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Scenario summary
How can educators move beyond policing AI use to actively teaching students how to use it 
responsibility? In this case, a course convenor shares steps they have taken to manage student use 
of AI tools in their assessments, as well as improve students’ AI in assessment literacy levels by 
demonstrating both the affordances and limitations of these tools for their assessments.

Context
Third-year engineering students from two different programmes need to complete a design course. 
Design is an integral aspect of engineering and where other components of the discipline are pulled 
together. This design course is the last time students are taught fundamental theory and skills. The 
course prepares them for the fourth-year design course, which is application focused and centred 
around a large assignment. The convenor decided to proactively address student use of AI tools in 
their course through taking multiple actions. 

Purpose
It is important to know about both the affordances and limitations of AI tools for engineering. 
Offering students multiple opportunities to learn about how to appropriately use them is essential 
for promoting this. 
 
Process
To address student use of AI tools in their assessments and to promote the sound use of them, they 
took the following actions:

(1)	 Demonstrated the strengths and weaknesses of AI tools in various applications
	 Integrated into the Amathuba site for the course are multiple AI generated images of designs 

with text explaining that were created by the convenor. While the designs are beautiful, they do 
not meet engineering standards: “I want them to recognise that even though those tools exist, 
they are incredibly limited, and the tool doesn’t know its limitations. And for engineering, one 
of our critical graduate attributes is this idea of knowing the limit of your own competence... So 
it’s just drawing that in and highlighting that you’ve got to know the limitations.” 

	
	 They also demonstrate using AI tools for writing in class to show how they do not perform to 

the expected standards: “It’s going to produce you a paragraph that looks fine, but actually 
says nothing about what you’ve done and why it’s wrong.” 
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(2)	 Offered clarity about inappropriate and appropriate uses of AI tools, along with specific 
suggestions for use

	 A key assessment for this course includes a written design brief, comprised of an introduction, 
results, design discussion, calculations, and a drawing. This is individually completed and 
takes place over 10 weeks of the course. The assignment is scaffolded so that students can 
voluntarily submit intermediate steps at two points over the ten weeks, allowing for their work 
to be checked. Many engineering students are not enthusiastic about the amount of writing this 
assignment requires, which may also pose added difficulty for students whose first language 
is not English. These factors may make using AI tools for content generation very tempting, 
but students are explicitly warned against this. Instead, they are encouraged to use AI tools 
for proof-reading. They have suggested that students use Grammarly, Copilot or ChatGPT to 
assist with editing and proof-reading their assignments. They consider AI tools to be the next 
generation of technology especially beneficial for this purpose: “It was very much the case of 
20 years ago it was Microsoft Word has a spell checker. You must use the spell checker. You 
can’t get away with typos and spelling errors... the AI tools are there now and we should be 
using them for that and encouraging the students to use it.”

(3)	 Requiring students to declare their use of AI tools in high stakes assessments
	 Students need to specify the extent to which they used AI tools in the design brief assessment 

by including their prompts and responses in the appendices of their submission. An AI 
declaration form was developed for this purpose, which students submit along with their 
assignment (a copy of this declaration can be found at the end of this case study).

Lessons learnt
Sometimes students seemed to have missed the messaging behind the AI generated images in the 
course site. The convenor recognised the need to be more demonstrative with these and highlight 
them more to students.

Other staff members have since copied the AI declaration for use in their own courses, highlighting 
the usefulness of this measure within the discipline. 

The convenor has not received direct feedback from students about the AI declaration. However, 
all the students completed it when submitting their assessment. Only a handful of students seem 
to be dishonest in their declarations, which was noted and included in student feedback. Through 
reviewing the information that was declared, they also discovered that most students used the three 
recommended AI tools (i.e., ChatGPT, Grammarly, Copilot). They also noticed that those who didn’t 
use AI tools for proof-reading tended to score comparatively lower in terms of style and format.

Next steps
The convenor is considering other ways they could demonstrate the weaknesses and strengths of 
AI tools to their students. However, including more demonstrations for students and making further 
amendments to the course would be challenging due to complete time constraints.

Relevant policy principles
Through clearly specifying limits on AI tool use and promoting that students declare how they use 
AI tools in their high-stakes assessments, assessment integrity was upheld (Principle 7). 

Case study contact
Chris Von Klemperer (UCT, EBE): chris.vonklemperer@uct.ac.za
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AI DECLARATION FORM
Plagiarism declaration
 
1.	 I know that plagiarism is wrong. Plagiarism is using another’s work and pretending that it is my 

own. 
2.	 I must complete individual assignments on my own. In line with this, I acknowledge that collusion 

is a form of academic dishonesty and will instigate a formal academic misconduct investigation 
and disciplinary procedure. As such,
a.	 I have not allowed and will not allow anyone to copy or view my work with the intention of 

passing it off as their own work. 
b.	 I acknowledge that copying someone else’s work, or part of it, is wrong, and I declare that 

this submission is my own work.
3.	 I have used a formal convention for in-text citation and referencing, as described in the table 

below. Each contribution to (and/or quotation in) this report, which was taken from the work(s) 
of other people, AI, organisations, databases, sources or software, has been individually, explicitly 
attributed/cited/referenced. As such,
a.	 This Capstone Report is my own work, and is in my own written words, written calculations 

and visual communication (except where I have explicitly attributed portions to other 
sources).

b.	 This Capstone Design is my own work, and I created all CAD models, schematics, diagrams, 
component designs, computer code, and so on, myself (except where I have explicitly 
attributed portions to other sources). 

c.	 This Capstone Analysis is my own work, and I performed all numeric, symbolic, geometric, 
simulation, and so on, analyses myself (except where I have explicitly attributed portions to 
other sources). 

4.	 I have not paid or tasked a third party or AI to complete any of this work on my behalf (except 
where I have explicitly attributed portions to other sources).

5.	 My use of artificial intelligence software has been limited to the specific uses described in the 
table below. Furthermore, the use of AI has been limited to readability improvements, grammar 
and related tasks that are not generative in nature. The individual outputs of the software have 
each been explicitly referenced with the complete prompts used (including any other uploads) 
documented in the appendix of this report.

6.	 Dishonesty, including plagiarism or the presentation of other people’s work as my own, or the 
writing of work on behalf of others, in an examination or any other form of assessment will be 
dealt with in terms of the disciplinary rules and as per Examination and Assessment Committee 
(E&AC).

Document author and confirmation of plagiarism decleration as outlined above:

Student name and surname:	 Must be completed otherwise a zero mark will be issued

Student number:	 Must be completed otherwise a zero mark will be issued

Date:	 Must be completed otherwise a zero mark will be issued

In-text referencing convention used:	 IEEE or Harvard is suggested

AI software used (1):	 State the name and version of the AI you used. For example, ChatGPT 5.

Where/how used (1):	 State the purpose of using it and where/how you used the outputs.
	 Eg: Used to improve readability only in Chapter 1 and 2.

Appendix for (1):	 Chapter in appendix where prompt/output log can be found

AI software used (2):	 If more than one AI was used…

Where/how used (2):	 If applicable

Appendix for (2):	 Chapter in appendix where prompt/output log can be found


