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Introduction and Rationale 
One strategic initiative for the 2016-2017 school year, as identified by the Mesa Public Schools Governing 
Board and district administration, was to define the purpose of grading and to establish grading processes 
that reflect best practices as defined by educational research.
 
A committee of principals, teachers, and district administrators researched and identified grading best 
practices.  The committee’s goal was to clarify Mesa Public Schools expectations for grading and for grade 
reporting. It was determined that when student progress is reported, the grades should represent 
a student’s level of proficiency on established skill-based standards. This document outlines the 
essential elements and grading practices.

Essential Elements and Grading Practices
As teachers collect evidence of student progress, ongoing assessment should be used to refine and 
inform future instruction, communicate with stakeholders, and measure student progress on established 
standards.  It is important for grading practices to be equitable, accurate, specific and timely.  
Clarification for these terms and how they relate to expected grading practices are included below:  

Equitable:  Grading practices are consistent amongst classrooms, subjects, and grade levels.

Accurate:  Grades are skilled based, not behavior based, and reflect students’ current level 
of proficiency. Because proficiency levels can change and improve, students are 
provided additional opportunities to learn and demonstrate their skills. 

Specific:   Classroom grading policies are clearly defined so that students are able to 
understand the grade they have earned.

 Timely: Feedback to students is appropriate and expedient so that students can directly use  
   that feedback to improve their performance on tests and assignments.

Mindset
In Mesa Public Schools, we recognize that there is a collective mindset that must be embraced to ensure 
that students’ grades reflect their most current level of proficiency.  This mindset encompasses the 
following assumptions:  

1. Grading practices will be supportive of student learning.
2. Grades will be based on a body of evidence aligned to standards.
3. Grades will be based on achievement of established standards.
4. Students will have multiple opportunities to demonstrate proficiency.
5. Students will receive modifications and accommodations as appropriate.
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Teacher Responsibilities
In Mesa Public Schools, teachers who have embraced the collective mindset will use the following guiding 
practices:

• Communicate equitable and specific grading and course expectations in writing for each course, 
subject, or grade level to students and parents/guardians. 

• Provide multiple learning opportunities to ensure accurate reflection of student performance. Teachers 
may assign equivalent tasks or assessments. 

• Return graded work and provide feedback to students in a timely manner. Scores and grades entered in 
the grade book will be current, allowing students time to reflect on and improve their grade prior to the 
end of the marking period.

• Assess graded work by point values given to the assessments or by weighted percentages in the 
gradebook in an equitable and accurate manner.

• Determine the degree to which students have mastered grade-level standards based on the body of 
evidence collected.

• Ensure the marks entered into the grade book are accurate, reflecting student performance as aligned 
to the course expectations.  
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In Mesa Public Schools, teachers will be expected to use the following practices:

#1 – Retest/Redo

Students should be given multiple opportunities to demonstrate their proficiency on established skill-based 
standards. 

Recommended Not Recommended
Giving students multiple opportunities to 
demonstrate growth through retesting and redoing 
both assignments and classroom assessments.

Only allowing low scoring / not proficient students 
to retest or to redo work.
Only allowing retest/redo opportunities based 
on behaviors such as attitude, participation, or 
attentiveness.

Providing students opportunities to show what 
they know and what they can do in a variety of 
forms (i.e. oral, written, etc.).

Only providing one way for students to 
demonstrate what they know or what they can do. 

Reteaching opportunities will be provided to 
students.

Moving through the curriculum before students 
show mastery.

Allowing students to receive full credit for what 
they know, regardless of how slowly they get there.

Averaging two scores together or limiting the 
highest score a student can earn on a retest/redo.

Establishing a retest/redo procedure with timelines 
that will hold students accountable.

Allowing the final marking period grade to be 
based upon the teacher’s professional judgement 
and the entire body of evidence that reflects the 
student’s current proficiency level.
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#2 – Missing/Late Work/Incompletes/Zeroes

Students should be allowed to complete missing assignments within reasonably established timelines for 
full credit. 

#3 – Homework

Students should be provided opportunities to practice skills, deepen their understanding, and increase 
progress toward meeting standards and expectations through homework completed during class time or in 
another setting.

Recommended Not Recommended
Assigning homework that deepens students’ 
understanding of standards and expectations and is 
aligned to learning standards.

Assigning homework that is outside the scope of the 
standards.

Utilizing homework as a formative assessment that 
focuses more on the process than on the final result.

Relying on homework as a summative exercise that 
focuses on the final result or product.

Using homework for feedback on student progress 
and improvement toward mastery of standards.

Using homework as a punishment or a reward.

Providing homework to students for additional 
practice toward mastery of standards that may or 
may not be included in the gradebook.

Recommended Not Recommended
Establishing a reasonable timeline for due dates 
that will hold students accountable.

Assigning no credit for late work.

Accepting late work and establishing a timeline for 
late work. 

Reducing credit for late work with no feedback 
given (i.e. 50% off for being late, not scored). 

Using incomplete, missing, or late comments before 
issuing a zero.

Giving a zero for not turning in an assignment on 
established due date.

Communicating with parents throughout the 
year regarding expectations and late or missing 
assignments.

Relying solely on progress reports, report cards, or 
the grade portal to communicate students’ grades 
and levels of proficiency to students and parents/
guardians.

Determining within PLCs a common practice for 
deadlines on assignments and assessments.

Expecting students to complete all assignments.
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#4 – Formative/Summative Assessment

Students should be assessed on a collection of evidence that includes many data points balancing both 
formative and summative assessments. 

#5 – Behavior Driven Grading

Grades represent students’ current level of proficiency based upon established standards. 

Recommended Not Recommended
Reporting behaviors separately from academic 
grades.

Deducting points from an achievement grade for 
noncompliant behavior.

Explicitly teaching behavioral expectations (i.e. 
honor code, responsibility, honesty, respect, PBIS).

Deducting points from an achievement grade for 
noncompliant behavior.

Providing positive reinforcement and ongoing 
descriptive feedback on classroom conduct.

Giving points as part of an achievement grade (i.e. 
for signed papers, extra supplies, and meeting 
deadlines, participation) not aligned with standards.

Providing additional supports and interventions for 
students not meeting expectations.

Recommended Not Recommended
Using summative assessments to measure student 
achievement and progress.

Using only summative assessments to calculate 
grades.
Counting final exams (summative assessments) 
for a certain percentage of the grade instead of as 
another opportunity for students to demonstrate 
mastery on individual standards.

Using ongoing and daily common formative 
assessments to guide instruction.

Planning instruction without the reliance on data 
provided by formative assessments.

Providing quality, timely feedback to students and 
parents.

Communicating infrequently about student 
progress.

Basing grades on a body of evidence aligned to 
standards.

Using limited assessment data to calculate grades.

Providing multiple ways for students to 
demonstrate proficiency.

Focusing on quality of assessments not quantity.
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