter.




RAG Status Guide
	RED: Not yet in place
Policy, process, or evidence missing; immediate action needed
	AMBER: Partial / inconsistent
Started but incomplete, inconsistent across teams, or not yet evidenced
	GREEN: Consistent and evidenced
In place, documented, reviewed, and accessible to relevant staff



Section 1: AI & Digital QA Initiatives — Mapping Table
For each initiative, confirm the QA area, ethics principles, and evidence touchpoints relevant to your setting. Assign a RAG status and record evidence held, gaps, and a named owner. Italicised prompts in the final column are for guidance — overwrite with your own notes.

	Initiative / Change
	Why It Matters
	Internal QA Area or Process
	Ethics Principle(s)
	Policy / Process Touched
	Evidence to Show
	RAG
	Evidence Held / Gaps to Address
	Owner
	Date

	AI-aware assessment redesign
	AI changes what original work means. 
Assessment design must stay valid, fair, and robust as AI capability reshapes task types and academic-integrity controls.
	Programme review; Assessment boards
	Integrity; Fairness; Transparency
	Assessment regulations; Moderation process
	Updated assessment policy; Sample moderated scripts with AI-check commentary; External examiner briefing notes
	
	Consider: Have regulations been reviewed in the current cycle?
 Are external examiners briefed on AI?
	
	

	Learning analytics pilot
	Analytics can support progression and early intervention but require oversight for fairness, privacy, and appropriate use - especially across diverse student groups.
	Data governance; Student feedback cycle
	Duty of care; Inclusivity; Transparency
	Data protection policy; Student communication plan
	DPIA/equivalent for each analytics tool; Fairness/bias audit; Student data information notice; Feedback analysis reports
	
	Consider: Has a bias audit been conducted? Do students know how their data is used?
	
	

	Staff AI literacy CPD
	Governance depends on staff capability. 
Evidence that teachers and reviewers understand AI opportunities and risks is now a quality expectation.
	Staff development; Teaching observation
	Duty of care; Inclusivity
	CPD policy; Appraisal process
	CPD log with AI-specific training (by role); Observation notes; Appraisal record extracts; AI Literacy Framework
	
	Consider: Is CPD differentiated by role? Are part-time/associate staff included?
Is uptake tracked?
	
	

	Website claims about AI
	Public-facing statements about AI-supported teaching or outcomes must be accurate, ethical, and evidenced - reputational and regulatory risk if not.
	Marketing review; QA sign-off
	Accurate information; Fair competition
	Marketing approval workflow
	Signed-off marketing copy; Ethics checklist; Complaints log
	
	Consider: Who has sign-off authority
 Is there a review trigger when capability claims change?
	
	

	Programme spec update for AI guidance
	Formal documentation must reflect how AI is permitted, restricted, or taught so expectations for staff and students are explicit and current.
	Programme approval; Annual monitoring
	Transparency; Inclusivity
	Programme specification template; QA handbook
	Revised programme specs with AI-use statements; Intended Learning Outcomes (ILOs) reviewed; Approval committee minutes
	
	Consider: Do all module descriptors include AI-permitted-use fields? Have ILOs been reviewed for AI validity?
	
	

	Student AI acceptable-use & authorship disclosure
	Closes the gap between assessment redesign and student conduct rules. Students need clear, accessible guidance on permitted use and declaration requirements.
	Assessment governance; Student induction; Academic integrity review
	Integrity; Transparency; Fairness; Duty of care
	Academic integrity policy; Student handbook; Induction checklist
	Student-facing AI guidance; Declaration template; Induction delivery records; Case log
	
	Consider: Is the declaration process accessible for students with disabilities? Is guidance consistent across modules?
	
	

	AI-supported feedback & marking workflow
	Once AI is used in feedback or marking, explicit controls for human oversight, moderation, consistency, and defensible academic judgement are essential.
	Teaching observation; Moderation; Assessment review
	Fairness; Transparency; Commitment to quality; Legal compliance
	Marking and feedback policy; Moderation procedure; Tool-use protocol
	Marked work samples with reviewer notes confirming human oversight; Updated rubrics; Moderation commentary
	
	Consider: Is there a documented human-review step before AI feedback reaches students? Are moderators briefed?
	
	

	AI tool procurement & vendor due diligence
	Many compliance and quality risks arise at adoption.
Documented procurement routes protect institutions on privacy, security, contracts, and fitness for purpose.
	Governance; Systems management; Risk review
	Duty of care; Legal compliance; Professionalism; Commitment to quality
	Procurement workflow; Data protection policy; Contracts review; Risk register
	Vendor due diligence checklist; Contract data clauses; DPIA (UK)/equivalent; Risk register entry; Approval minute
	
	Consider: Is the DPO (UK)/equivalent involved at procurement stage rather than retrospectively? Is there an annual review of tools already in use?
	
	

	Inclusive digital design & accessibility review
	Digital innovation must be checked for accessibility and reasonable adjustment so change improves learning without creating avoidable barriers.
	Programme review; Student support; Learning resources review
	Inclusivity; Duty of care; Commitment to quality
	Accessibility statement; VLE content standards; Disability support process
	Accessibility audit records; Captioning/alt-text logs; Alternative format examples; Student support adjustments log
	
	Consider: Are AI-generated materials checked for WCAG 2.1 AA compliance before use? Is DSA team involved in tool reviews?
	
	

	AI incident, appeals & escalation log
	Complaints, misconduct disputes, biased outputs, privacy issues, and system failures must be recorded, reviewed, and fed into quality improvement cycles.
	Complaints and grievances; Academic appeals; Annual review
	Duty of care; Fairness; Transparency; Professionalism
	Complaints procedure; Academic appeals process; Incident management; QA annual report
	AI Incident Log; Appeals outcomes summary; Trend analysis report; Committee-closed actions
	
	Consider: Is the log actively maintained and reviewed quarterly? Are lessons identified and actioned? Is the culture blame-free?
	
	

	Student-facing AI chatbot (admissions / support)
	AI in front-facing communication creates quality risks around accuracy, welfare signposting, safeguarding, and misleading or inaccessible information.
	Admissions review; Marketing sign-off; Welfare triage
	Accurate information; Duty of care; Fair competition; Inclusivity
	Admissions comms process; Safeguarding escalation route; Chatbot content governance
	Approved knowledge base; Escalation map; Conversation audit sample; User feedback and correction log
	
	Consider: Is there a tested human escalation route for distress? Do students know they are talking to AI? Is the knowledge base reviewed for accuracy?
	
	

	Digital teaching continuity & platform resilience
	Operational reliability is a governance expectation. AI-enabled platforms failing without contingency planning exposes institutions to quality and regulatory risk.
	Delivery monitoring; Business continuity; Systems review
	Duty of care; Commitment to quality; Legal compliance
	Business continuity plan; VLE outage protocol; Online delivery contingency plan
	Continuity test records; Outage communications log; Contingency lesson plan examples; Post-incident reviews
	
	Consider: Has the continuity plan been tested for AI-specific failures? Are staff clear on contingency steps?
	
	

	Curriculum refresh for AI & digital capability outcomes
	AI is a curriculum issue as well as a compliance one. Learning outcomes and graduate capabilities need periodic review to remain relevant and employer-aligned.
	Course design; Annual monitoring; Employer/external input
	Commitment to quality; Transparency; Global citizenship; Inclusivity
	Curriculum design procedure; Programme approval form; External advisory input process
	Revised ILOs and module outcomes; Employer/advisor meeting minutes; Curriculum map; Student consultation summary
	
	Consider: Is AI literacy a named graduate attribute? Have employer advisors been consulted on AI expectations?
	
	



Section 2: Quick-Fire Readiness Questions
Use these questions in your team discussion immediately after the webinar. They are deliberately direct - honest answers are the starting point for improvement.

	
	Question - ask this in your team session today
	If the answer is no or unclear - what to do next

	1
	Do we have an institution-wide AI Acceptable Use Policy that has been communicated to all staff and students?
	If not: this is the single most important gap to close. Who will own a draft policy and by when?

	2
	Has a DPIA/equivalent been completed for every AI tool currently in use (not just newly procured ones)?
	If not: ask your DPO/equivalent for a full audit of tools in use. This is a legal requirement, not a best-practice aspiration.

	3
	When were our assessment regulations last reviewed with AI capability explicitly in mind?
	If more than 12 months ago (or never): schedule a programme-level review before the next assessment cycle.

	4
	What proportion of our staff have received AI-specific CPD in the last 12 months broken down by role and contract type?
	If you cannot answer this: you do not yet have an AI Literacy Framework. This is a priority gap.

	5
	Is our AI Incident Log actively maintained and reviewed quarterly by a named committee or group?
	If not: assign an owner today and set a review date. An inactive log is not a safety net.

	6
	If an AI tool produced harmful, biased, or incorrect output tomorrow — what would we do, and who would we call?
	If there is no clear answer: your escalation routes are not yet fit for purpose. Map them before the next incident.

	7
	Have we checked our student-facing AI tools for safeguarding escalation routes and accessibility compliance?
	If not: welfare and disability teams should be involved in any tool review or redeployment decision.

	8
	Do our external examiners and academic partners understand our approach to AI in assessment?
	If not: include AI expectations in the next examiner briefing and in all partnership quality agreements.


Section 3: Immediate Review & Action Plan
Use your completed RAG review from Section 1 to populate this plan. Focus first on RED items — these represent the highest risk and should have a named owner and target date within 30 days.

3.1  RAG Priority Summary
Tick your RAG status for each initiative. Record the single most important gap or next action in the right-hand column.
	Initiative
	RED
	AMBER
	GREEN
	Key Gap / Next Action
	Owner
	Date

	AI-aware assessment redesign
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Learning analytics pilot
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Staff AI literacy CPD
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Website claims about AI
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Programme spec update for AI
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Student AI acceptable-use & disclosure
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	AI-supported feedback & marking
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	AI tool procurement & due diligence
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Inclusive digital design & accessibility
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	AI incident, appeals & escalation log
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Student-facing AI chatbot
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Digital teaching continuity & resilience
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	

	Curriculum refresh for AI & digital
	□
	□
	□
	
	
	



3.2  30 / 60 / 90-Day Action Plan
Select your highest-priority RED and AMBER items and map them to the timeframes below. Aim for no more than three items per column — clarity is more useful than comprehensiveness at this stage.
	
	30 Days — Quick Actions
	60 Days — Build the Evidence
	90 Days — Embed & Review

	Focus area / Initiative
	e.g. Assessment regulations update
	e.g. DPIA/equivalent register completion
	e.g. Full RAG review with committee

	Specific action(s)
	What will you do in the next 30 days?
	What will you do by 60 days?
	What will you complete by 90 days?

	Named owner
	Who is responsible?
	Who is responsible?
	Who is responsible?

	Success measure
	How will you know it is done?
	What evidence will exist?
	What does embedded look like?

	Status at review
	RAG at next meeting
	RAG at next meeting
	RAG at next meeting



3.3  Items for Board or Committee Attention
Use this section to identify which findings from your review require escalation to senior leadership, a quality committee, or the board. Include any items that represent significant legal, reputational, or student-welfare risk.
	Item / Finding
	Risk Level (High / Med / Low)
	Recommended action
	Escalate to

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	



3.4  Review Sign-Off
	Prepared by
	Reviewed by
	Approved by
	Date of next review

	
	
	
	



Glossary of Acronyms:
AI - Artificial Intelligence
Systems or tools capable of performing tasks typically requiring human intelligence (e.g., pattern recognition, natural language processing).

CPD - Continuing Professional Development
Ongoing professional training and learning activities undertaken by staff to maintain and enhance skills, including AI‑specific upskilling.

DPIA- Data Protection Impact Assessment
A formal assessment required (e.g., under UK GDPR) to evaluate privacy, security, and data‑handling risks before implementing tools such as AI analytics or chatbots.

DPO - Data Protection Officer
Institutional role responsible for compliance with data protection law, reviewing DPIAs, and advising on privacy risks.

ILOs - Intended Learning Outcomes
Statements describing what students should know or be able to do after completing a module or programme. Updated in the template to reflect AI capability expectations.

VLE - Virtual Learning Environment
Institutional digital platform (e.g., Moodle, Canvas, Blackboard) used for online teaching, learning resources, and assessment delivery.

WCAG - Web Content Accessibility Guidelines
International accessibility standards (e.g., WCAG 2.1 AA) that ensure digital materials — including AI‑generated content — are usable by learners with disabilities.

DSA - Disabled Students’ Allowance
UK support scheme providing adjustments, equipment, or assistance to ensure accessibility and inclusion for disabled students.



	This document is part of the AI-QA Leadership in Education series
This template forms part of the ASIC Standards for Growth Series Resources produced by ASIC.
Other documents in the series include: Strategic Leadership Briefing  |  Operational QA Handbook  |  Practitioner Guide  |  This document: Internal QA Mapping Template
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