Course Workflows: Streamlining Teaching with AI Support
Recommendations
Do not paste student work, grades, or identifiable student data into external AI tools.
Do not use AI detectors.
Do not use AI to assign grades or make evaluative decisions.
AI can draft and suggest; you verify, revise, and remain accountable (accuracy, equity, accessibility, tone).
Decision-making
Green (good candidates)
No student data
Low-stakes
Easy to verify
Improves clarity/consistency/access/workload
Yellow (use with stronger checks)
Influences assessment/policy/assignment wording
Needs equity + accessibility review
Recommended transparency to students
Red (not recommended)
Grading/evaluative decisions
Uploading student work
Surveillance/monitoring (including detectors)
Universal prompt template
	Copy/paste: universal prompt 

	Role: Act as a teaching support assistant for a [course level + context].
Context: [outcomes, constraints, modality, class size range, diversity/access considerations].
Task: Create X meaningfully distinct versions of [specific output].
Format: [table / bullets / rubric grid / templates].
Quality checks: flag ambiguity; suggest equity/access improvements; list what I should verify.
Tone (optional): [supportive / firm / concise / plain language].





4) Strategy templates (copy/paste prompts)
Customize these templates as needed to suit your teaching context and priorities
Strategy 1 — Course map + workload smoothing
	Copy/paste prompt (Strategy 1)

	Course title/level: [ ] | Weeks: [ ] | Modality/constraints: [ ]
Outcomes (paste): [ ]
Assessments (optional): [ ]
Topics/readings (titles only): [ ]

Create 2-3 sequencing options. For each, output: Week | Topic | In-class activity type | Workload (L/M/H) | Outcome(s).
Then: flag 2 workload spikes + propose 3 adjustments + add one equity/access support for any heavy week.



Quick check: Do students have practice opportunities before graded assessment? Are workload peaks explainable and manageable? Supports included for heavy reading/writing weeks?
Strategy 2 — Rubric draft 
	Copy/paste prompt (Strategy 2)

	Assignment (paste): [ ]
Outcomes (paste): [ ]
Priorities: emphasize [ ] over [ ].

Draft an analytic rubric with 4–6 criteria and 4 performance levels. Keep criteria observable and student-readable.
Add: (1) 150–250w student-facing explanation, (2) 5 common confusions + prevention tips, (3) equity review: revise wording/supports for multilingual, first-gen, and disabled students.



Quick check: Are you grading the intended learning? Are descriptors concrete enough to apply consistently?
Strategy 3 — Feedback bank (no student work)
	Copy/paste prompt (Strategy 3)

	Rubric criteria (paste): [ ]
Assignment goal (2–3 sentences): [ ]
Tone: [warm / firm / direct] | Length: [micro / standard]

Create a reusable feedback bank by criterion:
- 5 micro comments (1–2 sentences)
- 3 expanded comments (4–6 sentences)
- 3 feedforward next-step options
Equity: include comments that separate language surface issues from conceptual mastery and suggest supports without lowering expectations.



Quick check: Replace generic phrases with observable references + concrete next steps.
Review of AI outputs
Accuracy: what must be checked (policies, dates, claims, references)?
Alignment: does it match outcomes, standards, and assessment design?
Equity/access: who might be disadvantaged, and what support is needed?
Voice/tone: does it sound like you and fit your teaching relationship?
Transparency: what do students need to know (if anything)?
Tiny transparency scripts 
“I may use AI tools to draft or revise course materials (e.g., rubrics, examples, announcements). I review and edit everything and remain responsible for course decisions.”
“AI may be used in this course within the boundaries described in the syllabus. You remain responsible for accuracy, sources, and academic integrity.”
