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Document Quality Evaluator
Evaluation Report
Assessment and AI: A New Order · April 2026

Evaluation date: 17 April 2026 · DQE Version 1.0

OPERATING MODE: INFORMED AI VOICE MODE: QUALITY ASSESSMENT
ANALYTICAL DEPTH: COMMUNICATION
/ FINAL

1 — Evaluation Parameters

Evaluator Position Author self-review

AI Involvement Known — AI was used in producing this document

Document Nature Communication piece — designed to inform and persuade

Developmental Stage Final — presented as complete and at full standard

Context Used Intended for personal webspace (public-facing thought leadership)

Evaluation Depth Full — all eight dimensions evaluated in depth

PDF Report Yes — generated automatically at close of evaluation

Operating Mode INFORMED — contextual information available and used

AI Voice Mode QUALITY ASSESSMENT — AI involvement is known

Analytical Depth Standard Communication piece / Final — full standard applied without concession

2 — Dimension Scores Summary

Dimension Score Band

Fit to Context 7/10 Capable

Evidence and Grounding 6/10 Adequate

Analytical Depth 6/10 Adequate

Purposeful Structure 7/10 Capable

Appropriate Register 7/10 Capable

Critical Integrity 6/10 Adequate

Internal Consistency 7/10 Capable

Completeness against Evident Purpose 6/10 Adequate

AI Voice (Quality Assessment) 7/10 Capable
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3 — Dimensional Evaluations

Dimension 1: Fit to Context — Score: 7/10 — Capable

Does the document serve its stated purpose for its intended audience and context?

Strengths

The document's purpose is clear and consistently served throughout: the argument that assessment needs redesign rather than

restriction is signalled in the introduction and carried to the conclusion without deviation. Section headings are well-chosen and

guide the reader efficiently. Author attribution and date are present. The implied audience — educated professionals in

education, training, or policy — is coherently and consistently addressed. The public webspace context is well-served by the

accessible but intellectually substantive register.

Weaknesses

The document carries no explicit framing statement of what it is: no genre label (think piece, position paper, commentary) and no

stated audience. For a self-sufficient contextual artefact, this is a mild but real gap. The title signals a more radical departure

than the conclusion ultimately delivers — the final paragraph explicitly dials back to “a direction of travel”, creating a minor but

noticeable tension between headline promise and substantive delivery. A minor formatting inconsistency in the Implications

section (tab-indented paragraphs not used elsewhere) also slightly disrupts contextual coherence.

Development Area

Add a brief framing sentence at the outset — two lines would suffice — that locates the document as a position paper or think

piece and identifies its intended readership. This resolves the self-sufficiency gap without altering the document's voice or

argument.

Visibility Note

Informed mode. Context used: intended for personal webspace as public-facing thought leadership. This informs the audience

inference; without it, the implied audience would still be broadly inferable from the document's register and reference set but with

slightly less precision.

Dimension 2: Evidence and Grounding — Score: 6/10 — Adequate

Are claims, assertions, and recommendations grounded in evidence appropriate to the document's purpose and nature?

Strengths

Three references are present and integrated rather than decorative: Boud and Falchikov (2006), Sadler (1989), and Kosmyna et

al. (2025). The MIT Media Lab study is cited with specific detail — arXiv identifier and the nature of its finding — and is correctly

qualified rather than cited as settled fact. The document uses hedging language appropriately in places. The distinction between

Sadler's contribution and the document's own extension of it is handled honestly.

Weaknesses

Several significant empirical assertions go ungrounded. “Industry consistently identifies [decision-making skills] as critical” is

stated as fact without citation — a strong empirical claim that warrants evidence. “AI offers the potential to apply clearly defined

criteria with a level of consistency that is difficult to replicate manually” is asserted without reference to the contested

automated-marking literature. “The learners entering education and training now have grown up in a fundamentally different

relationship with knowledge” is a claim with a significant research literature behind it, none of which is engaged. The reference

set of three is lean for a final public-facing piece on a topic with an extensive evidence base.

Development Area

Strengthen evidentiary grounding for the three most consequential unqualified assertions: industry skills identification, AI

marking consistency, and the generational relationship with knowledge. One citation per claim would be sufficient; the issue is

not length but the presence of verifiable anchor points for claims the document presents with confidence.

Visibility Note
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Informed mode. No additional context beyond the document was used for this dimension. The arXiv identifier for Kosmyna et al.

is present in the document and has been noted. Reference accuracy beyond what the document itself states cannot be verified

from the document alone, but no accuracy integrity signals are significant enough to alter the score.

Dimension 3: Analytical Depth — Score: 6/10 — Adequate

Does the document generate insight, implication, or advancement of understanding appropriate to its type and stage?

Strengths

Calibrated to: communication piece / final. The document advances a genuine argument rather than simply describing a

landscape. The “misdiagnosis” framing — that assessment was already under strain before AI arrived — is analytically sharp

and not the default position in the field. The connection between Sadler's evaluative judgement and the learner-designed criteria

model is meaningful and non-obvious. The Risks section engages with counter-arguments rather than dismissing them, which

reflects analytical discipline.

Weaknesses

The central proposition — learner-designed assessment criteria — is stated with clarity but not developed analytically to the

depth a final public-facing piece warrants. There is no engagement with related models: contract grading, standards-referenced

assessment, or co-construction literature. The “Why AI Matters” section makes claims about AI consistency without examining

the mechanics of how AI would actually function within this model. The equity discussion identifies the risk in a single paragraph

but does not analyse it. The conclusion's closing gesture is rhetorical rather than analytical and does not advance the argument

beyond where the Risks section leaves it.

Development Area

Develop the proposition section with one paragraph of analytical engagement with existing adjacent models — specifically how

this approach extends or departs from co-construction and contract grading literature. This would take the document's analytical

depth from Adequate to Capable without materially increasing its length.

Visibility Note

Calibrated standard: communication piece / final. The analytical depth expected is appropriate to a substantive public-facing

position paper by a doctoral-qualified practitioner. The evaluation does not apply a research article standard; it applies the

standard appropriate to what this document is and what it presents itself as being.

Dimension 4: Purposeful Structure — Score: 7/10 — Capable

Does the document's structure serve its purpose, guiding the reader efficiently toward understanding or decision?

Strengths

The section sequence is logical and progressive: Introduction → Misdiagnosis → Real Question → Proposition → Why AI

Matters → Implications → Risks → Conclusion → References. This is a well-designed argument architecture. The diagnostic

sections build the case before the proposition is stated, which is the correct sequencing for a persuasive communication piece.

The Risks section is correctly positioned after the positive case rather than before it. References are properly appended.

Weaknesses

The Implications section uses tab-indented paragraphs that are visually inconsistent with the rest of the document. In a final

piece intended for public sharing, this is a visible formatting error rather than a stylistic choice. The transition from “Why AI

Matters” to “Implications” is slightly abrupt. The “What is assessment for?” question at the close of the Introduction is a strong

structural hook, but the document takes three further sections to arrive at an answer, which slightly tests the reader's patience.

Development Area

Correct the paragraph indentation in the Implications section to be flush with the document body — a quick fix with a

disproportionate impact on the document's presentation quality for a public audience. Add a single bridging sentence between

“Why AI Matters” and “Implications”.
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Visibility Note

The formatting inconsistency in the Implications section is observable from the extracted text (tab-indented paragraphs) and is

confirmed as a structural finding rather than an inference.

Dimension 5: Appropriate Register — Score: 7/10 — Capable

Is the tone, language level, and voice calibrated correctly to the document's audience, purpose, and context?

Strengths

The register is consistently professional and intellectually accessible — well-calibrated for a personal webspace addressing

practitioners and policy-oriented readers. The prose is readable without being simplistic. Rhetorical questions are used

deliberately and effectively: “What is assessment for?”, “What if the assessment task itself became the assessment?” These are

strong register choices that invite the reader into the argument. The tone is measured throughout — neither populist nor

unnecessarily jargon-heavy.

Weaknesses

“The tools to support that shift are already emerging” is a vague placeholder sentence that does not earn its place in a final

piece. “A direction of travel” in the conclusion is a phrase that has become something of a cliché in UK education and policy

contexts; a more precise formulation would strengthen the close. The Implications section's visual formatting creates a minor

tonal inconsistency. The opening phrase “Cut through the noise” is slightly more populist in register than the more measured

framing that follows.

Development Area

Replace “a direction of travel” in the conclusion with a more precise formulation of where the document's argument actually

points. This is the last register impression the reader takes away; a clichéd close slightly undermines the document's overall

register quality.

Visibility Note

Register assessment is based entirely on the document text. The public webspace context (informed mode) confirms the implied

audience inference. No register signals are present that could not be assessed from the document alone.

Dimension 6: Critical Integrity — Score: 6/10 — Adequate

Does the document reflect honest, proportionate, and intellectually rigorous treatment of its subject?

Strengths

The explicit acknowledgement that “the proposition outlined here is not a finished model. It is a direction of travel” reflects

appropriate intellectual restraint. The MIT Media Lab study is correctly framed with nuance: the concern about cognitive load is

acknowledged as legitimate before the counter-evidence is introduced. The Risks and Constraints section engages with genuine

challenges rather than dismissing them. The document does not claim more for its proposition than the argument supports.

Weaknesses

“AI offers the potential to apply clearly defined criteria with a level of consistency that is difficult to replicate manually” is a

contested claim in the AI assessment literature and is stated here without qualification. “Industry consistently identifies

[decision-making skills] as critical” is a strong empirical claim stated as fact. The equity paragraph identifies the risk but then

resolves it with “equity as a baseline condition rather than an afterthought” — a framing that acknowledges the problem without

analysing it. The Risks section is notably shorter and less developed than the Proposition section; this asymmetry suggests the

risks have not received equal analytical weight.

Development Area

Qualify the AI consistency claim in “Why AI Matters” to acknowledge that automated assessment reliability is contested, and

develop the equity paragraph with at least one specific consideration of what equity-by-design would require in this model.

These two changes would move Critical Integrity from Adequate to Capable.
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Visibility Note

Critical integrity assessment is based entirely on the document. The contested nature of automated marking reliability claims is

drawn from the evaluator's domain knowledge rather than evidence within the document itself — this is flagged as an informed

mode observation rather than a document-based finding, and has been weighted accordingly.

Dimension 7: Internal Consistency — Score: 7/10 — Capable

Is the document internally consistent in its claims, framing, and logic throughout?

Strengths

The argument's thread is coherent from opening to close. The central claim — assessment was already under strain; AI reveals

rather than creates the weakness; redesign rather than restriction is the appropriate response — is established in the opening,

developed through the middle sections, and sustained to the conclusion. No significant contradictions appear across sections.

The conclusion follows from the argument made.

Weaknesses

A minor but observable tension exists between two claims. The document states “this is not a departure from established

practice as much as an extension of it” but also states “assessment has remained structurally consistent for over a century”. If

established practice is structurally unchanged over a century, calling the proposal an extension requires more careful articulation

of what it is extending beyond. The diagnostic certainty of the opening is somewhat higher than the concluding tentativeness,

creating a mild register arc not fully accounted for.

Development Area

Clarify the relationship between “extension of established practice” and “a century of structural consistency” — a single sentence

of bridging logic would resolve the tension without requiring any substantive revision to either section.

Visibility Note

Internal consistency is assessable entirely from the document. All findings are based on evidence within the text. No external

context was required for this dimension.

Dimension 8: Completeness against Evident Purpose — Score: 6/10 — Adequate

Does the document fully deliver on what it sets out to do, leaving nothing material incomplete or unresolved?

Strengths

The document accomplishes its evident purpose: it diagnoses the misframing of the AI-assessment debate, proposes an

alternative model, explains the mechanism, identifies implications for stakeholders, acknowledges risks, and closes with a

considered conclusion. All structural components expected of a communication piece at this level are present. References are

properly included. The argument is completed rather than abandoned.

Weaknesses

The central proposition is compelling but the document does not provide sufficient specificity for the reader to understand what

implementation might plausibly look like — even at a high level. The conclusion closes with a rhetorical gesture rather than a

substantive closing move. For a public webspace piece seeking to inform and persuade, there is no call to action, no suggested

further reading, and no invitation for engagement from the reader.

Development Area

Add a brief closing element — two or three sentences — that either points the reader toward next steps, related reading, or an

invitation to engage. A public-facing thought leadership piece that ends without any forward direction leaves value on the table.

This is a low-effort addition with a meaningful impact on completeness.

Visibility Note

Completeness is assessed against the document's own evident purpose, not against any external brief. The public webspace

context (informed mode) adds the observation that thought leadership pieces in this medium conventionally include some form
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of audience engagement hook — the absence of one is therefore a completeness finding in context rather than a neutral

omission.

4 — Holistic Measure: AI Voice

AI Voice (Quality Assessment) — Score: 7/10 — Capable

AI involvement is known. The question assessed is whether AI contribution is well-integrated, purposeful, and governed by

consistent human direction.

AI involvement is known. The question assessed is whether AI contribution is well-integrated, purposeful, and governed by

consistent human direction.

The document carries clear and consistent signals of human authorship governing the intellectual core. The “misdiagnosis”

framing is a distinctive analytical position — not a repackaged AI-generated commentary. The decision to challenge assessment

orthodoxy rather than simply assess AI's impact on it reflects genuine domain knowledge and intellectual positioning. The

acknowledgement that the proposition is “not a finished model” reads as authentic authorial restraint rather than a formulaic

hedge. The connection to Sadler's evaluative judgement reflects practitioner-level familiarity with the literature.

AI contribution is visible in places. The parallel three-part structure of the Implications section (learners / practitioners / system) is

a common AI organisational pattern. Several transitional sentences use AI-characteristic construction. The Risks section is

relatively underdeveloped compared to the Proposition section — a pattern consistent with AI generating the positive case more

fully than the critical countercase. One or two phrases are placeholder-quality rather than earned prose.

Overall characterisation: the document reads as genuine collaborative work in which AI has contributed to structure, some prose

generation, and section scaffolding, but human direction is clearly governing throughout. The argument, the diagnostic framing,

and the intellectual positioning are distinctively authored. AI contribution is purposeful and does not displace human thinking.

Development Area

The most visible seam between AI and human contribution is in the Risks section, where the analytical depth falls below the

level sustained in the Proposition section. Developing the equity paragraph and the qualification framework constraint with more

specific analytical content would reduce this seam and produce a document in which the human voice governs even more

consistently across all sections, not only the most positive ones.

5 — Overall Summary

01 The diagnostic framing and central proposition are the document's distinguishing qualities. The argument that assessment

was already under strain before AI arrived, and that AI makes this more visible rather than introducing new weakness, is

an analytically sharp and genuinely distinct position. The learner-designed criteria model follows logically from this

diagnosis. These two elements place the document above most commentary in this space.

02 Evidence and grounding is the document's most significant vulnerability. Multiple consequential empirical assertions — on

industry skills priorities, AI marking consistency, and generational change in learner knowledge relationships — are stated

without citation or qualification. For a final public-facing piece by a doctoral-qualified practitioner, this gap is

disproportionate to the document's intellectual ambitions. The reference set of three is lean.

03 The Risks section is structurally underdeveloped relative to the Proposition section, creating an asymmetry that slightly

undermines critical integrity. The equity paragraph in particular identifies a significant concern and then resolves it with a

rhetorical framing rather than analytical engagement. This is the document's most actionable weakness.
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HIGHEST-PRIORITY
DEVELOPMENT AREA

Strengthen evidentiary grounding for key empirical assertions across the piece — particularly in

“The Misdiagnosis” and “Why AI Matters” sections — and develop the equity paragraph in Risks

to analytical rather than rhetorical engagement. These two changes, more than any other, would

move the document from a strong Adequate overall to a consistent Capable, matching the quality

of its best sections throughout.

6 — Evaluation Record

Date 17 April 2026

Document Identifier Assessment and AI: A New Order, Apr 2026 v1

Evaluator Position Author self-review

AI Involvement Known

Operating Mode INFORMED

AI Voice Mode Quality Assessment

Analytical Depth Communication piece / Final

Evaluation Mode Evaluative

DQE Version 1.0

Fit to Context 7/10 — Capable

Evidence and Grounding 6/10 — Adequate

Analytical Depth 6/10 — Adequate

Purposeful Structure 7/10 — Capable

Appropriate Register 7/10 — Capable

Critical Integrity 6/10 — Adequate

Internal Consistency 7/10 — Capable

Completeness against Evident
Purpose

6/10 — Adequate

AI Voice (Quality) 7/10 — Capable

Highest-Priority Development
Area

Strengthen evidentiary grounding for key empirical assertions across the piece — particularly in
“The Misdiagnosis” and ...

Notes Informed mode: context used is intended public webspace audience. Automated marking
reliability observation in D6 drawn from evaluator domain knowledge (flagged). Published with
author’s full approval. Author name redacted.

This evaluation was produced using the Dynes Insights Document Quality Evaluator v1.0. The evaluation was conducted by an AI evaluator in Informed
mode at Full, Final standard. Published with the author’s full approval. No content has been altered from the original evaluation.


