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A working guide with caveats for markers and module leaders 
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Edinburgh Napier University is clear in its prohibition of Gen AI detection tools on students’ work: 
2.2. The University Leadership does not permit the use of Gen AI detection tools on student assessment submissions, as current technologies have proven to be unreliable, prone to bias, and we do not have students’ informed consent for their use with their work. 
(Edinburgh Napier University’s Position on Generative Artificial Intelligence)
The university’s position on this is unlikely to change soon, as the case for using tools for Gen AI detection has not been proven, and sector level advice remains to be extremely cautious[footnoteRef:1][footnoteRef:2].   [1:  An Evidence-Based Toolkit on Leveraging Generative AI to Support the Graduates of the Future (QAA)]  [2:  AI Detection and assessment - an update for 2025 - Artificial intelligence (JISC)] 

There are many anecdotal and ad hoc ideas of what may be considered ‘tells’ for inappropriate use of Gen AI by students. This short guide compiles a list of indicators which may help markers and module leaders make a decision on whether to initiate a supportive conversation with a student regarding suspected poor scholarship in their work, including inappropriate use of Gen AI. Local practices within schools may have additional approaches, and this checklist should be used in tandem with them, as recommended by Associate Deans for Learning and Teaching. 
[bookmark: _Toc225953879]Important: Caveats
1. There is no definitive and conclusive evidence which can prove a student has inappropriately used Gen AI, with the exception of a student telling you they have done so.
2. The existence of any one or number of the following ‘orange flags’ does not prove inappropriate Gen AI use by a student. This checklist supports identifying concerns that merit discussion or referral, but is not an evidence threshold in itself.
3. The presence of any of these indicators does not mean that the student has not done any of the work themselves, but they may have used Gen AI in part of their submission or in the drafting, editing or proofing of it. 
4. These indicators may be indicative of less sophisticated uses of Gen AI, whereas more expert Gen AI use may be virtually undetectable.
5. Humans are also not reliable detectors of gen AI content (studies find that humans detect AI work at best 50% of the time).
6. False accusations and an adversarial atmosphere can cause severe harm to individual students and undermines trust between students and tutors and learning across whole cohorts.

[bookmark: _Toc225953880]The ENU recommended pre-emptive approach:
1. Establishing expectations with students should be a priority, talking to cohorts early and more than once about what is and is not permitted in undertaking learning tasks both in and out of the classroom. You may wish to share this checklist with them, for full transparency of how you will be assessing the authenticity their work. 
2. Use and adapt the traffic light slide to make clear the boundaries for Gen AI use to students, and add it to each assessment brief, explaining how the learning outcomes allow for/do not allow for certain Gen AI uses.
3. Identify clearly where you expect students to work without Gen AI and explain why e.g. “For this next task, turn to the person beside you and discuss this question, but try it first without your phones or laptops – see what you can come with first without AI, and keep each other right”.
4. Remind students to complete the Assessment Declaration coversheet for every submission.
5. Give examples of what kinds of statements or evidence you expect to see for acknowledging Gen AI use e.g. “I used Copilot to correct my grammar and spelling, but not for re-writing or generating ideas”.
6. Explain how you will treat acknowledgements of use e.g. “If you describe how you used Gen AI, I will trust what you say is accurate, and if there is no indication that you have used Gen AI to meet the learning outcomes, then your work will be marked as normal. If I have questions, I may seek further clarification from you.”
7. Make yourself available to answer questions from students about Gen AI use.
8. Academic misconduct may arise from panic, overwhelm or misunderstanding as well from deliberate deception (and both are true at once), so communication with students should be done with compassion and openness, not accusations. 
9. Encourage students to engage in version control of files with version histories, drafts, timestamps, and keeping a record of their note taking while preparing their work. 
10. Engage students in broader critical discussion about GenAI and whether they are comfortable using tools which are developed and used resulting substantial environmental, ethical and human impact, including how this affects their future professional life. 
11. Always ensure that you are aware of learning profiles for any students whose work you are marking. If you are not the module leader, ask the module leader for this information. 

[bookmark: _Toc225953881][bookmark: _Hlk221880915]Risk factors in Assessment Design 
The following conditions may increase the likelihood of inappropriate Gen AI use, where the assessment:
1. Requires students to adhere to standards and conventions for presentation, content, style and argument.
2. Presents students with a standard topic or question, where all students are expected to produce similar or identical responses.
3. Expects students to provide generic research proposal, methodology or timeline.
4. Requires students to reproduce ideas or content which are available online or from teaching materials.
5. Depends on memorisation.
6. Requires little or no process evidence, or is a large unsupervised written task without staged checkpoints or oral follow-up.
7. Does not provide formative and in-class practice or development activities.
8. Focuses on the product, not the process of learning while creating the product.
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[bookmark: _Toc225953882]Checklist for ‘Orange Flags’ in student work[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Some of these indicators are drawn from the OU’s report Developing robust assessment in the light of Generative AI developments] 

	Indicator
	Orange Flag
	Explanations other than Gen AI use
	Workload on marker
	Present? (Y/N)

	1.       The Assessment Declaration sheet is:
	a.       Not completed
	Last minute submission; executive function issues; confusion; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	b.       Is completed with a ‘No’ but other orange flags also present
	Fear of false accusation; Unclear about consequences of ‘yes’ declaration; unclear about permitted Gen AI use
	Low
	

	
	c.       Is completed with a ‘Yes’, but description missing, vague or incomplete
	Fear of being penalised; poor record keeping of Gen AI use; executive function issues; poor descriptive writing skills
	Low
	

	2.       Contents of student’s submission is:
	a.       Uniformly polished, error-free writing
	Student effort and developed skills; use of assistive technologies
	Low
	

	
	b.       Inconsistent style of writing, font or quality
	Working across different files and software tools e.g. copying and pasting from notes; executive function issues; disability/neurodivergence
	Mid
	

	
	c.       Vocabulary, tone or grammar structures which are overly advanced for level of study
	Student effort and developed skills; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	d.       Vague or ‘empty’ statements
	Underdeveloped academic writing skills
	Low
	

	
	e.       Overly formal and elaborate language
	Underdeveloped academic writing skills; cultural communication differences; English is additional language; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	f.         Covers unexpected topics or knowledge not covered in teaching or teaching materials/texts
	Poor assessment literacy; extended independent reading and/or research; prior knowledge
	Mid
	

	
	g.        Use of bullet points and use of bold for emphasis
	Underdeveloped academic writing skills; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	k. Contains usual or sophisticated formatting such as green ticks/red crosses, not printing characters
	Underdeveloped academic writing skills; characters copied from websites/other sources; dictation or assistive software
	
	

	
	h. Structure appears formulaic, overly tidy, or mechanically aligned throughout.
	Student effort and developed skills; Poor proof-reading skills; close use of exemplars; highly organised and systematic work; 
	
	

	
	h.       Covers content, terminology or phrasing from other contexts or countries e.g. US spelling
	Spellchecker set to US English; international students common use of US English; device location picking up other language as default; poor scholarship skills
	Mid
	

	
	i.          Generic and presents ‘both sides’ of any argument, especially in introductions and conclusions.
	Underdeveloped or lack of confidence in academic writing skills; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	j.          Includes Gen AI conversation snippets e.g. “Certainly, here is a list of…”, “Let me know what you would like me to do next…” or includes part of the question.
	Accidental inclusion but other AI-generated content removed
	Low
	

	
	k.       Hallucinated case studies, events or facts
	Underdeveloped academic skills
	Mid
	

	
	k. Requested supporting materials or files missing or incomplete
	Last minute submission; accidental or technical problem; disability/neurodivergence; underdeveloped digital skills; executive function issues;
	
	

	
	l.          Missing focus on required elements as detailed in the assessment brief
	Poor assessment literacy; executive function issues; confusion about assessment requirements; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	m.    Missing or jarring writing where ‘personal reflection’ required.
	Underdeveloped reflective writing skills; disability/neurodivergence
	Low
	

	
	n. Implausible methods or project plans which are unrealistic for level, too generic or uses processes not required or taught like ethics approval or software.
	Unfocused reading beyond topic; underdeveloped academic skills; confusion about assessment
	Low
	

	
	n.       Images which look AI generated and have no acknowledgement
	Underdeveloped academic skills; executive function issues;
	Low
	

	
	o.       Data or graphs which look synthetic or have no acknowledgement
	Underdeveloped academic skills; executive function issues;
	Mid
	

	
	p.       References which don’t exist, are incorrect, unusually recent or future dates, don’t support the point, or not suitable for discipline
	Poor referencing skills; executive function issues;
	High
	

	
	q.       Journal titles which don’t exist
	Poor referencing skills; executive function issues;
	High
	

	
	r.         Mixed reference styles
	Poor referencing or proof-reading skills
	Mid
	

	
	Possible ghost-writing indicators, including third-party contact or unusual Turnitin matches e.g. many small matches
	 Poor proof-reading skills; legitimate reuse of common phrasing/boilerplate wording/standard definitions.
	
	

	3.       File(s) or online submission properties:
	a.       A Word document or PDF’s properties indicate the student is not the original author or authorship has been wiped or disabled e.g. author field empty or another name or ID
	Working from a template or exported from software; metadate reset when exported or renamed; work completed offline/on paper
	High
	

	
	b.       The date the file was created was close to the submission time, or total editing time in history is implausible
	Main work completed in another file or software before copying into document
	High
	

	
	c. Quiz answer timeline shows long answers appearing almost instantly.
	Main work completed in another file or software before copying into Moodle; assistive technology, connectivity issues; 
	
	

	
	c.       No file version history
	As above
	High
	

	4.       Student’s usual written or verbal communication and engagement
	 Student is unable to explain key concepts, choices or processes in their work before or after submission
	Underdeveloped academic skills; executive function issues; English is additional language
	
	

	
	a.       Marked improvement in comparison to previously submitted work
	Student effort and developed skills since previous assessments 
	High
	

	
	b.       Marked improvement or sophistication in comparison to emails, supervision conversations, verbal explanation, or in-class  contributions
	Student effort and developed skills since classes; anxiety/nerves/panic; memorisation more than understanding; executive function issues; disability/neurodivergence
	Mid
	

	
	c.       High quality submission despite low in-class attendance and/or low Moodle engagement data
	Student effort and developed skills outwith class and Moodle
	Mid
	



[bookmark: _Toc225953883]How to make a decision
This is relative to the context and assessment, and requires academic judgement. Previous issues with a student’s work, any learning profile, and overall engagement should also be taken into account. One very strong orange flag from the above list may be enough to justify further checking. However, a convergence of indicators across sections is usually more robust and useful than relying on one feature alone. Orange flags should therefore be considered as a pattern, not as single ‘tells’. 
Before deciding what to do next, ask: 
1. Is there a pattern of concern across the declaration, the submission itself, file properties and the student’s usual communication or engagement?
2. Are there credible, alternative explanations other than inappropriate use of GenAI?
3. Is there concern about poor scholarship, misunderstanding, skills, undeclared GenAI use, possible ghost-writing or something else?
4. Is there enough specific information to explain clearly what is causing concern?
Where appropriate, focus on the student’s ability to explain the ‘why’ and ‘how’ of their work, rather than only on textual evidence. A student should be able to produce a polished submission with support, but they should be able to explain the key concepts, choices, sources, methods or processes in ways that are consistent in the submission. 
Module leaders and markers should avoid making decisions on the basis of “too good to be true”, polished language or one unusual feature alone. The purpose of the above checklist is to support judgement about whether further clarification, discussion, or referral may be needed. 
[bookmark: _Toc225953884]Next Steps 
Ensure that you refer to your school’s procedures if you suspect a students’ work is not fully their own, as the pre-referral steps may vary locally and may include a supportive conversation with the students as a first step. 
1. Have a conversation with the relevant school Academic Integrity Officer (AIO) about your concerns and the evidence you have collected (using the checklist above as a guide as helpful).
2. Following this conversation, if you still suspect that there has been an academic integrity breach, report it formally to the AIO. Ensure that you provide evidence that is as clear and comprehensive as possible.
The procedures for reporting and referral are represented in a flow chat on pages 31-32 of The University’s Academic Regulations: 2025-26.
		
