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Timeline

® DECEMBER 2025:

« President Granberg announces the Al mapping exercise, working group co-chairs are named, and development begins
on data collection instruments.

JANUARY 2026:

« Deans and VPs begin top-down data collection in their units.

FEBRUARY 2026:

« Bottom-up data collection begins among the broader GW community through surveys, focus groups and office hours.

MARCH 2026:

« Working groups, composed of faculty and staff across functions and disciplines, begin synthesizing data.

NN N

® APRIL/MAY 2026:

o Preliminary reports are shared with stakeholders for feedback and refinement before delivering recommendations.



AI@GW Mapping Exercise: Preliminary Insights — DRAFT to be updated after feedback

mThe big picture

Strengths to build on

Many pockets of innovation and Al-leadership

Aacross campus:

* Significant energy and success around trustworthy Al
research; increases on all scholarly metrics.

* Faculty engaging deeply with pedagogical innovations
that makes sense in their contexts and garnering
national recognition.

* Successful operational pilofs.

Many operational pieces are in place and/or
in process.

Productive diversity of views around core
strength in trustworthy Al.

On-the-ground reality to recognize

* Everyone is feeling the impact of Al and
there is significant anxiety across the board.
Points of tension:

* Learners and instructors
* Researchers and administrators

* Employees and leadership
* There is a general lack of awareness of what
resources and support are available, and

confusion about lines of authority.
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Working Groups

RESEARCH WORKING GROUP

* Co-chair: David Broniatowski, Professor, SEAS, Co-lead for TRAILS

* Co-chair: Ted McKoy, Assistant Director, OSP, Award Set-up and Subaward Management

EDUCATION WORKING GROUP

* Co-chair: Ryan Watkins, Professor, GSEHD, Educational Technology Leadership

* Co-chair: Karen Singer-Freeman, Associate Dean, LAI, Center for Teaching Excellence

OPERATIONS WORKING GROUP

* Co-chair: Patrick Hall, Assistant Teaching Professor and Chief Al Officer, GWSB

* Co-chair: Sue Bogan, Digital Transformation Specialist, IT

45

Working Group
Members

23

Schools & Units
Represented in
Working Groups



Four Education Findings at a Glance

FINDING 1 - DATA AND EVIDENCE

GW needs better data to guide decisions

We need an on-going comprehensive view of

« Current courses teaching: 1) how Al works, 2) how to use Al, and 3) Al's
role in society

« Current non-curricular Al educational opportunities

« How faculty are using Al in their teaching

« How students are responding to changes faculty are making in teaching
« The evolving Al educational needs of students, faculty, and staff

Key implication: We would benefit from ongoing data collection, course-level
information, and review of Al practices over time.

FINDING 2 - TRUST AND POLICY

Student—faculty trust is strained

= Alis increasing concerns about cheating, false accusations, inconsistent
enforcement, unfair use, and the professor-student relationship
+ Students want clear policies (and enforcement) that support learning

« Faculty feel unsupported in preventing misuse or adopting productive
uses of Al.

» Faculty need confidence that students are trying to learn and students
need confidence that faculty are preparing them for a shifting career

landscape
Key implication: Strengthen relationships and shared norms, clearer syllabus

guidance, and more transparent communication about acceptable use.

FINDING 2 - TRAINING AND SUPPORT
Al education needs are broad, uneven, and urgent

+  We have institutional talent to support the needed growth in capacity
+  We need institutional and disciplinary clarity for Al education goals
+ We need both general and disciplinary- or role-specific Al education

«  We need improved communication around available educational
supports

Appropriate education needs sustained support, time, and possibly
incentives

Key implication: Desire for tiered, role-specific Al education with stronger

communication and visibility.

FINDING 4 - CURRICULUM AND INSTUTIONAL DIRECTION
Al disruption is an opportunity to refocus a GW education

This is an opportunity to revisit what GW students most need to learn
for a changing world

GW is uniquely positioned to expose students to engaged learning
experiences that enrich education and resist inappropriate Al use

Different fields need different pedagogical and curricular responses

Humanities, STEM, and professional programs will not respond in the
same way

Key implication: Support discipline-led curricular review within a broader
university framework for Al literacy, ethics, and student preparation.




Strengths, Weaknesses, Opportunities, and Threats

Internal

Strengths:

Faculty expertise
Interdisciplinary Al
research

Existing institutes,
research computing
infrastructure

DC policy position
Partnerships with
entities possessing
complementary
strengths (e.g.,
TRAILS).

Opportunities:

Lead in Al governance
and society

Expand partnerships
with universities,
industry, and
government

Scale impact by
connecting existing
work

Align with workforce
and federal priorities
Leverage existing
initiatives as anchors
for growth.

Weaknesses:

Fragmented governance

Siloed activity

Uneven infrastructure and
awareness of available tools
Variable Al skills, confidence,
adaptability,and utilization
Lack of mechanisms to connact
and scale existing work
Absent/poorly designed
coordination efforts, introduce
friction undermine momentum.

Threats:

Cybersecurity and data
governance risks

Dependence on external
platforms, hardware, data
centers

Increasing peer competition in
coordinated Al research and
GW's strategic foothold (e.g.,
DC-area convening)

Current infrastructure
investments may be insufficient
Uncertainty in sustained
research cyberinfrastructure
investments needs; projected
acceleration

Al@GW: Research Overview

Strategic Gaps and Considerations

Central issue: enabling coordination at scale while strengthening a decentralized research model

How visible and
coordinated should
Al research be across
GW?

How much shared Al

& computing
infrastructure and

technical support
should GW provide?

What level of Al

governance and
institutional clarity is

needed?

How should GW
enable
interdisciplinary Al
research at scale?

What level of
institutional
ambition in Al
research should GW
pursue?

Activity
widespread but
invisible across
units, limited
coordination

Uneven resource
awareness;
inconsistent tool
use with diverse
sources (grant,
local, central)

Governance

unclear;
researchers

navigate policy
independently

Ad hoc
collaboration not
systematically
supported

Distributed,
investigator-
driven research;
limited
coordination

Improve visibility
through light
coordination (e.g.,
events,
communications)

Central guidance,
helpdesk support,
and improved
access to existing
tools

Shared definitions
and guidance;
decisions remain
local

Expanded
networking and
convening
opportunities

Continue
distributed model
with modest
support for external
collaborations

Structured cross-
school coordination

Shared Al testing
environments,
expanded tools and
training

Distributed

governance with
coordinated

advisory roles and
processes

Structured
mechanisms (seed
funding,
matchmaking,
programs)

Targeted priority
areas aligned with
strengths and
partnerships

Integrated
institutional
approach
positioning GW as
national convener

Sustained
commitment to
independent,
institutional
cyberinfrastructure
(HPC/AI) & staff

Formalized
institutional
governance with
clear authority and
oversight

Coordinated
initiatives (cluster
hires, large
interdisciplinary
programs)

Institution-level
“moonshot”
initiatives
integrating talent,
infrastructure, and
partnerships

Coordination should reduce friction and enhance, not duplicate or compete with, existing strengths




Current State: 75% Use, 22% Trained

Al at GW: Operations Overview

« 75% of respondents report Al use, often driven by workload pressure and understaffing, not strategy.

* Only 22% of respondents report receiving training; few units have dedicated Al staff.

« Adoption is grassroots, fragmented, and often unsanctioned despite existing policies.

Primary Staff Needs: Decrease Confusion, Increase Support

Local, trusted Al expertise embedded in units (not central-only support)

Role-based, practical training (e.g., on hallucinations/verification, data risk,
appropriate use)

Multi-channel communication blitz + centralized resources; staff are still
confused about Al at GW

Streamlined acquisition processes (only 19% report familiarity with formal
onboarding processes for Al tools)

Job security & trust signals: Al as workload relief, not replacement

Institutional continuity to prevent loss of tools/knowledge when staff leaves

Operational Risks if Unaddressed: Disjointed Ops & Spending

Continued shadow Al use — privacy, compliance, and security exposure; objections
and skepticism harden

Financial leakage & cost volatility from uncoordinated purchases
Verification burden negates efficiency gains
Burnout and attrition of informal “go-to” Al experts

Loss of talent to competitors

Mission Impact: Faculty & Student Enablement

-

Faculty benefit from staff-supported operational Al with clear guardrails

Students benefit from better equity in available Al tools and better job
preparation (if staff tools are enabled)

High-Impact Opportunities: Dimensions of Enablement

Paid, visible Al Ambassador model (embedded peer leaders bridging central IT &
local needs)

Workflow-first focus: automate triage, drafting, outreach, synthesis; reduce “digital
clutter”

Central Al hub (quick win): approved tools, rules, sourcing, bite-sized training,
new/existing policies

Al as professional development: retention, promotion pathways, hybrid staff roles

Bottom Line: Move Toward Governance, Integration, and Enablement

GW'’s advantage is people, not tools

Move from: grassroots/survival = supported, governed capability — Al reducing staff overload while protecting mission, data, and trust
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Principles for harnessing Al at GW

* Process should:
* be guided by who we (GW) are;
* not be a “one and done” activity, but a continuous improvement process,
guided by data and learning;
* support customization to diverse needs across the University;
* not be an “unfunded mandate;” scope matched to time and investment.
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Next Steps

* May:

* Share mapping outcomes with stakeholders, collect and integrate feedback.
* June:

* Finalize mapping report and deliver.

e Summer:

* Begin next steps:
* Identify early “pilots”
* Engaged with relevant stakeholders to plan

* Preview: there are some aspects that can’t wait and should be started as we plan
a measured approach to Al strategy.

* Addressing trust in the classroom

* Updating career support

* Collecting and making existing resources accessible to stakeholders
* Already announced: Standing up trustworthy Al research initiative



Thank you!

Feedback: ai@gwu.edu
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