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Overview: 

In February, the PTA, the high school faculty, and the student Congress were contacted to solicit 3 

volunteers from each group to serve on the committee.  We initially received a total of 3 parent and 3 

faculty volunteers (a 4th faculty member later volunteered, but the committee had already been set).  

We received multiple student volunteers and the assistance of the congress board was enlisted to 

ensure that we had representation from 10th, 11th, and 12th grade.   

The committee met a total of 5 times between March and June of this past year; all meetings were held 

after school.  The committee’s charge was to review our current practices on course weighting and 

letter grades and to make recommendations.  Discussions were guided by the following questions: 

“What is our intended goal?” and “What are the effects?”   



Data Reviewed by the Committee: 

- BBHS’s current grading practices - profile (appendix A) 

- BBHS’s current transcript reporting of weighted and unweighted grades (appendix B) 

- Weighted and unweighted GPA’s and rank of class of 2018 (appendix C)  

- Summary of comparator districts’ practices (appendix D) 

- Summary of grading practices from SWBOCES survey (appendix E) 

- Summary of research on select colleges’ admissions practices (appendix F) 

 

Analysis of Letter Grades: 

After reviewing the background and agreeing to the agenda and timeline for discussions, letter grades 

was the first topic the committee chose to examine.  In its review and discussions, the committee 

considered the following factors: 

- Transparency and accuracy of the grade 

- Practices of comparator and other districts in Westchester (see appendices D and E) 

- Differences in how eschool averages and converts grades which are entered as a number vs a letter 

- Students’ focus on threshold grades (92.4 vs 92.5 = the difference between an A- and an A, etc…) 

- Percentage of report card grade changes processed which resulted in a letter grade change 

- Impact on students’ anxiety 

- Students’ familiarity with the letter grade system 

- Confusion generated by averaging letter grades across marking periods (see appendix G) 

Of the factors considered, the committee’s discussion really focused on two primary items: the 

comparative clarity brought by a numerical grading system, and the impact of students’ hyper-

awareness of each grade threshold and the resultant anxiety it caused.  Throughout its analysis of the 

available data, the committee could not identify any meaningful benefits to support the use of letter 

grades. 

Recommendation – The committee achieved consensus for a recommendation to adopt a numerical 

grading system on a 100 point scale for the high school.  Based upon these discussions, Mrs. Lambert 

would also like the middle school to adopt the same numerical grading system.   

 

Analysis of Course Weighting: 

Following its recommendation on numerical grades, the committee spent several meetings examining 

course weighting.  As compared to the relative straightforwardness of the discussion on numerical 

grades, course weighting proved to be more nuanced and the committee spent additional time 



researching and educating itself on the topic.  In its review and discussions, the committee considered 

the following factors: 

- Differences in the levels of rigor between AP, College, and Honors classes, and regular classes 

- Absence of weighting for regular classes as compared to our Applied, Topics, or B Level classes 

- Impact of perceptions about weighting on students’ scheduling decisions 

- Impact of students’ perceptions about weighting on how they view their grades 

- Format of how weighted and unweighted grades are currently reported on our transcript 

- Format of how course levels are reported on our transcript 

- Impact of weighted and unweighted grades on students’ actual and quintile rank in their class (see  

appendix C) 

- Colleges’ process for evaluating students’ GPA’s and applications (see appendix F) 

- Weighting practices of similar/neighboring districts (see appendix B) 

- Equity of grades 

Following multiple discussions on the topics, questions and conflicting opinions regarding the impact of 

weighting on the college admissions process emerged as a dominant concern.  The committee 

ultimately decided that further research with individual colleges was needed.  Toward that end, a list of 

the schools to which the most students from Blind Brook had applied over the preceding 3 years was 

generated.  The committee formulated common wording for the questions which would be posed to the 

admissions representatives from these schools.  Individual committee members contacted these 

schools, as well as others which were added, and all information was recorded in a google doc (see 

appendix F).  Based upon this review, the committee determined that many schools recalculate their 

applicants’ GPA’s onto their own metric, and that all schools appear to evaluate prospective students 

within the context of their individual high school, based in large part upon the information posted on 

the profile.   

Recommendation – The committee achieved consensus for a recommendation to end the practice of 

weighting the grades for different courses. 

 

Analysis of Transition: 

The committee agreed to evaluate each practice, grading and weighting, on its own merits and not to 

allow issues stemming from any potential transition to impact the decision to continue or change 

practice.  Accordingly, transition plans were the last topic discussed by the committee.  In evaluating 

options for transition, the committee considered the following factors: 

- Community reaction 

- Timeliness of students receiving the perceived benefits of the changes 

- Impact on next year’s course selections, which had already been finalized and scheduled 



- Impact on college applications 

- Conversion of existing grades to a new scale 

- Issues arising from reporting grades for courses in which more than one grade of students is enrolled 

- Reports from other schools that have made these transitions 

The committee quickly coalesced around the goal of ensuring that no students would be adversely 

impacted by a change midway through their high school experience.  Secondarily, based upon its 

analysis of the relationship between the current grading and weighting practices and students’ decision-

making, the committee agreed that any change should be prospective and not retrospective in nature.   

Recommendation – The committee achieved consensus to recommend a phase-in of the changes.  

Numerical grades should be phased in starting with the incoming 9th grade (class of 2022), but their 

grades will still be weighted.  Because all grades were entered numerically, this can readily and 

seamlessly be de-converted from letters back to numbers.  Starting the following year (class of 2023), 

grades should no longer be weighted.  This decision to delay the elimination of weighting was driven by 

the fact that the incoming 9th graders would have already made their course selections based on an 

understanding of the current weighting system.    

 

Articulation 

Information about the formation of the committee and detailed updates regarding its work were 

provided and discussed at each of the Shared Decision Making Team’s (SMDT) meetings last Spring 

(2/28, 3/28, and 5/16).  Members of the team were supportive of the committee’s work and 

recommendations.  Due to the timing of the final committee meeting, the SDMT was not advised of the 

recommended timeline for these transitions.   

As with the SMDT, presentations were made at each of the high school faculty meetings (3/7, 4/11, 5/2, 

and 6/6) over the course of the Spring semester.  The faculty was updated on the committee’s progress 

and staff were invited to share feedback either directly or through one of their faculty representatives 

on the committee.  
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