Additional file 1. Legal and institutional source locators
The following locators identify the passages supporting the doctrinal and institutional illustrations. They are a traceability aid for a conceptual paper, rather than a coded corpus. Judgment paragraph numbers refer to the judgment itself; Briginshaw and Calvin page numbers refer to the cited law reports. The OIA's current disciplinary webpage still links to the October 2018 PDF as of 5 October 2026. The AI casework note supplements that framework. Current university pages are not used to reconstruct the rules governing the OIA's July 2025 cases.
	Source
	Relevant locator and function

	Briginshaw; Re B
	Briginshaw, 60 CLR 336, 361–363 (Dixon J); Re B, paras. 13–15, 70–73; Evidence Act 1995 (Cth), s. 140(2). Standard of proof, cogency, and contextual probability.

	Clark; Higher Education Act 2004
	Clark, paras. 12–13, 38; Act, s. 12(2). Contract, academic judgment, and OIA jurisdiction.

	Tang
	Paras. 3, 89. Limits of the statutory review route and the issues left undecided.

	SZBEL; MZAPC
	SZBEL, paras. 32–35; MZAPC, paras. 37–39. Knowledge of decisive issues and materiality in their statutory contexts.

	Osborn; Calvin
	Osborn, paras. 67–71; Calvin, [1980] AC 574, 592–593. Participation and context-sensitive repair through appeal.

	Higher Education Standards Framework
	Compilation F2026C00804, ss. 7–8; Part A, standards 2.4 and 5.2. Complaint processes, integrity, and staged application of amendments.

	OIA disciplinary framework
	October 2018 PDF, paras. 10–11 and 44–47. Burden, civil standard, and the boundary of academic judgment.

	OIA AI casework note
	Notifying students; Investigating alleged breaches; Decision making and record keeping. Allegation, disclosure, provider responsibility, and reasons.

	OIA CS072501; CS072503
	July 2025 published summaries, accounts of evidential consideration, response, reasons, policy application, and complaint outcome.

	Oxford; University College London
	Oxford policy, assessment-setter requirements 1, 4–6 and update 27 October 2025; UCL guidance, Using GenAI to support learning and Guidance. Detector position and assessment-brief authority.

	Sydney guidance and two-lane FAQ
	Student guidance, When you can and cannot use AI, Acknowledging AI use, Best practices, Detecting generative AI use; FAQ opening table and clarifications. Secure/open assessment and process records.
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