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Creation and Delivery of a Faculty Workshop on Grading – Practical 
Implications 
 
 
Abstract 
This paper is an evidence-based practice paper describing practice techniques encapsulated in a 
workshop covering grading by engineering faculty. Engineering faculty are under increasing 
pressure to manage their time while providing value and a quality learning experience for 
students. When surveyed, faculty indicate that one of their least enjoyed tasks is grading student 
work. Yet, the importance of feedback in the overall learning process has been well documented. 
This conflict – between the importance of grading versus faculty perceptions of the activity – led 
to the development of a faculty workshop on grading that sought to address both of these issues. 
The goals of the workshop were thus to: (a) provide resources to faculty that would allow 
grading to provide meaningful and helpful feedback to students during the grading process, and 
(b) provide practical guidance to faculty on how to make the grading process more efficient, 
streamlined, and time-on-task effective. The current paper describes the creation and 
implementation of this workshop. It includes a survey of the literature on grading practices and 
includes the perceptions and feedback of the participants. It also provides the practical content of 
the workshop, allowing readers to use this material and these methods to create impactful 
experiences on their own campuses. Participants of this workshop rated the effectiveness highly 
and indicated that the material presented had the opportunity to change their grading practices for 
the better. 
 
Introduction 
LeTourneau University administers a Student Satisfaction Survey each year that covers issues 
such as academic advising, campus life, climate, and safety, instructional effectiveness, financial 
aid and support services. Of 19 questions that were identified as “Strengths,” 13 were clearly 
linked to faculty traits or behaviors – 68%. Among them: (a) “Nearly all of the faculty are 
knowledgeable,” (b) “The instruction in my major field is excellent,” (c) My academic advisor is 
concerned about my success as an individual,” (d) “Faculty are usually available after class and 
during office hours,” and (e) “Faculty care about me as an individual.” Among the 13 questions 
that were identified as “Weaknesses,” only 2 can be clearly linked to faculty – 15%. These two 
are: (a) Faculty are fair and unbiased in their treatment of individual students,” and (b) Faculty 
provide timely and accurate feedback about student progress in a course.” Our conclusion from 
this snapshot was that even programs where teaching quality is high need to be concerned with 
how to get better. This paper summarizes actions taken to address the second of these two items 
(although one can argue that the first is also grading related, and the actions undertaken and 
described here can clearly help to address this area also) – grading. 
 
Motivation 
During the 2023-2024 academic year, engineering faculty were asked to describe their ‘least 
favorite’ portions of their job, and their ‘most favorite’ portions of their job as faculty members. 
These questions were open-ended and free-response from which themes were then identified. For 
their favorites, Figure 1 summarizes the results: 



 
Figure 1: Faculty favorite aspects of their job 

 
For their least favorites, the results are as follows in Figure 2: 

 
Figure 2: Faculty least favorite aspects of their job 

 
Unlike for their favorites, there is a clear concentration in one area: grading, receiving twice as 
many mentions as the next closest item. (the ‘other’ category included various un-related items – 
major themes are identified by the categories in the figure). One faculty member wrote: 

“I find doing a good and timely job grading reports to be extremely taxing (actually, I 
don’t do a good and timely job of grading reports, probably because it is my least favorite 
thing to do and there is so much other stuff to do; it’s my least favorite thing because the 
students are so bad at it and it takes so much time to provide meaningful input.” 



 
Background on Grading: 
There are official records of grading systems dating back nearly 250 years [1], it is thus likely 
that there have been discussions of the challenges and purposes nearly that long. While the most 
common system in the US remains the ‘A-F’ system, there are several others that have strengths 
and weaknesses, among them pass/fail, norm-referenced, criterion-referenced, standards-based, 
contract grading [2], and specifications grading [3]. Major issues associated with grading include 
subjectivity and bias, grade inflation, a focus on grades over learning, and the allocation of 
faculty time [4]. Grading may also have political and social dimensions, and can involve power 
dynamics, issues of agency, and other complex ethical issues [5]. The paper by Schinke and 
Tanner [6] provides a good summary of the history of grading, a discussion of the primary 
purposes of grading, and examines some of the pitfalls and challenges. For decades, educators 
have been exploring ways to make grading more effective and efficient (e.g. [7]). However, in 
engineering in particular, papers specifically describing studies of grading practices are few [8]. 
While grading practices of engineering faculty are informally discussed (e.g. [9]), and formal 
professional development opportunities in this space occur, the author could not find a paper that 
described the creation, implementation and assessment of a workshop directed toward grading 
for engineering faculty (two excellent example resources that are adjacent to this gap are in 
Felder and Brent’s description of the NETI workshops [10], and Estes et al.’s assessment of the 
ASCE ExCEEd workshop [11] which describe general engineering teaching workshops). This 
paper focuses on presenting the content and outcomes of a workshop focused on grading 
efficiently both in terms of student learning outcomes and faculty time spent on task – references 
describing various aspects and methods of grading are provided below in the section describing 
the content of the workshop. 
 
Actions: 
Our Engineering College created and delivered a faculty workshop directed at Grading as part of 
the welcome back activities in the Fall of 2024. All engineering full time faculty attended, and 
several adjuncts. The workshop was targeted to take approximately two hours and had the 
agenda as shown in Table 1. 
 

 
 
The content for each of the modules is described below: 
Introduction: History of grading, and motivators to grade well.  
Why do we grade: Group discussions and activities ensuring all faculty are on same page about 
the reasons for grading. Focused on the following five major reasons: (a) Students need feedback 
to learn effectively, (b) Faculty need to know to tailor class, (c) Grading can stimulate effort, (d) 
Grading allows faculty to recognize and document mastery, (e) Grading can form part of 



program assessment activities. Also discussed the impact of grading and reminded that most 
literature finds that grading is inherently demotivating, especially for intrinsic motivation (as 
contrasted with extrinsic motivation) [12], [13]. 
What should we grade: Discussed the concept that NOT everything needs to be graded and 
linked having a grading plan back to the ‘why’s’ of grading. Discussed spot grading, rotating 
grading, completion credit (with potential benefits of time efficiency, targeted feedback and 
improved student focus). [14] 
When should we grade: Discussed grading rhythms (grading earlier in the semester is more 
useful for the formative aspects of the grading function), time between due dates and returning 
graded work, and the idea of being a project manager role model in the grading area [15], [16]. 
Who should grade: Discussed the pros and cons of self grading (by students), peer grading, and 
graders.  
Where should we grade: Discussed grading within apps and on canvas; providing audio and 
video feedback and the advantages [17], [18], [19]. 
How should we grade: Discussed the tasks of grading, setting clear expectations and pairing 
them with gradable assignments, different grading techniques and types of rubrics, and the 
appropriate length of time it ‘should’ take to grade various types of assignments. Discussed the 
impacts of lenient versus strict grading policies and procedures [20]. 
 
A major objective was to present information in the most practical way possible. 
 
Results and Measures 
Pre-Workshop 
Faculty were given a short survey prior to the workshop, with the questions as outlined in Table 
2, with responses calibrated on a five-point Likert scale.  
 

 
 
The results of this pre-survey are shown in Figure 3 (faculty results with an “N” of  ~25 out of 
~30 workshop participants).  
 



 
Figure 3: Pre-Workshop Survey Results 

 
Four factors were apparent in the pre-workshop survey: 

1. Faculty think their grading is rated well by students. 
2. Faculty are intentional about grading and feel they have a plan. 
3. Lowest scores are in efficiency, knowledge and impact. 
4. Most want additional training. 

The average experience in teaching across the participants was 9.21 years. 
 
Post Workshop 
The workshop was well received. Chairs were informally surveyed afterward and indicated 
faculty were excited to spend time on this topic. Comments from faculty on the pre-survey 
included “Good topic,” and “This is a vital component that rarely gets discussed outside of 
complaining (“I have so much grading”) and accountability (“You’re behind, students 
complaining, get to work”). Never how to get better.” 
Received the following comments via email from one faculty member the night after the 
workshop: 

“A quick email to let you know how encouraged and inspired I was yesterday by your 
leadership and presentation yesterday. I am not exaggerating when I say that I felt the 
same uplifting and blessing during your SEET workshop as I felt during the President’s 
and Provost’s presentations earlier this week.” 

Post-survey assessment was done across the week following the workshop. Figure 5 shows the 
quality of the workshop elements as rated by participants, with the last two categories ratings of 
the workshop’s helpfulness and it’s impact on faculty motivation. All items received at least a 4 
on the Likert scale, except the session on ‘Where we should grade.’ The ‘Where’ session focused 
on providing resources on how to grade better in Canvas and on Apps. This session was mostly 
providing helpful links and also included a discussion on audio and video grading. There was not 
enough time to get into the specific details of techniques in these spaces, more an encouragement 
to use the provided resources to work out issues on faculty’s own time. Thus, not surprising that 
this was the lowest. The “Why we grade” session received the highest rating – a good finding 
since this was a major point of emphasis for the workshop. It is the current author’s belief that 
any effort to improve a faculty member’s grading practices must start and be anchored by this 



fundamental question. Overall, Faculty seemed to think the workshop was helpful and 
motivating. 
 

 
Figure 5: Quality of workshop as rated by Faculty Participants 

 
Participants were also asked the questions noted in Table 2 – Figure 6 shows the differences from 
the Pre-Survey results.  
 

 
Figure 6: Change in Participant Ratings Post Workshop 

 
Takeaways: (1) Faculty felt after the workshop that they might be more efficient at grading, (2) 
Faculty seem more confident in describing the impact of their grading practices, (3) Faculty 
seem to feel better about the time spent grading, (4) We had a workshop, so the faculty feel less 
strongly that additional training is needed. These were the items with the biggest changes from 
Pre to Post workshop and all are positive findings. An unexpected finding was in the 
intentionality (“I have an intentional plan regarding what activities I grade in my classes”) 
question, which fell between pre and post surveys. Perhaps with more awareness of the impact of 



grading on student learning, more awareness of methods of grading, and more time spent in deep 
thinking on these issues, faculty were less convinced that their current methods were directed in 
productive areas. We also performed a follow-up survey approximately 3 months following the 
workshop, after a lunch-and-learn 30 minute session that was created as a follow-up and to cover 
aspects of specifications grading [3]. The positive results exhibited in Figure 6 were shown to be 
stable – faculty still evinced gains in their perceived grading efficiency, knowledge and time 
spent (1.04, 0.42 and 0.71 on the Likert scale, respectively), which represent large, lasting 
relative changes in these attitudes and skills. 
 
Summary and Conclusions 
 
The following conclusions are made: 

1. We can confirm that one source of faculty dissatisfaction is centered around grading and 
that many faculty would like additional training on how to make their grading more 
impactful and more time efficient. 

2. A workshop was held emphasizing many aspects of the faculty grading enterprise. The 
workshop provided guidance on goals for grading and practical advice to make grading 
more impactful and more efficient, with content specifically directed at the reasons for 
grading, grading techniques, bias, and grading methods. 

3. This type of training was found to be effective – faculty self reported scores in the 
following four areas were particularly positively affected: (a) efficiency, (b) knowledge of 
grading techniques and methods, (c) the impact of grading on student learning, and (d) 
faculty perception of time spent on grading. 

4. The final figure displays the slides used as part of this workshop – they could provide the 
backbone for a similar effort at other institutions.   

 

    

    



    

    

    

    



    

    

    

    



    

    

    

    



 

Figure 7: Abbreviated Workshop Slides 
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