C.L.E.A.R. Design Audit for AI-CAM Courses (Scored Instrument)
This instrument is designed for use by individual faculty members evaluating the readiness of a specific course for AI integration at a designated AI-CAM level. It is also appropriate for use in faculty development workshops, departmental curriculum review conversations, and pre-redesign planning sessions.
The audit contains fifteen scored items organized across the five C.L.E.A.R. domains: Critical Thinking, Learning Outcomes, Ethical Use, Alignment, and Reflection. Each item is scored on a four-point scale. Total scores are interpreted using the readiness framework at the end of the instrument. The audit is not a pass/fail evaluation — it is a diagnostic tool designed to identify the specific areas where course design is strongest and where additional development work is most needed before AI-CAM level implementation.
Instructions: For each item, select the response that most accurately describes the current state of your course design — not the state you intend to reach, but where the course actually stands today. Score honestly. The audit's value depends on accurate self-assessment.
Domain C: Critical Thinking
	1.  My course assignments are designed so that student success requires higher-order reasoning that AI tools cannot supply independently.

	1
	Not yet designed
	Most assignments can be substantially completed using AI-generated content without significant student analytical contribution. I have not yet redesigned for this.

	2
	Partially addressed
	Some assignments require higher-order reasoning, but others remain completable through AI alone. Redesign is in progress.

	3
	Largely addressed
	Most major assessments are designed so that success requires disciplinary reasoning AI cannot replicate. A few lower-stakes tasks remain unredesigned.

	4
	Fully addressed
	All major assessments require genuine disciplinary reasoning, evaluation, or judgment that is specifically designed to exceed what AI tools can produce without the student's active intellectual contribution.



	2.  I have designed specific activities or assignments that require students to evaluate — not merely use — AI-generated content.

	1
	Not yet designed
	Students use AI tools but are not asked to evaluate or critically assess the outputs. Critical evaluation is not a course requirement.

	2
	Informally expected
	I expect students to think critically about AI outputs, but this expectation is not built into specific assignment requirements or assessed.

	3
	Present in some assignments
	One or more assignments explicitly require students to evaluate AI-generated content. The requirement is stated and assessed, though not consistently applied across the course.

	4
	Consistently integrated
	Critical evaluation of AI output is a recurring, explicitly stated, and assessed requirement across multiple course activities. Students have a clear and practiced understanding of what this evaluation requires.



	3.  I provide students with explicit guidance on how to evaluate AI outputs for accuracy, bias, and disciplinary adequacy.

	1
	Not provided
	I have not taught students how to evaluate AI outputs. This skill is either assumed or not addressed in the course.

	2
	Mentioned but not taught
	I have mentioned that students should evaluate AI critically, but I have not provided structured instruction or practice in how to do so.

	3
	Taught in at least one session
	I have provided explicit instruction in AI output evaluation — covering accuracy, bias, and disciplinary limitations — in at least one class session or assignment.

	4
	Taught and practiced throughout
	AI output evaluation is taught explicitly and practiced repeatedly across the course. Students have multiple structured opportunities to develop and apply this skill with feedback.



Domain L: Learning Outcomes
	4.  My course's stated learning outcomes are specific, measurable, and aligned with the AI-CAM level I have designated for this course.

	1
	Not aligned
	My learning outcomes were written before AI-CAM level designation and do not reflect the level of AI integration the course now requires of students.

	2
	Partially aligned
	Some outcomes remain aligned with my AI-CAM level, but others describe competencies that assume either more or less AI engagement than the course actually requires.

	3
	Largely aligned
	Most outcomes are aligned with my AI-CAM level. I may need to revise one or two outcomes for full consistency, but the course's primary competencies are accurately described.

	4
	Fully aligned
	All stated learning outcomes accurately reflect the AI integration level of the course. Students reading the syllabus outcomes have an accurate picture of what AI engagement the course requires and what they will be assessed on.



	5.  If my course operates at Level 3 or above, AI literacy is explicitly named as a learning competency in my course outcomes.

	1
	Not applicable or absent
	My course operates below Level 3 (AI literacy outcomes are not required at this level), OR my course is at Level 3 or above and AI literacy is not named in any learning outcome.

	2
	Implied but not stated
	AI literacy is implied in my outcomes (e.g., 'students will use technology effectively') but not explicitly named as a distinct competency.

	3
	Named in at least one outcome
	At least one learning outcome explicitly names AI literacy, AI evaluation, or responsible AI engagement as a measurable competency.

	4
	Explicitly stated with disciplinary integration
	AI literacy is explicitly named as a learning outcome and is connected directly to a disciplinary competency — demonstrating that AI literacy in this course is not generic but field-specific and professionally meaningful.



	6.  My assessments produce reliable evidence that students have achieved the stated learning outcomes — including any AI literacy outcomes — at the end of the course.

	1
	Uncertain
	I am not confident that my current assessments produce reliable evidence of the stated outcomes. I have not reviewed assessment-outcome alignment recently.

	2
	Partially confident
	My assessments likely capture most of the stated outcomes, but I am aware of gaps — particularly for AI literacy outcomes, which may not yet be assessed explicitly.

	3
	Largely confident
	My assessments are designed to produce evidence of all major stated outcomes. AI literacy outcomes are assessed, though my rubric criteria for them could be more precise.

	4
	Fully confident
	My assessments are constructively aligned with all stated outcomes, including AI literacy outcomes. I have rubric criteria that specifically and reliably measure each outcome, and I have calibrated those criteria with colleagues or through professional development.



Domain E: Ethical Use
	7.  My course has a clear, written AI usage policy that students can understand and apply consistently.

	1
	No written policy
	My course does not have a written AI policy, or my policy language is so general that students cannot determine whether a specific use is permitted without asking me individually.

	2
	Policy exists but is ambiguous
	I have a written policy, but students regularly ask me for clarification because the policy does not address common situations clearly.

	3
	Policy is clear for most situations
	My policy clearly addresses the most common AI use scenarios students encounter. Edge cases may require clarification, but the policy is workable for routine decisions.

	4
	Policy is specific, comprehensive, and well-communicated
	My AI policy is written at the level of specificity that allows students to make confident decisions about any likely AI use scenario. It is prominently placed in the syllabus and was explained explicitly in class.



	8.  My course requires students to disclose AI use in a consistent, documented format.

	1
	No disclosure requirement
	My course does not require AI use disclosure, or disclosure is optional. I have no systematic way of knowing what AI tools students used or how they used them.

	2
	Informal disclosure expected
	I expect students to disclose AI use but have not provided a specific format. Disclosure varies widely across students and is difficult to evaluate or document.

	3
	Disclosure required with basic format
	I require a disclosure statement and have provided a basic format. Disclosure is consistent enough to be evaluated, though the format could be more detailed.

	4
	Disclosure required with structured format and assessed
	I require disclosure in a specific format (e.g., the institutional template, a structured AI Decision Log) that captures tool use, purpose, and degree of integration. Disclosure quality is assessed as a rubric criterion.



	9.  I have addressed algorithmic bias, privacy, and the ethical implications of AI use as substantive course content — not only as a policy disclaimer.

	1
	Not addressed as content
	I have not addressed AI ethics, bias, or privacy as course content. These topics may appear in the syllabus policy but are not taught or assessed.

	2
	Briefly addressed
	I have mentioned AI ethics or bias in class, but it is not a structured part of the course content and is not assessed.

	3
	Taught in at least one dedicated session
	AI ethics — including bias, privacy, or professional responsibility implications — is taught as substantive content in at least one dedicated course session or assignment.

	4
	Integrated as assessed disciplinary content
	AI ethics is integrated into the course as assessed disciplinary content. Students are evaluated on their ability to identify ethical implications of AI use in their specific field — not just on general awareness.



Domain A: Alignment
	10.  My AI integration decisions are grounded in pedagogical purpose — in what students need to learn — rather than in tool availability or institutional pressure.

	1
	Primarily tool-driven
	I chose my AI-CAM level primarily because a tool was available, recommended, or because peers were using it. I have not systematically connected AI integration to specific learning outcome needs.

	2
	Mixed motivation
	Some of my AI integration decisions are pedagogically grounded, but others reflect tool availability or external pressure more than specific learning needs.

	3
	Largely pedagogically grounded
	Most of my AI integration decisions can be connected to specific learning outcomes or student development needs. I can explain the pedagogical rationale for my AI-CAM level if asked.

	4
	Explicitly and documentably pedagogical
	Every AI integration decision in my course has a documented pedagogical rationale connected to a specific learning outcome. I can articulate that rationale clearly to students, colleagues, administrators, and accreditors.



	11.  My AI integration approach is consistent with my department's or program's expectations and with institutional AI policy.

	1
	Uncertain or inconsistent
	I am not confident that my AI integration approach aligns with my department's or institution's expectations. I may be ahead of, behind, or in conflict with prevailing norms.

	2
	Partially aligned
	My approach is broadly consistent with institutional expectations but may differ from departmental norms in ways I have not formally addressed.

	3
	Aligned with awareness of variations
	My approach is consistent with institutional policy and generally aligned with departmental expectations. I am aware of where my course sits relative to peers and have made deliberate choices.

	4
	Fully aligned and documented
	My course's AI integration approach is explicitly aligned with institutional policy, documented in my syllabus with the required AI-CAM level designation, and consistent with my department's shared standards. Variations from departmental norms are intentional and documented.



	12.  My assessments are designed to ensure that AI integration enhances rather than obscures evidence of student disciplinary learning.

	1
	Not yet addressed
	I have not yet reviewed my assessments specifically for the risk that AI use might allow students to produce work that scores well without developing the underlying disciplinary competency.

	2
	Aware but not fully addressed
	I am aware of the construct contamination risk but have not yet redesigned all assessments to ensure that success requires genuine disciplinary reasoning rather than AI fluency.

	3
	Largely addressed
	I have redesigned major assessments to ensure disciplinary reasoning cannot be bypassed by AI tool use. Some lower-stakes assessments may still carry this risk.

	4
	Systematically addressed and documented
	I have reviewed all assessments for construct contamination risk and redesigned them so that success consistently requires disciplinary reasoning, judgment, and knowledge that AI tools cannot supply independently.



Domain R: Reflection and Continuous Improvement
	13.  My course includes structured opportunities for students to reflect on their AI use and its relationship to their own learning.

	1
	No structured reflection
	Student reflection on AI use is not a structured part of the course. Students are not asked to think formally about how AI has shaped their learning.

	2
	Informal or rare
	I occasionally prompt students to reflect on their AI use, but reflection is not built into assignment requirements or the course structure.

	3
	Present in at least one assignment
	At least one assignment includes a structured reflection component that asks students to evaluate how AI engagement shaped their thinking, their product, or their development.

	4
	Recurring and assessed
	Student reflection on AI use is built into the course structure as a recurring, assessed activity. Students develop a progressively more sophisticated account of their own AI literacy across the semester.



	14.  I systematically collect evidence about how AI integration is affecting student learning outcomes in this course.

	1
	No systematic collection
	I do not systematically collect data on how AI integration is affecting outcomes. My sense of impact is based on impressions rather than evidence.

	2
	Informal observation
	I notice patterns in student work and feedback, but I do not collect or document this evidence in a form that could inform course revision or program review.

	3
	Collecting but not yet acting
	I collect evidence — through assessment data, student feedback, or observation — but have not yet used it systematically to revise my AI integration approach.

	4
	Evidence-based and documented
	I collect evidence about AI integration impacts on student learning, analyze it at the end of each semester, and document how that evidence informs course revisions. This documentation is available for program review and accreditation purposes.



	15.  I am actively engaged in professional development related to AI integration in my discipline and in higher education broadly.

	1
	Not currently engaged
	I have not recently engaged in formal or informal professional development related to AI integration in teaching.

	2
	Minimally engaged
	I have attended one or two general sessions on AI in education but have not engaged with AI integration specifically in my discipline or at the depth required by my AI-CAM level.

	3
	Actively engaged
	I am actively engaged in professional development related to AI integration — through workshops, reading, peer communities, or course development work — at a level appropriate to my AI-CAM designation.

	4
	Engaged and contributing
	I am actively engaged in professional development and am also contributing to my department's or institution's collective AI integration capacity — through mentorship, shared resources, faculty development facilitation, or scholarship.



Scoring and Interpretation
Add your scores for all fifteen items. The maximum possible score is 60 (15 items × 4 points each).
Total Score:  _____ / 60
Lowest-Scoring Domain:  _____ (sum of items in that domain: _____/ 12)
Highest-Scoring Domain:  _____ (sum of items in that domain: _____/ 12)
Intended AI-CAM Level:  Level _____

	Score Range
	Readiness Level
	Recommended Next Steps

	48 – 60
	Integration-Ready
	Your course design is well-prepared for your designated AI-CAM level. Focus development energy on your lowest-scoring individual items and on sharing your design practices with colleagues. Consider moving to a higher AI-CAM level if appropriate to your course's developmental context.

	36 – 47
	Developing Readiness
	Your course has a solid foundation with identifiable gaps. Review your lowest-scoring domain and develop a specific action plan for the two or three items that most affect your AI-CAM level implementation. Consult your instructional designer or a faculty development resource before finalizing course design.

	24 – 35
	Foundational Work Needed
	Significant redesign is needed before this course operates effectively at your intended AI-CAM level. Prioritize learning outcome alignment (Domain L) and assessment design (Domain A) first — these have the broadest downstream effects. Consider operating at a lower AI-CAM level until foundational work is complete.

	15 – 23
	Pre-Implementation
	This course is not yet ready for the AI-CAM level you intend to implement. Begin with foundational faculty development before redesign. Work with your instructional designer to develop a phased redesign plan. Do not implement higher-level AI integration without addressing foundational gaps — the risks to student equity and accreditation compliance are significant.



Domain scores below 8 out of 12 indicate a specific area requiring targeted development regardless of total score. A course with a total score of 50 but a Domain E (Ethical Use) score of 5 has a critical gap that the total score obscures. Review all five domain subtotals, not only the total.
This instrument is designed for honest self-diagnosis, not for administrative evaluation. Scores are not intended to be reported to supervisors or accreditors. Their value lies entirely in the accuracy of the self-assessment they produce and the development decisions that flow from it.

