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1 INTRODUCTION AND RATIONALE FOR POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 

This artificial intelligence policy framework affirms The UWI's commitment to the responsible 

and ethical development and use of Artificial Intelligence (AI). It establishes a framework to guide 

The UWI community in harnessing the power of AI while upholding fundamental human rights, 

the public interest, and the University's core values. The UWI is committed to fostering AI literacy 

while promoting its responsible and innovative use and development. This position on AI will 

amplify The UWI’s operations across its strategic focus areas: Access, Alignment, Agility, Global 

Impact, and Student Success.  

 

Artificial Intelligence (AI) is a broad field focused on developing intelligent computer systems. 

This includes abilities like problem-solving, learning, perception, and natural language processing. 

Generative AI refers to Artificial Intelligence (AI) tools that can create new content, such as text, 

images, music and other media, from prompts provided in a natural language, e.g., English. These 

tools are typically trained on large datasets, but their outputs are synthesised (not merely retrieved) 

and are, therefore, novel. Generative AI tools respond to prompts normally given to humans, and 

apart from the creative works already mentioned, some are also capable of writing formal 

documents for businesses and professionals, generating functional code, suggesting plausible ideas 

for further exploration, analysing datasets, and extracting summaries and interesting patterns.  

 

Generative AI tools have been shown to be able to perform at the highest achievement levels in 

CAPE-equivalent exams, and in the upper percentiles on legal and medical professional exams in 

the US1.  Therefore, Generative AI applications pose a clear threat to some of the traditional 

means of student assessment used at The UWI. In order to ensure that The UWI’s degrees 

continue to signify that their holders possess specialised competences and the general capacity to 

learn, The UWI must address this threat. Yet, AI, in general, and Generative AI, in particular, 

hold great promise to enhance human productivity and creativity, and are likely to remain highly 

available to the mainstream public for the foreseeable future. As AI tools become more 

widespread, they will force significant changes to work-life and function, including the loss of 

certain types of work while creating others. Additionally, AI is expected to add trillions of dollars 

in value to the global economy as people learn to expect the enhancements to services and 

products that AI can deliver.2 In order for The UWI’s degrees to remain relevant to the needs of 

our societies, The UWI must position itself to participate in this new way of working.  

The UWI is not alone in facing these challenges of ethically integrating AI into its daily operations. 

Objective 5 of the significant UN General Assembly Resolution Global Digital Compact (United 

Nations 2024) acknowledges the imperative for worldwide collaboration in the ethical 

development of AI that upholds human dignity, inclusivity, and adherence to the rule of law. In 

alignment with the principles (Section 8) underpinning that document and with The UWI’s Core 

Values, this document sets out a mechanism for achieving the ethical integration of AI across 

 
1

 OpenAI. "GPT-4 Research." Available at: https://openai.com/index/gpt-4-research/. 
2 McKinsey & Company. "The Economic Potential of Generative AI: The Next Productivity Frontier." McKinsey Digital. Available at: 

https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/the-economic-potential-of-generative-ai-

the-next-productivity-frontier#introduction. 

https://openai.com/index/gpt-4-research/
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/the-economic-potential-of-generative-ai-the-next-productivity-frontier#introduction
https://www.mckinsey.com/capabilities/mckinsey-digital/our-insights/the-economic-potential-of-generative-ai-the-next-productivity-frontier#introduction
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academic, research, administrative, and outreach activities, prioritising transparency, stakeholder 

engagement, and public trust. 

This policy framework is the foundation for embedding ethical AI practices into the fabric of The 

UWI. It will evolve in tandem with the technological landscape, maintaining alignment with the 

principles of the UN Resolution, global best practices, and The UWI's commitment to serving its 

staff, its students and the wider Caribbean community. 

 

1.1 Rationale 
 

Given the disruptive capabilities of Generative AI tools and their wide availability, The UWI 

recognises an obligation to assess the adequacy of its operations and practices, particularly in 

teaching, learning, research, and administration to cope with this disruption. In particular, The 

UWI must ensure that its programmes remain relevant, its assessments remain valid, its research 

activities continue to push frontiers, its operations leverage available efficiencies, and ultimately 

its graduates are fully prepared to participate in a world immersed in AI (Generative and 

otherwise). The UWI recognises that to achieve these outcomes, several policies, procedures, 

regulations and guidelines will have to be updated and maintained as AI technology evolves. This 

policy framework is designed to ensure consistency and coherence among these updates. 

 

 

1.2 Purpose and Aims of the Policy Framework 
 

The document defines a framework for maintaining the currency of guidelines and best practices 

for the ethical and responsible use of artificial intelligence (AI) within The UWI. It aims to: 

1. Improve The UWI’s capacity to enhance its teaching, learning, and research outputs 

through the responsible use of AI.  

2. Promote transparency, safeguard privacy and data protection, embrace inclusivity, and 

eliminate biases to ethically guide AI's impact on stakeholders, preventing 

discrimination and unfair treatment while guarding against harmful AI implications. 
3. Align with existing university policies and regulations to ensure a coherent and 

integrated approach to AI deployment and management across all facets of the 

university’s operations. 

4. Align with international standards and frameworks to embody global best practices, 

ensuring that The UWI's use of AI technologies reflects the highest standards of 

excellence and ethical consideration. 

5. Inculcate a culture of responsible AI use in day-to-day activities, empowering students, 

faculty, and staff with the knowledge and skills to leverage AI technologies 

innovatively and ethically. 

6. Mitigate risks, drive innovation, and deliver meaningful benefits to our community and 

the wider Caribbean. 
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1.3 Policy Framework Objectives 
 

The intended objectives of this policy framework are to: 

 

▪ Establish Responsible Practices: To establish practices that conform to ethical principles 

for AI development and usage within the UWI community, emphasising fairness, 

privacy, transparency, accountability, and human-centered design. 

 

▪ Create a Governance Framework: To create an AI Governance Committee responsible 

for addressing ethical concerns, promoting proactive risk assessment, guiding 

preemptive responses to emerging AI capabilities, and updating the policy framework 

and its monitoring mechanisms as AI technologies evolve. 

 

▪ Cultivate AI Literacy: To cultivate AI literacy across UWI's faculty, staff, and students, 

thereby empowering them to use AI productively and responsibly, critically evaluate its 

outputs, and identify potential ethical challenges both within the University and in 

society at large. 

 

In support of The UWI’s mission “To advance learning, create knowledge, and foster innovation 

for the positive transformation of the Caribbean and the wider world,”3 achieving these framework 

objectives would cultivate a campus culture that aligns with and supports this mission. 

 

2 APPLICATION AND SCOPE 
 

This policy framework applies to all faculty, staff, students, researchers, and any individual or 

entity using AI systems and tools on The UWI’s networks or engaging in UWI projects or 

consultancies both inside and outside the precincts of The UWI and its affiliates. Its scope includes 

the development, deployment, and use of AI technologies across all spheres of the university's 

activities, recognising that ethical considerations undergird The UWI's core functions: 

 

▪ Teaching and Learning: AI has the potential to make instruction personalised, provide 

adaptive learning pathways, augment assessment with AI-powered feedback, and support 

administrative tasks related to student services. This document provides a  framework for 

ensuring that while using these AI applications, The UWI continues to: maintain academic 

integrity, promote equity within The UWI's diverse student population, and respect student 

privacy. 

 

▪ Research: AI is an increasingly integral tool across several disciplines. This policy 

framework sets standards for the responsible use of AI in research and development, 

including dataset curation, algorithm development, methodology, and the reporting and 

dissemination of AI-driven research findings. The UWI's commitment to transparency and 

accountability in research extends to the use of AI, ensuring reproducibility and addressing 

the potential amplification of bias within research processes. 

 
3 The UWI. Renewed Mission, Vision and Core Values: https://sta.uwi.edu/mission-statement/ 

 

https://sta.uwi.edu/mission-statement/
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▪ Administrative Functions: AI can streamline processes across university operations, 

ranging from resource allocation to decision support tools. Under this policy framework, 

any use of AI within The UWI's administrative systems must uphold privacy rights, 

prioritise fairness, and remain subject to human oversight in high-stakes domains to ensure 

AI remains a tool, not a replacement for critical judgment. 

 

▪ External Collaboration and Public Engagement: As a leading institution within the 

Caribbean, The UWI plays a pivotal role in shaping the development and adoption of AI 

within the region.  While this policy framework governs partnerships with industry, 

government, and other organisations, it will also ensure that joint AI projects are aligned 

with The UWI's values and that they address societal needs. Furthermore, clear 

communication about the University’s use of AI will serve to demystify this technology, 

foster public engagement, and build trust in AI-related initiatives. 

3 DEFINITION OF TERMS  

 

Accountability The principle that individuals, organisations, and systems are 

answerable for their actions, decisions, and outputs, 

particularly when those actions involve the design, 

development, deployment, and use of AI systems. This 

encompasses the obligation to explain, justify, and take 

responsibility for the outcomes and impacts of AI 

technologies, including adherence to ethical, legal, and 

regulatory frameworks (Organization for Economic 

Cooperation and Development (OECD 2025). 

 

AI Governance The methods, laws, and policies through which the 

development, deployment, and control of AI are directed and 

managed (OECD 2025). 

 

AI-Related Metrics Any objective measurement that could be collected about 

how AI is being used or developed in relation to the 

university. 

 

Bias Any systematic error introduced during the data collection, 

algorithmic processing, or model interpretation stages of 

artificial intelligence systems that results in less accurate, 

inequitable, or unfair outcomes. Bias can originate from the 

data, the design of algorithms, or the interpretation and 

application of AI outputs, leading to unintended 

discriminatory or harmful effects (European Commission 

2019). 
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Confidentiality Confidentiality in the context of AI refers to the principle of 

keeping collected data secure and ensuring that access to this 

data is restricted to authorised individuals only.  

 

Data Ethics Principles that govern the collection, use, and dissemination 

of especially personal data, in moral and legal ways. 

 

Defensive Measures Defensive measures, in the context of this document, refer to 

strategies and technologies implemented to protect AI 

systems from vulnerabilities, security threats, or integrity 

issues. 

 

Explainability The degree to which the outputs, or observables, of an AI tool 

can be explained in terms of its inputs (European 

Commission 2019). 

 

Fairness Often relates to algorithms that make decisions without  

favoritism or discrimination particularly concerning specific 

groups defined by sensitive characteristics such as race, 

gender, or age. 

 

Indicators of Adherence  

 

 

 

Metrics or benchmarks combined with baselines that can be 

used to assess the extent to which AI tools, practices, and 

outcomes align with the ethical, operational, and procedural 

standards outlined in the AI Policy Framework. These 

indicators serve to monitor compliance, guide evaluations, 

and ensure the consistent implementation of responsible AI 

practices across the institution. 

 

Intellectual Property Creations of the mind, such as inventions, literary and artistic 

works, designs, symbols, names, and images used in 

commerce. 

 

Living Document A Living Document is a document that is continually edited 

and updated. In the context of this document, this term refers 

to the dynamic document that contains the AI guidelines and 

regulations and are revised regularly to adapt to new 

developments, challenges, and insights in the field of 

artificial intelligence, ensuring that governance remains 

relevant and effective. 

 

Pre-trained AI Systems Pre-trained AI systems are artificial intelligence models that 

have been previously trained on large datasets before being 

released for general use. These systems can be adapted or 

fine-tuned with specific data relevant to particular tasks or 

industries, speeding up the process of implementation and 
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reducing the resources needed for training AI from scratch 

(European Commission 2019). 

 

Privacy The right of individuals to have control over how their 

personal information is collected and used. 

 

Responsible AI Use Responsible AI use involves the ethical deployment of  

artificial intelligence technologies, ensuring that these 

systems operate transparently, fairly, and without harm to 

individuals or society (Open AI 2025). 

 

Standing member A standing member refers to an individual who holds a  

continuous, ongoing position within a committee or group, 

typically, without a specified term limit. 

 

Transparency The practice of making the processes and data behind AI  

decisions available and understandable to users and other  

stakeholders (European Commission 2019). 

 

4 POLICY FRAMEWORK STATEMENT  
 

The university’s position on AI is summarised from The UWI Position Statement on AI4as follows: 

    

The UWI generally supports the responsible use of AI tools (Generative and 

otherwise) in all of its activities, provided that such use is appropriate for its context, 

and aligned with The University’s Core Values.   

 

All policies, procedures, regulations and guidelines that are updated to address AI concerns must 

be consistent with this Position. The UWI recognises the need to foster an understanding within 

its community about the responsible deployment of Generative AI.  Strategies to accomplish this 

include: highlighting the advantages and potential risks of these technologies; providing up-to-

date resources for guidance and exploration; creating spaces for ethical discussions; and 

implementing preventative measures against misuse, including disinformation campaigns and 

deepfake technologies, by malicious actors. As part of its commitment, The UWI will ensure that 

its students are well-prepared to navigate a world increasingly dominated by AI applications and 

that it applies these technologies judiciously within its own operations. This pledge will lead to a 

comprehensive review and potential alteration of teaching methods, evaluation processes, and 

citation practices. Furthermore, it includes: establishing clear guidelines on the acceptable use of 

AI tools by faculty, staff, and students; being transparent regarding the use of these tools in critical 

decision-making; and inculcating a cautious approach to using information generated by AI 

technologies. 

  

 
4 The UWI’s Position Statement on Artificial Intelligence – approved in May 2024 
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In support of achieving these goals, a supplementary document has been created to offer up-to-

date guidance on the responsible use of Generative AI ensuring alignment with this Position 

Statement. This supplementary document is intended to be dynamic and collaborative, allowing 

the UWI community to participate in its updates, while The UWI adapts to stay abreast of the 

swiftly advancing capabilities of AI models and their growing influence on everyday activities. 

The range of potential effects on university operations is broad, necessitating mindful engagement 

and effective adaptation by all university community members.  The seven (7) areas of impact 

identified in the Position Statement are elaborated upon in Section.   

 

4.1 Operational Areas Impacted by AI Use 
 

The threats listed below were identified by considering potential harm that could arise from the 

use of AI in each area of impact, to any of The UWI’s: Core Values, principles of responsible use 

of AI, institutional reputation or appetite for risk. The anticipated areas of UWI’s operations that 

will be impacted by the prevalence and capabilities of AI include, but are not limited to: 

 

4.1.1 Academic Integrity 
 

Threat: Generative AI can produce outputs that rival (and often surpass) human works. It will be 

easier for audiences to be misled about the origin of the content they consume. It will also be more 

complicated for authors and content creators to separate their own ideas from those that arise after 

prompting a Generative AI tool. Standards for proper attribution in the presence of Generative AI 

tools will proliferate and rapidly evolve, before settling into widely accepted norms. AI-generated 

content may be imprecise, biased, or fabricated, and may potentially include copyrighted material. 

Authors who incorporate such content into their works without due care and awareness may 

inadvertently bring disrepute to themselves. 

 

Mitigation: The UWI must ensure that its community members understand that they are expected 

to be accountable for the information they present, even if produced by Generative AI tools, to 

give proper attribution of ideas, to uphold data integrity, and to maintain high ethical standards in 

research and academic reporting.  Below are examples of objectives that The UWI should define 

for its community: 

 

▪ Students - Use AI tools responsibly, ethically and in compliance with the acceptable use 

policies of their courses. Acknowledge AI assistance in assignments and research, ensuring 

transparency in the creation of knowledge. 

 

▪ Lecturers - Clearly communicate and guide students on the acceptable use of AI within 

coursework. Establish parameters for integrating AI tools into their curricula while 

maintaining expectations of original thought and critical analysis. 

 

▪ Researchers - Meticulously verify the accuracy of any data generated with the aid of AI, 

especially if published results depend upon that data. Adopt best practices for responsible 

AI integration in research processes. 
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▪ Administrators - Carefully examine the capabilities, limitations, and ethical implications 

of any AI tools they intend to use.  They actively consult institutional policies, seek training 

where needed, and ensure their use of AI aligns with principles of academic integrity, 

transparency, and responsible data handling to maintain the highest standards within their 

work. 

 

4.1.2  Learning and Adaptation  

 

Threats: Proficient users of AI tools are likely to enjoy a many-fold increase in productivity.  

Failing to adequately facilitate staff in learning to use them could impact The UWI’s effectiveness 

at teaching and learning. Preventing students from using them could threaten the value of The 

UWI’s programmes. Sophisticated Generative AI tools can produce answers to questions posed in 

a natural language that could be indistinguishable from a human response.  Students who use such 

tools without engaging with the content themselves, are likely to be circumventing the learning 

process, and undermining the validity of their assessment exercises. If unchecked, graduates will 

not have the competences expected from The UWI’s degree programmes, and eventually this will 

undermine the value of degrees issued by The UWI.  

 

Mitigation: The UWI must enable its staff to participate in relevant professional development 

education. The UWI must also ensure that its programmes are “AI aware” and sufficiently expose 

their students to relevant AI technologies, while retaining the validity of their assessments.  

Achieving this will require a concerted and sustained effort by many entities of The UWI.  Below 

are example objectives that would synergise those efforts: 

 

▪ All courses have a clear statement defining acceptable use of AI for its students that is 

tailored for the learning outcomes of the course but consistent with the overarching 

university AI policy framework. Individual course instructors are free to allow or disallow 

some or all uses of AI tools provided there is a sound pedagogical basis; nevertheless, no 

programme completely shuns the use of AI across all its courses.   

 

▪ CETL/Libraries/Human Resources develop and deliver ongoing training programmes for 

staff and students on AI Literacy and the incorporation of AI in: teaching and learning, 

assessment design, curriculum development, research, and administrative operations.  

 

▪ All entities of The UWI involved in the review, updates, and approvals of courses and 

programmes (such as BUS, BGSR, QAU) ensure that The UWI’s programmes adequately 

prepare its students to be aware of the technological advancements shaping the world, to 

be equipped with the requisite competencies for the future of work, and to operate in a 

world immersed in AI. Incorporating AI into new courses is essential to ensure the 

curriculum reflects the technological advancements shaping the world and the future of 

work. 

 

▪ Lecturers regularly revise their courses to ensure that their assessments are robust under 

their course’s AI use policy and that their course curricula remain relevant under the 

aggressive evolution of AI technology; keep aware of AI applications that can enhance the 
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delivery and assessment of their courses, and use them where applicable, while being 

mindful of their ethical hazards; take advantage of professional development opportunities.   

 

4.1.3  Research and Innovation 
 

Threats:  

▪ The ease with which Generative AI systems can mimic human output means that research 

projects that propose to use them in novel ways may need to consider their impact 

(especially psychologically) on the project’s participants or target audience.  

 

▪ Trained AI systems consume data that inevitably contain biases; if such systems are used 

in inappropriate contexts, they could mislead or even cause harm to their users.  

 

▪ Systems derived from Generative AI tools may be affected by the inherent limitations of 

those tools (e.g. hallucinations, bias, exposure of user input); users of those derivative 

products may be misled or harmed if they are not adequately informed of this potential.  

 

▪ The incredible facility with which AI programs can process large volumes of data will 

make them indispensable tools for researchers; however, those AI programs: may not 

preserve the protocols protecting the research data, may not be 100% accurate, may reflect 

training biases in their reports, or may have constraints on their outputs that interfere with 

the research goals,  

 

Mitigation: The UWI must require that its research and innovation outputs adhere to 

contemporary Responsible AI (UNESCO 2025) standards and align with ethical norms of research 

and publication, including giving proper attribution to the source of ideas, whether AI generated 

or not. The following example objectives suggest how this could be achieved:  

 

▪ Research-related policies, regulations, and guidelines (such as the University Research 

Ethics Policy) are regularly updated to consider the impact of AI on them. (The impact 

may come from new varieties of infractions as well as new tools for enforcement). 

 

▪ Researchers and innovators who develop or train AI tools or components of them prioritise 

data privacy, respect data ownership, strive to minimise bias, and uphold transparency.  

This means ensuring that private data cannot be reconstructed from model outputs, 

verifying legal and ethical rights to all data used, proactively addressing potential biases, 

and documenting the origin and curation of datasets to promote accountability. 

 

▪ Researchers who analyse generative AI tools and create derivative artefacts from them 

carefully handle private data (e.g. granting only privileged access), provide clear guidance 

on data ownership, acknowledge potential biases inherited from the original AI tools, and 

transparently disclose the role and limitations of those tools within their derivative work. 

These actions ensure ethical research, responsible development, and maintain academic 

integrity.   
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▪ Researchers who use Generative AI tools to help them conduct research effectively, 

(though the topic of that research may be completely unrelated to AI) verify data privacy 

protections (anonymising or pseudonymising data if necessary), ensure output ownership 

aligns with research goals, proactively mitigate potential biases in the tools, and 

transparently document the AI's role in the research process. This includes adhering to 

proper attribution standards within their discipline. 

 

▪ Researchers who believe that they are not interacting with AI tools at all are mindful that 

such tools are so pervasive that their use may be unintentional, and some of the ethical 

considerations raised in the preceding categories might be applicable. 

 

4.1.4 Equity, Diversity, and Inclusion 
 

Threats: The advanced natural language processing abilities of contemporary AI systems makes 

it highly likely that they will be embedded within decision-making tools used by The UWI. The 

inherent biases within the training data for these systems means that their decisions and 

recommendations could be misaligned with the university’s objectives and Core Values.  

 

Mitigation: The UWI must ensure that its use of AI is both responsible and consistent with its 

existing policies on Quality, Gender, Equity, Diversity and Inclusion, Disability, among others.  In 

particular, The UWI must ensure that the input and resultant decisions from Generative AI tools 

that it uses do not lead to discrimination or adverse impacts on individuals based on protected 

characteristics such as race, ethnicity, national origin, age, sexual orientation, or disability status 

under relevant laws. The use of AI tools in such contexts must always be supported by a process 

that enables spot investigations, and overrides where necessary, if an undesirable bias is detected. 

This can be achieved by targeting the following objectives:  

 

• UWI entities that develop and/or use AI systems for their operations institute audits to 

evaluate, supervise and guarantee the quality and fairness of the functions of any AI 

systems. 

 

• UWI entities that create in-house AI technologies ensure diversity and representation in 

training datasets and work assiduously to diminish biases in their outcomes. 

 

o UWI entities using externally sourced pre-trained AI systems incorporate mechanisms 

within their decision-making frameworks to mitigate against unintended outcomes, 

such as compensating for known biases, monitoring the demographics of historical 

decisions, and demanding explainability of system decisions. 

     

4.1.5 Data Privacy and Data Security  
 

Threats: Some Generative AI systems require vast amounts of energy to train and to execute but 

are made available to the public at low cost, in exchange for permission to use data from user 

interactions for further training and improvement to those systems. Users of these systems who 

are unaware of this, may submit sensitive data to these AI systems, inadvertently sharing it with 

employees or affiliates of the AI service provider.  
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Mitigation: The UWI must protect any data (e.g. personal data, confidential information) that it 

submits to AI systems in accordance with relevant laws and with its own Data Protection Policy.  

This can be achieved by meeting data security objectives such as the following: 

 

▪ Community members are made aware of the risks of submitting sensitive or proprietary 

data to a public AI tool, and taught strategies for avoiding it. 
 

▪ Staff and students are aware of the terms and conditions governing their use of AI tools. 

All individuals respect and safeguard intellectual property rights. Users understand their 

responsibility to ensure that inputs and outputs of AI tools, including but not limited to 

Large Language Models (e.g., ChatGPT), Machine Learning platforms (e.g., AWS 

SageMaker), and image recognition software (e.g., Google Cloud Vision), are adequately 

protected in accordance with applicable copyright, patent, data protection, and identity 

theft laws and regulations. 

 

▪ Systems backed by public AI tools clearly declare so to their users and comply with data 

security policies. 

▪ Procedures that generate datasets are consistent with data protection best practices and 

compliant with legislation. 

 

▪ UWI entities responsible for relevant policies, procedures, regulations and guidelines 

(PPRG) regularly update their current policies and procedures to include guidelines on the 

responsible use of AI technologies that preserve data privacy and data security  

 

4.1.6  Transparency and Accountability  
 

Threats: As AI systems become more capable, they are likely to be tasked with enhancing existing 

procedures at The UWI. It will be tempting to relinquish human control and/or oversight of some 

tasks to these AI systems, possibly leading to decision outcomes that are construed to be 

representative of the university’s position but are at odds with its Core Values or mission. If The 

UWI does not have mechanisms in place to permit its community members to challenge or audit 

these decisions, it runs the risk of harming those who are affected by such AI-based decisions.  

 

Mitigation: The UWI must maintain transparency and accountability in the implementation of its 

policies and regulations and in the execution of its procedures. This can be achieved by meeting 

transparency and accountability objectives such as the following: 

 

▪ Owners of procedures that have used AI systems to support decisions are able to defend 

and/or provide an explanation for those decisions in terms of pertinent factors (not merely 

that they are the outputs of a program). 

 

▪ Procedures that use AI-based decision support define mechanisms (such as random spot 

checks) to mitigate potential errors or biases of those decisions to ensure that they are 

consistent with the procedures’ intended goals. 

 



 

 
15 

▪ Procedures that rely significantly on AI-based decisions include a mechanism of appeal for 

the subject of an adverse decision if it could have arisen from an inaccuracy in the AI 

system. 

 

4.1.7  Operational Efficiencies 
 

Threats: The proliferation of powerful AI systems is likely to lead to many tools that can enhance 

the operational efficiencies of a university. If The UWI is unaware of these opportunities, or does 

not take advantage of them, it risks falling behind its competitors in actual efficiency, as well as in 

the public’s perception of it. 

 

Mitigation: The UWI must implement mechanisms for keeping itself (as an institution) abreast of 

the latest developments in AI and for fostering an environment that enables adoption of appropriate 

technologies and agile adaptation to their effects. Processes that are labour-intensive and time-

consuming present the biggest opportunity for cost-saving using Generative AI tools. Possible 

examples include academic advising, the execution of administrative functions that arise from 

meeting decisions (especially communications), student admissions processing, assessment of 

staff applications, and public engagement. Objectives that would support these strategic aims 

include: 

 

▪ The costs of standard procedures are measured and benchmarked on an ongoing basis. 

 

▪ Forums are held regularly, where technology specialists and PPRG owners can exchange 

information on available technologies and any discovered operational inefficiencies. 

 

▪ Owners of PPRGs regularly examine their processes to assess the opportunities offered by 

AI tools, the value they promise, and are supported when a sound case is made for adoption. 

 

▪ The technology environment available to the UWI community enables the exploration 

necessary to evaluate those tools and can ultimately support adoption after approval. 

 

4.2 Ethical Foundations for Development and AI Use 
 

The UWI’s Position Statement on AI was guided by the following principles established by the 

OECD's "Principles on AI" (OECD 2025a) and the European Commission's "Ethics Guidelines 

for Trustworthy AI” (OECD 2025b) that underpin the responsible and ethical development and 

use of AI (see 5A, page 36): 

 

▪ Fairness and non-discrimination 

▪ Privacy and data protection 

▪ Transparency and explainability 

▪ Accountability and responsibility 

▪ Safety and security 

▪ Human well-being and societal impact 
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It is essential to acknowledge that these principles are not immutable. They require regular reviews 

and updates to reflect the continuous evolution of artificial intelligence technologies and the 

acquisition of new insights from best practices. The UWI is committed to this dynamic process, 

ensuring our ethical framework for AI remains relevant and effective in guiding the responsible 

use and development of AI within our institution.  

 

5 POLICY FRAMEWORK OWNER  
 

The ownership of this policy framework rests with the Board for Undergraduate Studies and Board 

for Graduate Studies and Research.  

 

6 GOVERNANCE STRUCTURE 
 

All AI-specific updates to a Policy, Procedure, Regulation or Guideline (PPRG) must be done in 

consultation with the AI Governance Committee. The first step to defining any AI-specific 

guidance is to identify the relevant threat (issue) to be mitigated, which will usually arise from the 

needs of the PPRG.  The adaptation of a PPRG in response to some AI development will require 

some knowledge of the opportunities and threats posed by that development, which the owners of 

the PPRG will not necessarily possess. The governance structure presented below has been 

designed to provide support to those PPRG owners that is systemic, structured, and up to date, 

without encroaching on their authority (over their PPRG). It also ensures that new knowledge and 

practices arising from these interactions are captured and allowed to evolve in ways that remain 

true to the ethos of this policy framework at its time of approval.  

 

The primary components of the governance structure are:  

 

• The AI Governance Committee, which provides consultative support to other parts of the 

university, reports on significant updates to recommended practices, and maintains this 

policy framework (including the Living Document and the monitoring framework). 

 

• A monitoring framework that relies upon a continuously evolving collection of AI-

Related Metrics which can be used for guiding the definition of recommended practices, 

for assessing compliance, and for objectively informing other PPRGs with AI-related data. 

 

• A Living Document, serving as the repository for the recommended practices that will 

ensure alignment with this policy framework. These recommended practices are expected 

to evolve rapidly, given the rapid evolution of Generative AI technology since 2023. 

 

As a university, it is imperative that its community members are given the freedom to make 

innovative use of AI within their spheres of influence. Recommended practices (which are 

eventually codified in the Living Document) should always be tied to one or more potential issues 

that may arise from the use, misuse, or abuse of AI. This approach will help to avoid prescribing 

overly restrictive recommendations and also enable the AI Governance Committee to objectively 

monitor the effectiveness of the published recommendations. The Living Document is expected to 

be widely available to the university community, and to encourage engagement from all members 
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of the university community (not only PPRG owners) by supporting comments and discussions 

from its readers. 

  

6.1 Support to Other University PPRG Owners 
 

Adaptive Management is a model for policy setting, particularly for the management of 

ecosystems, that recognises that “management policies can be regarded as experimental 

treatments” (Ruhl and Craig 2014).  This might be a useful model for PPRG owners to consider 

adopting as they contend with the impact of AI use within the university community, because it is 

likely that the adaptations will be constantly needed due to the rapidly evolving technologies that 

are accessible to the mainstream public. Various Adaptive Management models exist, some with 

6 steps (Lynch et al. 2022), others with 8, (Ruhl and Craig 2014) and some with different pathways 

between the steps, but generally they outline a sequence of steps from defining the policy  problem 

and setting out the policy objectives to designing a plan of action, implementing it, monitoring and 

evaluating the results, and then making adjustments before restarting the cycle.   

 

Below is a hybridized 8-step process, adapted from these sources, specifically for addressing the 

disruption arising from the use of AI tools.  There is no mandate that a PPRG owner would use 

this 8-step process; it is included here as a vehicle to illustrate the role that the AI Governance 

Committee would play in assisting the PPRG owner, and how the residues of that collaboration 

would be captured within the monitoring framework and the Living Document. When a PPRG 

requires modification in response to the prevalence of AI, its owner could undertake the following 

cycle of steps: 

 

1. Articulate the specific AI related issue(s).  This could be consideration of opportunities 

and/or threats arising from the prevalence or use of AI in the context of the PPRG. 

 

2. Define policy objectives and identify metrics. The targeted policy objectives for dealing 

with the issue(s) should be SMART5. The metrics are all the measurable data needed for 

managing the issue (which would include metrics from the monitoring mechanism of this 

policy, information specific to the PPRG, and performance metrics of interest to the owner 

of the PPRG). 

 

3. Define base line levels for the metrics.  These are threshold values or scales to which 

metric measurements would be compared in order to give them meaning in the context of 

the PPRG (i.e. the base line levels define the meaning of “normal” through the lens of those 

metrics). 

 

4. Design adjustments to the PPRG. These should include recommended practices that are 

likely to mitigate the issue, while remaining true to the ethos of preserving a university 

environment that is conducive to innovation. (Recommended practices emanating from this 

that are pertinent to AI would be eventually encoded in the Living Document.) 

 

 
5 SMART objectives are Specific, Measurable, Achievable, Relevant and Time-bound. 
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5. Implement the modifications. In addition to the implementation steps specific to the 

PPRG, this includes consultation, deliberation and eventual approval and publication of 

any recommended practices that were proposed for addition to the Living Document (see 

Section 8.2). 

 

6. Monitor the metrics. Some of the metrics (from Step 2) might be assessed on demand 

(e.g. in incident resolution) others might be continually measured. Some of the AI-related 

metrics measured may also play a role in monitoring or assessing compliance with this 

policy. 

 

7. Evaluate the measurements. This is essentially an analysis of the outcomes of Step 6 to 

determine whether the objectives of Step 2 have been achieved.  Where they have not, they 

should be used to extract useful lessons for the next iteration. 

 

8. Adjust the conceptual model (then return to Step 1). Based on the results of Step 7. 

these adjustments could be to any of the preceding steps (e.g. a reformulation of the issue, 

or a choice of different metrics, or different base lines, different strategies, etc).  

 

We anticipate that all steps would be taken in consultation with the AI Governance Committee 

since each step may depend on AI-specific knowledge, but the degree of engagement of the AI 

Governance Committee is at the discretion of the PPRG owner.   
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Figure 1: A proposed 8-step process for maintaining an adaptive PPRG.  The owner engages the AI Governance 

Committee for support in addressing an AI-related issue as it proceeds through the steps. The green boxes 

highlight how the elements of the governance structure enable their own continuous improvement by capturing 

important residues of such engagements.  

 

Figure 1 illustrates the 8-step process and highlights how using it to adapt a PPRG can lead to 

updates to both the monitoring framework and to the recommended practices within the Living 

Document. The PPRG owner begins the process by articulating the issue in relation to the impact 

of some AI development, and with the assistance of the AI Governance Committee works out the 

objectives to be managed, and the data that would need to be collected to assess the success of any 

adaptation.  In the second step, as the PPRG owner defines their objectives and the relevant 

metrics, the AI Governance Committee would assist in identifying existing AI-Related Metrics for 

the PPRG. If other AI related data is identified at that point, it would be considered for addition to 

the list of AI-Related Metrics. During the fourth and fifth steps, the determined plan of action may 

involve new AI-specific guidance to be published to the university community.  These updates are 

governed by the workflow of the Living Document.  The eighth step is a point of reflection where 

the PPRG owner contemplates the lessons learned from the sixth and seventh steps and makes any 
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necessary adjustments to objectives for the next iteration of the PPRG. During that reflection step, 

AI-related observations of the PPRG should be shared with the AI Governance Committee, which 

may trigger updates to the collection of AI-Related Metrics and to the methods for setting their 

base lines. 

 

6.2 The AI Governance Committee 
 

The primary role of the AI Governance Committee is to maintain the currency of the AI Policy 

Framework and to notify the rest of The UWI community about any significant changes made.  

There is a technical sub-committee that regularly updates The UWI AI Policy Procedures and 

Guidelines in accordance with current “best practices” and brings to the attention of the AI 

Governance Committee any issues that may call into question current policy positions, or for which 

there is no clear consensus in the technical community on an issue pertaining to AI use.  The AI 

Governance Committee defines the parameters by which the technical sub-committee is 

empowered to modify The UWI AI Policy Procedures and Guidelines (the Living Document) and 

may do so from time to time, provided they remain within the boundaries established in this AI 

Policy Framework. The AI Governance Committee is a forum for having policy level debate that 

is specifically related to the use of AI in the University. The committee is not expected to directly 

handle disciplinary matters or policy breaches in general. Rather, it is intended to be a source of 

expert advice to the resolution of incidents that arise from inappropriate use of AI. 

 

AI Governance Committee: 

▪ Name: The "The AI Governance Committee" clearly indicates its purpose. 

▪ Composition: The committee will comprise of approximately (17) members drawn from: 

▪ Permanent members: PVC BUS, PVC BGSR, University Registrar. 

▪ Campus Representatives preferably from Senior Management Committee 

▪ Three (3) Technical experts (AI researchers, AI developers, AI experts) 

▪ One (1) Professional Development Administrator (a CETL/HR representative) 

▪ Two to Three (2 - 3) Domain experts (from fields including ethics, education, law, 

business) 

▪ Two (2) Community representatives (including students) 

▪ Chair: By appointment of the permanent members. Tenure not to exceed 2 years. 

▪ Quorum: 50% + 1 

▪ Reporting Structure: The committee reports to University F&GPC copied to BUS and 

BGSR.  Figure 1 illustrates these reporting relationships. 

▪ Duration: Fixed term of 2 years with staggered rotations to ensure fresh perspectives and 

knowledge continuity. 

▪ Meeting Frequency: The AI Governance Committee will meet at least once per semester.  

 

Technical Sub-committee:  

▪ Composition: Constitutes 6 standing members; 3 drawn from the pool of technical experts, 

the professional development administrator, 1 of the domain experts and 1 person from the 

remaining member categories. The technical sub-committee may, from time to time, 

recommend ad hoc additional members, to be approved with limited tenure, by the 

Governance Committee. 
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▪ Chair: Selected from one of the standing members appointed by the AI Governance 

Committee. 

▪ Quorum: 50% + 1 (of which, 2 are technical expert standing members) 

▪ Reporting Structure: The Technical Sub-Committee reports to the AI Governance 

Committee. 

▪ Meeting Frequency: The Technical Sub-Committee ought to meet once per month. 

 

 

Figure 2: Reporting Structure of the AI Governance Committee 

 

Roles and Responsibilities of the AI Governance Committee: 

 

▪ Policy Formulation and Review: Develop, implement, and regularly review the AI 

policy, including its operational guidelines. 

 

▪ Maintenance of the UWI AI Guidelines and Procedures (The Living Document): 

Constitute a technical sub-committee that is granted powers to update the Living Document 

within defined parameters: changes that might affect this policy framework document or  

The UWI’s Position Statement on AI would be taken with the larger committee, but others 

driven by technical consensus would be authorised for the technical sub-committee to 

make. 

 

▪ Incident Resolution: Create a process to investigate and resolve ethical concerns, 

complaints, or breaches regarding AI use, which will articulate with existing processes 

related to disciplinary action. 

 

▪ Risk Assessment: Support regular evaluations of AI systems across UWI to identify 

potential risks and proactively address ethical considerations. 
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▪ Consultation and Awareness: Offer guidance to researchers, developers, and users to 

promote responsible AI practices. Provide upon request, objective AI-related input to 

deliberations on policy, practice, course, or programme development by other UWI bodies. 

Organise workshops, seminars, and events on AI ethics. 

 

▪ External Collaboration: Engage with regional and international organisations to learn 

from AI best practices and contribute to the global discourse. The AI Governance 

Committee must ensure that it remains current on developments in AI and regional policies 

that develop in response to AI, particularly those that affect good governance and practice 

of AI for University operations. 

Supporting Human Resources Required 

▪ IT Services - Maintenance of the underlying hardware and software for the Living 

Document. The marginal cost for additional hardware and software is negligible.  

 

▪ Monitoring of the Feedback – At least once a day, the site should be inspected for 

comments and a member of the technical committee is notified, if necessary. 

 

▪ Administrative Services – To coordinate the activities of the AI Governance Committee 

(including the Technical Sub-Committee). 

 

6.3 The Monitoring Framework 

 

AI tools can be used across a broad range of domains and are therefore likely to impact many 

aspects of the day-to-day operations of The UWI. The issues that may arise due to use, misuse or 

abuse of AI are likely to be myriad and varied, and therefore not exhaustively anticipated. Policing 

for specific infractions is likely to be futile. Instead, the mechanisms of this policy framework 

highlight such issues on an ongoing basis, so that  the relevant PPRGs can be adapted to deal with 

them. The monitoring framework proposed here is intended to mitigate the harm from these issues 

and to facilitate expedient resolutions to them when they arise, while leaving open the opportunity 

for innovative use of AI.    

 

The approach used is to define AI-Related Metrics that can be readily monitored or measured and 

when combined with normative base lines and thresholds, can serve as Indicators of Adherence 

(or non-adherence) to the AI Policy Framework.  If the space of all AI activities at The UWI can 

be regarded as a metaphorical sandbox, then these Indicators of Adherence demarcate its boundary 

by signaling when it is crossed. The AI Governance Committee (primarily through its Technical 

Sub-Committee) adjusts – both proactively, based on research, and reactively, working with PPRG 

owners – these Indicators over time to ensure that the issues anticipated are appropriately 

contained, while not unduly undermining the opportunities for innovation with AI across the 

university.  
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6.3.1 AI-Related Metrics 

 

An AI-Related Metric is any objective measurement that could be collected about how AI is being 

used or developed in relation to the university. Below is a pool of AI-Related Metrics that would 

help in the resolution of issues, and in assessing how well the university is adhering to this policy 

framework and its recommended practices and guidelines. These should be regarded as suggested 

metrics, which may evolve under the oversight of the AI Governance Committee through the 

process articulated in Section 6.1. 

 

1. Number, and proportion, of courses that include guidance on acceptable use in their 

communication to their students. 

 

2. Number of policies that have contemplated the impact of AI guidance in their development 

and/or revisions. 

 

3. Number of training sessions on using AI for teaching and research offered by CETL and 

their subscription rates.  

 

4. Attributions to AI that are consistent with the guidelines. 

 

5. The existence of declarations of how AI was used in data generation and analysis. 

 

6. Number of applications for approval from the Ethics Board for research projects that 

involve a protocol for the use of AI. 

 

7. Consistency of the demographics of AI based decisions with statistically expected 

outcomes. 

 

8. Procedures using AI that may be prone to error (e.g. hallucinations or hidden biases) are 

auditable and have an appeal process available to the subjects of those procedures. 

 

9. The number of appeals or objections raised against AI based decisions. 

 

10. The number of times AI-based decisions are challenged successfully. 

 

11. The existence of a server operated in compliance with the policies of The UWI for each 

AI-based tool that processes sensitive data.  

 

12. The presence of advisory notices accompanying AI tools used by The UWI, informing its 

users about how the data they input may be used. 

 

13. Documentation for in-house developed AI tools that indicate: (i) the levels of accuracy 

achieved, (ii) any known potential sources of bias in the training dataset, and (iii) the degree 

to which the required qualitative properties were achieved, before being deployed. 
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14. Documentation for AI tools developed by The UWI that indicates: (i) how the training data 

is collected and curated; (ii) how private data is handled, (iii) guidance on the determination 

of data ownership, potential sources of bias, and (iv) the role and limitations of any other 

AI tools in the work. The data collection processes should comply with all relevant IP laws. 

 

15. The number of UWI processes that have been enhanced by AI tools. 

 

16. Number of allegations (and final verdicts when available) of violations of acceptable use 

of AI. 

 

These metrics were obtained by considering the tangible effects that could be detected if measures 

have been taken to mitigate the threats outlined in Section 4 for each area of impact. Table 1 

indicates the metrics that are most likely to be relevant to PPRGs governing practices in each of 

those areas of impact. 
 

Table 1: Relationship between the Areas of Impact in the Policy Statement to the Indicators of 

Adherence 

Section 

Number 

Area of Impact Relevant AI-Related 

Metrics 

4.1.1 Academic Integrity 4, 5, 16 

4.1.2 Teaching, Learning and Adaptation 1, 2, 5, 6, 16 

4.1.3 Research and Innovation 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 16 

4.1.4 Equity, Diversity and Inclusion 7, 8, 9, 10 

4.1.5 Data Privacy and Data Security 11, 12, 13, 14 

4.1.6 Transparency and Accountability 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 14 

4.1.7 Operational Efficiencies 11, 12, 13, 14, 15 

 

Below are examples of how these metrics might be used to facilitate incident resolution. 

Disciplinary action against a student for misuse of AI: In such a case, the AI Governance 

committee (probably through its technical sub-committee) could provide a list of AI-Related 

Metrics (or data derived from them) for the disciplinary committee to assess in their interviews 

and deliberations, such as:  

• the statement on acceptable use provided by the lecturer (Metric 1),  

o the timing of its dissemination,  

• whether the student acknowledged awareness of the applicable code of conduct for the 

assignment,  

• whether, and how, the student acknowledged use of AI (Metric 4), and  

o relevant excerpts from the AI Procedures and Guidelines that might apply to the 

lecturer and to the student. 

 

Over time, this could become a standard practice for AI related cases, which would be reflected 

by a change (possibly using a process like that described in Section 6.1) in the regulations 

governing disciplinary actions for academic misconduct by students. 
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A charge of plagiarism laid against a student who used AI to partially generate a report: 

In this case, the AI Governance Committee could provide guidance to the lecturer on 

determining the appropriate infraction (plagiarism is unlikely to be appropriate in this 

circumstance) by providing a list of indicators to be investigated, such as: 

• the guidance given to the student on the use of AI in reports (Metric 1). 

o the declaration made by the student. 

• the statements made by the student regarding their use of AI, and whether they are in 

keeping with the AI Procedures and Guidelines (Metric 4). 

• the scale of AI output used (Metrics 4, 5). 

• the prompting process undertaken by the student (Metric 5). 

o how the intended learning outcomes of writing the report were undermined by the 

student’s specific use of AI. 

 

6.4 The Living Document 

The detailed guidelines and procedures of this AI Policy Framework are captured in a Living 

Document6 called The UWI Procedures and Guidelines on AI, which outlines the evolving 

practices, tools, and procedures for overseeing AI systems' performance, fairness, and impact.  In 

2024, technological developments in Generative AI occur almost daily, and they often impact the 

recommended guidelines for using AI responsibly. This dynamic document is designed to adapt 

over time, reflecting technological advancements, regulatory changes, ethical considerations, and 

shifts in societal norms. It serves as a transparent guide for both internal and external stakeholders, 

encapsulating best practices, lessons learned, and compliance efforts with legal and ethical 

standards. It also supports a continuous process for collecting feedback from UWI stakeholders 

and being adjusted accordingly. 

 

Given its dynamic nature, the Living Document should be implemented on a web-based platform 

that can be widely accessed, allows for user feedback to be given in a precise way, while still 

restricting edit access to only authorised persons. The AI Governance Committee and the 

Technical sub-committee oversee the maintenance of the Living Document.  To ensure that it 

remains consistent with this parent policy framework, the Living Document shall have the 

following controls: 

 

▪ Version Control: A clear version control system, where every update to the Living 

Document is dated and changes are easily tracked. 

 

▪ Scheduled Review: The AI Governance Technical Sub-Committee should convene at 

least once per month to consider the impact of any relevant advancements and 

developments on the contents of The UWI AI Policy Procedures and Guidelines and to 

make any necessary changes, provided they remain consistent with this document.  

 

▪ Open Feedback Mechanism: A transparent mechanism, such as a dedicated email address 

and/or an online submission form, enabling The UWI community to submit feedback, 

 
6

 This "living document" is not static; it evolves over time to reflect changes in technology, regulatory requirements, ethical standards, and 

societal expectations 

https://uwi.edu/ai-wiki/index.php?title=Main_Page
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propose amendments, or voice concerns regarding this policy framework (both The UWI 

AI Policy Framework parent document and its Procedures and Guidelines living subsidiary 

document). 

 

▪ Trigger-Based Updates: In concurrence with the predetermined review schedule, the  

following conditions will trigger consideration of immediate revisions, including: 

o Adjustments in regional or global AI legislation. 

o The introduction of groundbreaking AI innovations. 

o Events that highlight ethical or operational deficiencies in the ways that AI is being 

used by The UWI. 

   

▪ Restricted Edit Access: The AI Governance Technical Sub-Committee is accountable for 

all edits made to the Living Document. 

 

▪ Communication of Changes: Upon modification of the Living Document, the alterations 

are rated at a predefined level of significance.  Changes at the lowest level of significance 

are transmitted only to subscribers to such changes, while changes at the highest level of 

significance are extensively communicated to The UWI community utilizing mechanisms 

such as targeted electronic mailings, announcements on the intranet, and discussions at 

pertinent meetings and gatherings. 

 

7 CONSULTATION PROCESS 
 

The development and implementation of this policy framework are underpinned by a 

comprehensive, two-pronged consultation process. This process of consultation ensures that the 

policy framework not only reflects the current state of AI technology and its implications for 

education but also remains adaptable and responsive to future changes and challenges. The 

consultation process is designed to engage a broad range of stakeholders, ensuring that diverse 

perspectives and expertise inform the policy framework at every stage.  

 

Prong 1: Policy Drafting and Stakeholder Review 

The first prong of the consultation process involves the circulation of the draft AI Policy 

Framework to relevant stakeholders within the university community, including faculty, staff, 

students, and administrative bodies. Additionally, external stakeholders such as AI experts, legal 

professionals, and representatives from relevant educational and technology organisations may 

also be consulted.  

 

This phase is critical for: 

▪ Gathering a wide range of insights and feedback on the proposed policy framework. 

▪ Identifying potential gaps, challenges, and opportunities for enhancement. 

▪ Ensuring that the policy framework is comprehensive, realistic, and aligned with both 

academic and ethical standards. 

 

Prong 2: Periodic Review and Update of Procedures and Guidelines 

The second prong of the consultation process arises organically from the interaction of the UWI 

community with the Living Document. Community members unable to find the guidance they 
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seek within the Living Document can use its feedback mechanism (described in Section 6.4) to 

submit questions and recommended updates. Through the standard operating procedures of the 

Technical Sub-Committee (Section 6.2), each submission would be considered and either accepted 

(possibly with adjustments), rejected (with reasons), or escalated for consideration by the AI 

Governance Committee for inclusion in the next revision of this policy framework. 

  

The consultation process, with its emphasis on stakeholder engagement, continuous learning, and 

adaptability, ensures that this policy framework is not only grounded in the current realities of AI 

in education but also poised to respond proactively to future changes. By fostering a culture of 

collaboration, transparency, and innovation, the university commits to leveraging AI in ways that 

enhance educational outcomes, support academic integrity, and uphold ethical standards. 

 

8 OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES AND GUIDELINES   
 

The AI Procedures and Guidelines (the Living Document) translates the principles outlined in the 

policy statement section into concrete practices for the responsible development, deployment, and 

use of AI systems throughout The UWI community. The UWI AI Governance Committee oversees 

regular updates to these guidelines to reflect evolving practices and technologies, while remaining 

consistent with the AI Policy Framework (this document).  

 

8.1 Living Document: Technical Requirements 
 

The AI Procedures and Guidelines is a publicly accessible document (if there are UWI-sensitive 

parts, the AI Governance Committee can determine how to gate access to them).  The platform on 

which it is published should: 

1. Define suitable roles (e.g. reader, editor, approver at various levels, administrator, etc) 

and corresponding access privileges that support its maintenance in accordance with 

the workflow defined in the AI Policy Framework. 

2. Allow members of the UWI community to subscribe to notifications of updates to 

specific sections of the document, according to their interests.  

3. Allow readers to provide comments and ask questions about its contents. 

4. Allow editors to respond to questions, formulate proposed edits, and determine whether 

proposed edits from readers warrant further attention. 

5. Allow feedback to be collected from readers on proposed edits. 

6. Maintain the status of edit level determined for each proposed edit, until it is staged for 

publishing. 

7. Support the defined workflow for proposed edits (approval, rejection, escalation and 

appeal). 

8. Allow for edits to be staged to be incorporated (published) at a scheduled time. 

9. Send notifications of specific updates to subscribers to the edited pages. 

10. Trigger notifications to the UWI community when warranted by the edit. 

11. Maintain logs of all significant events, including: edits, escalations, approvals and 

publications, including information about when they occurred and the user(s) that 

triggered them. 

12. Allow members of the UWI community to appeal rejections of proposed edits, 

triggering an escalation to the next level higher than where it was rejected. 
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8.2 Living Document: Maintenance Workflow 
 

Figure 2 illustrates the workflow for edits to the Living Document and clearly indicates the 

operational relationships between the AI Governance Committee, the Technical sub-committee, 

the AI Policy Procedures and Guidelines (the Living Document) and this AI Policy Framework. 

 
Figure 3: Workflow Guiding the Process of Review/Edits of the Guidelines 

 

A new proposed edit can arise from: a feedback comment or question, a technological advance, or 

a direct contribution.  Maintainers (delegated by the Technical sub-committee) will regularly (at 

least once daily) review the comments and questions posed by readers and provide answers with 

references to parts of the document when available. Readers may submit proposed edits through 
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the comments section. Questions that are difficult to answer from the document, or that are 

frequently asked, or comments that identify issues with the contents of the document should all 

lead to proposed edits being created. New technological advances may also give rise to requests 

for new guidance or cause a maintainer to create a new proposed edit on their own volition. 

Maintainers are empowered to reject or ignore frivolous requests from users, otherwise they are 

expected to help users draft a new proposed edit. When a newly proposed edit has been created, it 

becomes available for feedback from readers, and it is classified into one of 3 levels via a sequential 

process that first considers whether it is at level 1, dispatching it if it is and otherwise escalating it 

to level 2 if not. Similarly, if it cannot be dispatched at level 2, then it must be escalated to level 

3. At each step of deliberation and escalation, amendments to the proposed edits may be made as 

needed. The three levels of classification for proposed edits are: 

 

▪ Level 1: These are minor edits (e.g. correction of spelling, or grammar), or clarifications 

of existing information already in the AI Procedures and Guidelines, or new information 

that is still wholly consistent with the rest of the information on the same page.  These edits 

can be carried out by a Maintainer and reported to the Technical Sub-Committee. 

 

▪ Level 2: These are edits that are technically grounded, but support positions that may not 

be universally held outside of UWI, or that require a revision or modification to a 

previously held recommendation, but that are still within the confines of the AI Policy 

Framework. These edits must be approved by the Technical Sub-Committee and reported 

to the AI Governance Committee.  

 

• Level 3: These edits require the input of the AI Governance Committee.  Possible reasons 

include: if they reflect a position that is taken with UWI-specific processes in mind (in 

addition to technical reasons) or the edit represents an extensive change to the prevailing 

practice.  The new guidance provided by these edits is still within the bounds of this AI 

Policy Framework.  If a level 3 edit is accepted for the Living Document, but would also 

require a change to this AI Policy Framework, then the AI Governance Committee should 

initiate a revision to accommodate the change. 

 

Any individual or body who is authorised to approve an edit at a given level is also authorised to 

reject an edit at the same level. Whenever there is doubt about the appropriate level of an edit, it 

should be escalated. There is a procedure (details to be defined by the AI Governance Committee) 

that enables readers to appeal a rejection of a proposed edit, by escalating it to the next higher level 

from where it was rejected. 

 

Once an edit is approved, it is staged for publishing. Community members may still comment on 

the staged edits before they become incorporated into the new version of the AI Procedures and 

Guidelines, but only minor edits can be accommodated at that stage. Once published, subscribers 

will be notified.  For some edits, the entire UWI community would be notified (using the usual 

means, such as email, web site notices, media releases, etc). 
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8.3 Support to Existing Procedures 
 

One of the roles of the AI Governance Committee is to define procedures for incident resolution 

in matters related to the use of AI.  Another is to provide consultation services to entities on campus 

that are deliberating the impact of AI on their policies, procedures, and regulations. The details of 

these two roles are likely to evolve over time, especially in tandem with changes in regulations 

and procedures of other policies.  Below are some examples of how these roles may be played. 

▪ Disciplinary action against a student for misuse of AI: In such a case, the AI 

Governance committee (probably through its technical sub-committee) could provide a list 

of AI-related metrics for the disciplinary committee to assess in their interviews and 

deliberations, such as:  

o the statement on acceptable use provided by the lecturer,  

o the timing of its dissemination,  

o whether the student acknowledged awareness of the applicable code of conduct for 

the assignment, and  

o relevant excerpts from the AI Procedures and Guidelines that might apply to the 

lecturer and to the student. 

 

Over time, this could become a standard practice for AI related cases, which would be reflected 

by a change in the regulations governing disciplinary actions for academic misconduct by 

students. 

▪ A charge of plagiarism laid against a student who used AI to partially generate a 

report:  In this case, the AI Governance Committee could provide guidance to the lecturer 

on determining the appropriate infraction (plagiarism is unlikely to be appropriate in this 

circumstance) by providing a list of indicators to be investigated, such as: 

o the guidance given to the student on the use of AI in reports. 

o the declaration made by the student. 

o the statements made by the student regarding their use of AI, and whether they are 

in keeping with the AI Procedures and Guidelines. 

o the scale of AI output used. 

o the prompting process undertaken by the student. 

o how the intended learning outcomes of writing the report were undermined by the 

student’s specific use of AI. 

 

9 SUPPORTING UNITS AND COMPLEMENTARY POLICIES 
 

9.1 Supporting Units 
AI has the potential to be used productively in all operations of The UWI. Many Units have a role 

to play in driving responsible AI adoption, and in guiding adaptation to the technological 

developments of AI.  The AI Governance Committee (and its Technical Sub-Committee) can serve 

as a reference body to The UWI on matters relating to AI, but actual changes to The UWI’s 

operations must originate from the existing bodies that oversee and own the affected processes. 

For example:  

 

▪ Faculties must urge their departments and other units to re-examine their existing 

programmes to address any necessary changes in goals, learning outcomes, content, and 
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assessment methodologies due to the recent rise in AI capabilities (and their widespread 

availability to the public). 

 

▪ Quality Assurance Units should develop metrics for assessing whether programmes have: 

(i) adequately prepared their graduates for interacting with the AI tools relevant to the 

programme’s discipline; (ii) adequately considered the use of AI for improved delivery; 

(iii) adequately addressed the threat to the validity of its assessment. 

 

▪ Centres for Excellence in Teaching and Learning should develop and offer seminars, 

workshops and short courses that assist lecturers to use AI effectively in curriculum design, 

delivery and assessment. 

 

▪ Libraries must help to promulgate to students and staff, awareness of this policy 

framework and the recommended practices within its Living Document.  

 

▪ IT Services must support the Living Document component of this policy: The UWI 

community must be able to access it and provide feedback through its mechanisms, and it 

must be able to evolve as prescribed. Moreover, IT Services should provide (reasonable) 

support for AI innovations (by lecturers, researchers or students) that stand to directly 

benefit the university.   

 

▪ The Registry should consider where AI tools may be used to enhance their interactions 

with our students (e.g. academic counseling, admissions selection, customer service). It is 

also likely that changes to procedures that may now need a consultation step with the AI 

Governance Committee will have to be defined and implemented by the Registry. 

 

9.2 Complementary Policies  
 

AI tools are likely to be applied in several contexts across The UWI, many of which might be 

governed by one or more existing policies. This document is not meant to overrule or replace those, 

but to establish boundaries on acceptable use of AI, and to indicate how breaches of those 

boundaries will articulate with the existing relevant policies. For example, disciplinary hearings 

on a matter related to AI use will proceed as currently defined except to collect additional objective 

data as recommended according to Section 6.  The use of AI tools must adhere to existing policies 

including the undergraduate Anti-Plagiarism Policy, Graduate Anti-Plagiarism Policy, Assessment 

Regulations, Policies and Procedures on Research Ethics, and Data Protection Policy. Policy 

owners should give consideration for how the use of AI across The UWI will impact existing 

policies. For example: 

 

▪ Anti-plagiarism and Assessment Regulations: Generative AI tools now make it possible 

for students to submit for assessment, content with which they have not cognitively 

engaged, and plausibly to obtain good marks for it.  To the extent that the anti-plagiarism 

policies may have been intended to prevent this, they will need to be re-examined. Note 

that in the strictest sense of the definition of plagiarism, it is not clear that it is the best 

allegation to lay at a student who has submitted work wholesale produced by an AI tool.  

Only if AI generates content that is substantially similar to another source without proper 
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attribution would it be plagiarism in the usual sense. The more significant concern should 

be on the dependence on AI, the student using the generated content without attribution or 

additional development and receiving a grade that may be a misleading representation of 

the student’s actual competence. This possibility also applies to longer documents such as 

theses and research reports. Policies and regulations governing The UWI’s assessment 

practices may need to be re-examined to consider how to define acceptable use of AI when 

creating them. Given that AI tools can also provide tremendous efficiencies for producing 

research documents, and for manipulating and analysing research data, it would be a 

mistake to attempt to adopt a zero-tolerance approach. 

 

▪ Policies and Procedures on Research Ethics: The integration of AI in research offers 

enhanced data analysis and predictive modeling but also poses risks like privacy 

infringement, bias, and data misuse. The AI Policy Framework will require updates to the 

Research Ethics Policy, including AI-specific guidelines that ensure that researchers do not 

inadvertently cause harm through the misuse of AI, and improved ethical review processes. 

Policy owners must establish robust monitoring and compliance mechanisms to maintain 

research integrity and accountability. 

 

▪ Data Protection Policy: LLMs use user-submitted feedback to fine tune their behaviours.  

In some instances, the data that was submitted by the user is viewed by humans affiliated 

with the company that owns the LLM.  Therefore, users must be mindful not to expose 

sensitive data to LLMs that are operated outside of The UWI's policies.  The Data 

Protection Policy should be revised to define this risk and to provide guidance on its 

mitigation. The deployment of AI tools must also be done in compliance with the Data 

Protection Policy, particularly in relation to the custody and processing of sensitive data 

and to the management of access to the hardware that hosts them. 

 

▪ Academic Integrity Policy: The Academic Integrity Policy speaks of measures to be taken 

when students violate the code of conduct set out for them. It is therefore imperative that 

lecturers establish clear descriptions of the acceptable use of AI for students for each 

assessment exercise. Where a declarative statement has been provided to students for them 

to affirm that they have respected the code of conduct that governed the exercise, it may 

be useful to adjust those statements to specifically reference any AI-related interactions 

that are meant to be prohibited.  Guidance on how to make such adjustments is provided in 

the AI Procedures and Guidelines (Living Document). 

 

10  LAWS AND LEGISLATION 
 

This policy framework, designed for multi-campus operations across the Caribbean, mandates 

adherence to a variety of local legislations including education accreditation, quality assurance, 

labour laws, non-discrimination statutes, and critically, data protection laws. This comprehensive 

approach ensures The UWI not only meets high standards of education, accessibility, and equity 

but also rigorously protects the privacy and personal data of our community, aligning with the 

digital age's demands. 
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11 EFFECTIVE DATE OF POLICY 
October 14, 2025 

 

12 REVIEW DATE 
 

This Policy Framework will take effect upon the approval of the University Finance and General 

Purposes Committee on the stated promulgation date. It will be reviewed no later than thirty-six 

(36) months after this date. To ensure this Policy Framework remains comprehensive, aligned with 

current legislation, international best practices, and the rapid advancements in the field of AI, it 

will be routinely monitored and evaluated (via the standard operations of the AI Governance 

Committee). This ongoing assessment will facilitate timely updates and adjustments, enabling the 

University to respond proactively to emerging trends, challenges, and opportunities in AI use and 

governance. 

 

13 VERSION CONTROL 
 

The Version Control section of this AI policy framework ensures transparency and traceability by 

documenting each version with its number, issuance date, and a comprehensive change log that 

details modifications and their rationales. It records the authors and approvers, the effective dates, 

and scheduled review dates to keep the policy framework aligned with current legislation and AI 

advancements. Stakeholders will also have access to previous versions for historical reference, 

ensuring the policy remains dynamic and responsive to the evolving AI landscape. 

 

Version Changes  Date Author 

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Declaration of AI Use: The University of the West Indies (UWI) acknowledges the use of 

artificial intelligence (AI) tools and technologies in the development of this document. 
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APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Ethical Principles for AI Use 

 

The list of ethical principles presented here has been adapted from established guidelines to 

ensure responsible and ethical AI use. Specifically, these principles are drawn from the 

OECD's "Principles on AI"7 and the European Commission's "Ethics Guidelines for 

Trustworthy AI"8. These sources provide a robust framework for developing and implementing 

AI systems that prioritise fairness, transparency, accountability, and societal well-being. 

 

▪ Fairness and Non-discrimination: It is imperative that AI systems are developed and 

operated to prevent the reinforcement of existing biases or the creation of new forms of 

discrimination. Institutions must engage in proactive strategies for bias mitigation to ensure 

AI applications are fair and equitable across all demographic and socio-economic groups. 

 

▪ Privacy and Data Protection: The safeguarding of user data and privacy is a cornerstone of 

ethical AI use. Institutions must implement stringent security measures to prevent 

unauthorised data access, breaches, or misuse. The commitment to privacy and data 

security must be paramount in all AI-related activities, ensuring the protection of personal 

and sensitive information. 

 

▪ Transparency and Explainability: Ensuring the transparency of AI operations and decisions 

is essential for fostering trust and accountability. Institutions should strive to make the 

workings of AI systems clear and understandable to users, emphasising the importance of 

explainable AI in applications that significantly impact individuals or communities. 

 

▪ Accountability and Responsibility: The responsibility associated with AI usage extends 

throughout the technology's lifecycle. Institutions must ensure that AI applications are used 

responsibly, with clear accountability for their impacts and outcomes, reinforcing the 

importance of ethical considerations from development to deployment. 

 

▪ Safety and Security: AI systems must prioritise the safety and security of individuals and 

organisational assets. Policies should guide the development and implementation of AI to 

enhance protective measures, safeguarding against potential threats and ensuring the well-

being of all affected by AI technologies. 

 

▪ Human Well-being and Societal Impact: AI applications should be designed with a focus 

on enhancing human well-being and contributing to societal goals. Institutions are 

encouraged to align AI initiatives with broader objectives that support positive impacts 

within communities and society at large, promoting the beneficial use of AI for the greater 

good. 

 

 
7 OECD. "OECD Principles on Artificial Intelligence." Available at: https://www.oecd.org/going-digital/ai/principles/ 
8European Commission. "Ethics Guidelines for Trustworthy AI." Available at: https://ec.europa.eu/digital-strategy/en/policies/ethics-

guidelines-trustworthy-a 

https://ec.europa.eu/digital-strategy/en/policies/ethics-guidelines-trustworthy-ai
https://ec.europa.eu/digital-strategy/en/policies/ethics-guidelines-trustworthy-ai

