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Research Aims and Relationship to the Research Literature 
The literature speaks to the benefits of course coordination (Rasmussen et al., 2014) and the 

importance of consistency in grading across multi-section courses. Achieving grading 
consistency can be challenging (Reddy & Andrade, 2010) but can be enhanced by using task-
specific rubrics and rater training (Jonsson & Svingby, 2007; Crisp, 2017; Schoepp, et al., 2018). 
It is well-documented in the literature that rubric training can be a time-consuming process and 
that faculty time constraints can be a barrier to implementation of assessment practices in general 
and rubric scoring in particular (Charlton & Newsham-West, 2024; Holmes & Oakleaf, 2013; 
Williams, 2024). However, the research literature does not seem to adequately address how, after 
an initial time investment, rubric use can become routine. We seek to investigate the following 
research question: after instructors invest time in rubric development and training, how does the 
time needed for rubric implementation change? 

Preliminary Data Collection and Results 
Our investigation of this research question has two phases. Phase one is the initial time 

investment in rubric development and training. Phase two is rubric utilization. For the first phase, 
we collected student responses (n = 147) on assessment items involving exponential growth, 
cooling, and trigonometry. Faculty members (two associate professors and two assistant 
professors in their first year of teaching post Ph.D.) teaching a coordinated precalculus course 
participated in a collaborative rubric development and training program: after selecting a task 
aligned with learning outcomes (e.g., problem-solving, communication, modeling exponential 
growth), we collaboratively developed a draft task-specific rubric specifying partial credit based 
on the demonstrated level of understanding, then refined it by anticipating potential student 
solutions, errors, and omissions. We scored a small sample of blinded student responses as a 
whole group to discuss how to apply the rubric and make necessary revisions. Next, we 
independently scored a sample of student work and discussed results to identify discrepancies 
and come to a consensus rating. After the training session, we independently scored the 
remaining student solutions, then reviewed discrepancies to identify lessons learned. In round 
one, the percent agreement across all raters was 50.3% and the percent adjacent agreement was 
73.1%. In round four, the percent agreement was 84.7% and the percent adjacent agreement was 
91.5%. Implementation of the second phase is forthcoming. Using already collected student 
work on different assessment items, each faculty participant will write a task-specific scoring 
rubric without additional training beyond the initial time investment in phase one. For each 
rubric, all faculty participants will independently score the student work and percent agreement 
will be computed. Faculty perceptions of changes in time required for rubric development and 
implementation will be captured through a survey and a structured interview process with each 
faculty participant.  
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