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Dr. Mayra D. Barrera Machuca (she/her), Faculty of Computer Science, Dalhousie
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Our work is on reimagining and reorienting assignment grading toward feedback-
oriented encouragement for ongoing and continuous learning. It encompasses the
following features: (1) students are provided with a comprehensive list of
assignment specifications, (2) evaluation of student work is centered on the
attainment of specified criteria, employing a nominal scale to denote which
requirements are met within the deadline, and (3) multiple opportunities are
afforded to demonstrate mastery for each specification. Our assignment grading
practice considers the principles of trauma-informed teaching and student stress
levels associated with the numeric grading of assignments.

We will share information and lessons learned from a pilot implementation
conducted within an undergraduate first-year web development course. Four
assignments in this course are applied and require students to develop websites
based on specifications. Assignments 2-4 have overlapping learning outcomes with
the previous, which allows learners to incorporate feedback into the work for
subsequent assignments. When these assignments are graded, students are given a
grade of: (a) Completed, meets/exceeds expectations, (b) Completed, has scope for
improvement, (c) Incomplete, does not meet expectations yet, or (d) Not submitted.
We considered the best 3 performances out of the 4 total assignments, and the
15% assignment grade was computed based on securing a syllabus-specified
combination of Complete, Incomplete, or Not submitted grades. Other than applied
assignments, we offer a variety of opportunities for students to showcase their
mastery of the course concepts, including timed and untimed tasks, in-class and
out-of-class assessments, quizzes, and activities. Learners in the course were
informed that the assessment and grading scheme for assignments could be
different in this course as compared to other courses.

In previous iterations, these assignments had a significant percentage of the overall
course grade, the rationale behind which was to reward student work and ongoing
learning. To recognize ongoing learning, we incorporated ways to reward
improvements in subsequent assignments by adding a small percentage of the
grade from the subsequent one to the previous if there was a grade improvement.
This was still a rewards-focused grading mechanism, and we wanted to move to a
practice that acknowledged learning in its pure form.
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To appear in the conference schedule.



This work is about a trauma-informed, student-centric way to reimagine and
reorient assignment grading towards feedback-oriented encouragement for iterative
learning. It encompasses the following features: (1) students are provided with
comprehensive list of specifications, (2) evaluation of student work is centered on
completing specified criteria, and (3) multiple opportunities are afforded to
demonstrate mastery for each specification.

We share information and lessons learned from a pilot implementation conducted
within an undergraduate first-year web development course. In this work, when
assignments are graded, students are given a grade of one of the following levels:
(a) Completed, meets/exceeds expectations, (b) Completed, has scope for
improvement, (c) Incomplete, does not meet expectations yet, or (d) Not submitted.
We considered the best 3 performances out of the 4 total assignments, and the final
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