Submission to the Higher Education Standards Panel Question 9: Do the standards currently provide adequate guidance to manage risks related to emerging technologies?
Dear Members of the Higher Education Standards Panel,
We write as researchers from the Centre for Research in Assessment and Digital Learning (CRADLE) at Deakin University. Our response addresses Question 9, and it is simply: “No”. The current Threshold Standards do not provide adequate guidance to manage risks related to emerging technologies. 
The consequences of that inadequacy are already being felt.
The current framework is reactive by design
The Standards address technological change primarily through broad, principle-based provisions on governance, risk, academic integrity and quality assurance. As the consultation paper itself acknowledges, emerging technologies are not explicitly contemplated. In our view, this approach not only fails to provide adequate guidance, it has also actively enabled institutional inaction.
The "sudden disruption" narrative is false
A persistent claim in the sector is that generative AI arrived without warning and disrupted assessment before institutions could reasonably respond. This narrative does not withstand scrutiny, and the standards should be rewritten to ensure that the next wave of technological change does not result in the same chaos which resulted from the release of ChatGPT in November, 2022.
In 2019, while researching Defending Assessment Security in a Digital World (Routledge, 2021), first author Phillip Dawson used an early version of OpenAI's GPT (the underlying technology of ChatGPT) to generate responses to assignment briefs. He presented this work and its implications in major conference keynotes, at TEQSA events, and at both major Chairs of Academic Boards networks. He spoke to the media about it well before ChatGPT became publicly available. Internationally, scholars such as Thomas Lancaster (UK) were conducting parallel work. The academic integrity community understood clearly that this technology was coming and had a well-founded view of its likely impacts.
The generative AI "crisis" was not an unforeseeable shock. It was foreseen, publicly, by researchers working in this field, however, the regulatory framework provided no mechanism to compel the sector to act on those warnings.
The next disruption is already visible
Researchers at CRADLE and elsewhere are now identifying the next wave of technologies with serious implications for assessment integrity, equity and student safety. These include AI-enabled wearables such as smart glasses, consumer neurotechnology, and real-time high-quality deepfakes. These are not speculative; they exist today and are being sold in their million. They are simply not yet taken seriously enough by most institutions.
Without intervention, the current regulatory framework will once again permit providers to disregard credible early warnings until a crisis finally forces a reactive response. This pattern is not acceptable in other domains of institutional risk, and there is no principled reason to accept it for academic standards.
Recommended amendments to the Standards
We recommend the Standards be amended to require providers to demonstrate that they:
1. Horizon-scan systematically:  maintain ongoing, documented processes for identifying technological developments with implications for assessment, academic integrity, equity, and student safety.
2. Escalate risk appropriately: integrate identified technological risks to academic integrity into enterprise risk management processes at governing body level.
3. Review assessment design proactively: conduct regular, evidence-informed reviews of assessment practices in light of emerging technological capabilities.
4. Report transparently: publish, at regular intervals, how emerging technological risks have been identified, assessed, mitigated and monitored.
We recognise that smaller providers may lack the internal capacity to undertake all of these activities independently. The Standards should therefore contemplate that some horizon-scanning and risk synthesis functions may be fulfilled through sector-wide bodies, consortia, or an appropriately resourced independent entity, provided that all institutions are required to act on the outputs.
Conclusion
In other high-stakes domains, institutions are not permitted to plead ignorance of foreseeable risks. The integrity of Australian higher education qualifications should be afforded no less protection. We urge the Panel to use this review as an opportunity to move the Standards from a reactive to a proactive posture when it comes to emerging technologies.
We welcome the opportunity to discuss this submission further.
Professor Phillip Dawson and Dr Thomas Corbin, Centre for Research in Assessment and Digital Learning (CRADLE), Deakin University
