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Appendix B

Arizona State University |A|
Faculty Senate
Fall 1991/Spring 1992 Session

Senate Resolution #23 (1991-92)

Date of Introduction: March 23, 1992
Resolution introduced by: Student-Faculty Policy Committee (Neil Berman, chair)
Approved by the Faculty Senate: April 20, 1992

1. RESOLVED that the grading system at Arizona State University be changed
2. so that all instructors may use plus and minus grades except for A+, D-, E+
3. and E-.  The new system will include A, A-, B+, B, B-, C+, C, C-, D+, D, E.
4. For purposes of calculating grade point averages the plus grade will add
5. 0.3 and the minus grade will subtract 0.3 from the A=4.0, B=3.0, C=2.0,
6. D=1.0 and E=0.  In order to reduce the cost of implementing this policy,
7. the change should take place when records and forms require changes in
8. addition to the +/- system.  The various departments and colleges should be
9. directed to examine their requirements with respect to the new system.

JUSTIFICATION AND BACKGROUND

Letters to the Student-Faculty Policy Committee and to President Coor during the 1990-
91 academic year requested consideration of a finer grading system at Arizona State
University.  This year the Committee surveyed many departments and asked for
comments from Faculty Senators.  The result was overwhelming support for a finer
grading system.  The most common reason in support of the change was to provide
students a better evaluation of their performance and to encourage raising the level of
their performance.

The Committee also called the registrar at all of the PAC-10 schools that had finer
grading systems (six universities).  Although no schools routinely report overall GPA,
there was a perception that there was no change or a slight increase in GPA after
changing from the ABCDE system to the finer system.  All of the respondents felt that
there was a positive acceptance by students and faculty.  The changes were instituted
along with other sometimes major changes in the records systems but roughly 500 hours
of time were required to reprogram the systems and change forms.  Small increases in
appeals because of grading errors were noted.

The ASU Registrar’s Office estimated that 1500 hours of time would be needed to
change the computer programs and forms.  The major problem would be to change the
one byte needed for the present grading system to two or three bytes for the new system.
The ASU grading system has been locally constructed and it would be impossible to use



any other one in place at another school.  The Committee decided that there are proposals
for changes in the records that accumulate every few years and the cost of implementing
a finer system should not be a deterrent to its recommendation.

An extensive study of the experience of Washington State University in adopting a finer
grading system was brought to the attention of the committee by the Registrar’s Office.
This study mentions a survey of all higher education about five years ago that showed
that finer grading systems began to increase in popularity about 20 years ago and about
50% of the schools had such grading systems.  Few junior colleges appeared to have finer
grading so more than a majority of four year colleges have changed.  There appears to be
a steady increase in schools which have adopted the finer grading system.

The Committee looked at different grading system and decided to recommend the one
presented in the resolution.  We feel that there should be an upper limit of A not A+ and
that there should be a lower passing line of D (so D- is not included).  This means that 4.0
is the highest grade and 1.0 is the lowest passing grade.  An upper limit of 4.0 means that
an overall average of 4.0 will become less common than at present but it would represent
much higher achievement.  Those on the Committee that have evaluated graduate school
applicants indicated that the level of achievement is easiest to evaluate when there is no
A+.  The Committee also considered the A-AB-B-BC-C-CD-D-E system and the
University of Washington system which grades in tenths of a point from 4.0 down to 1.0.
We felt that the best system for ASU would be one that retained the present major grade
distribution ranges with a finer scale centered about these.  The intermediate AB etc.
system results in a new grade distribution with eight grades and the University of
Washington system did away with the ABCD concept entirely.  The +/- system appealed
to those on the Committee who graded essay type papers and exams more than the other
systems.  The +/- system is used in five of the PAC-10 schools and was adopted at
Washington State after the University of Washington system was rejected by the Faculty
Senate at Washington State.   



Appendix C

Experiment on +/- Grade Modifiers

EXTENDED EXECUTIVE SUMMARY -- MIT

After discussions beginning in the 1992-1993 academic year along with
discussions with various parts of the MIT community and a survey of students
and faculty on grading policy and grading systems, the Committee on Academic
Performance (CAP) proposed a change in the Institute grading system allowing
the use of the modifiers of + and - to the grades of A, B, and C.  In consultation
with the Committee on the Undergraduate Program (CUP), the Committee on
Graduate School Policy (CGSP), and the Faculty Policy Committee (FPC), a three-
year experiment on the use of intermediate grades (i.e. the use of + and -
modifiers on the grades of A, B, and C) was approved and subsequently
endorsed by the faculty in April 1995.  This three-year time period was later
extended to a fourth year to allow complete consideration of the data and
opinions of the community.

The ad hoc CUP Subcommittee on Intermediate Grades was assembled to
oversee all facets of this experiment, evaluate the effects of the grading policy on
the MIT community, and provide a final report and recommendation on the
issue of intermediate grades.  This is the extended executive summary of the final
report of the subcommittee.  This is provided as background to the introduction
of the pertinent motion to amend the Faculty Rules and Regulations in line with:

the unanimous recommendation of the subcommittee to make the
current experimental internal use of + and - modifiers permanent

as endorsed by CUP and FPC.  The full report will be available prior to the
Faculty Meeting where the vote on the motion will be taken.

The evaluation of the effects of the experimental grading policy on the
MIT community involved several facets.  One, data on the grades issued on a
term-by-term basis including terms prior to the introduction of +/- modifiers
was obtained through the Registrar’s office and examined based on a number of
factors.  Two, the use of the grades in end-of-term actions regarding academic
performance of students was assessed via surveys of undergraduate and
graduate registration officers and discussions with the CAP and CGSP.  Three,
the general attitudes of students and faculty towards the use of intermediate
grades were assessed via discussions with a number of student groups and by an
extensive survey of all students and faculty in the fall of 1997 (participation rate
of 26% of the undergraduate students, 14% of the graduate students, and 31% of
the faculty).  In addition, data on the practice of other colleges and universities
was acquired.

Over the three-year period, the subcommittee identified five key questions
pertinent to evaluating the experiment.  These were based on the original work
of the CAP, the charge to the subcommittee by the CUP, discussions with various



parts of the community, and internal subcommittee discussions.  These five
questions are:

1. What are the overall statistics on grade distributions, the effects on term and
overall GPA’s (individual and average), and usage of the +/- modifiers?

2. How do faculty and students utilize grades as feedback and information
mechanisms?

3. How do students utilize internal grades (specifically, are external uses made)?

4. What is the effect on perceived student pressure and how do students react?

5. Do faculty feel they have sufficient information to grade with the level of
fidelity represented by + and - modifiers?

Assessment of these questions was accomplished within the context of
considering three overall grading systems:  one, the usual letter grades without
modifiers; two, the usual letter grades with + and - modifiers reported only
internally; and three, the usual letter grades with + and - modifiers reported both
internally and externally and thereby leading to answering the overall question
of:  “Which grading system do parts of the community prefer?”.

The survey was assembled to help answer these questions and the data on
grades was examined with these in mind.  Based on these results, the following
answers emerged.

1. What are the overall statistics on grade distributions, the effects on term and overall
GPA’s (individual and average), and usage of the +/- modifiers?

The faculty make substantial use of the + and - modifiers and the
utilization of these modifiers has negligible effects on grade distributions and on
term and cumulative averages on both overall and individual bases.  In
particular, the addition of the + and - modifiers did not result in any discernible
change in the overall grade distributions, within the categories of A, B, C, D, and
F, as compared to distributions before the introduction of the modifiers.  After
the introduction of the modifiers, the distribution of grades including categories
with the modifiers was consistent from term

Table 1   Effect of + and - modifiers on undergraduate student overall GPA’s
(+ and - modifiers equated to 0.33 points)

GPA
Group

% down
(0.1 point)

% no
change

% up
(0.1 point)

< 3.5 34 62 4

3.5-4.0 44 53 3

4.0-4.5 29 63 8

4.5-5.0 33 66 1

TOTAL 33 63 4



to term.  Student GPA’s on a term and cumulative basis were relatively
unaffected with an overall average decrease in 0.05 of a point across all students
during the three-year period.  This is shown for the case of undergraduate
students in Table 1.  Finally, faculty made use of the modifiers in 75% to 80% of
the undergraduate subjects and 55% to 60% of the graduate subjects.

2. How do faculty and students utilize grades as feedback and information mechanisms?

 Over 70% of the students and 85% of the faculty find that the + and -
modifiers provide better feedback to the students.  In regard to advising, 76% of
the faculty feel that the addition of the modifiers helps advisors in evaluating
student progress, while students agree with this assessment though not as
strongly.  Finally, although only 19% of the faculty report that departmental end-
of-term academic actions are affected by the use of the modifiers, the members of
the CAP report keeping in mind the + and - modifiers when making decisions in
the end-of-term meetings.

3. How do students utilize internal grades (specifically, are external uses made)?

Based on the results of the survey, 90 to 95% of both undergraduate and
graduate students report not making external uses of the + and - modifiers.  This
includes potential uses such as on graduate school and scholarship applications,
as well as in applications for jobs, coops, and internships.  Similarly, students
have been asked by external sources for such information at a rate of only 5%.

4. What is the effect on perceived student pressure and how do students react?

The answer to this question was sought in terms of the effects of using +
and - modifiers in internal and external modes as compared to having no such
modifiers.  Three key effects examined were the potentials for an increase in
academic pressure and stress, a greater emphasis on grades than on learning,
and an increase in competition and a lessening of cooperation amongst peers.
The student and faculty perceptions in these regards were dramatically different
for both internal and external uses of the + and - modifiers as can be seen in
Figures 1 and 2.  In the case of the internal use, the overall student perception is
moderately negative in all three categories while faculty generally perceived no
effects.  Both the student and faculty indicated an increase in those who
perceived negative effects if the + and - modifiers were used in an external
fashion with over 90% of the undergraduate students anticipating an increase in
academic pressure while only 34% of the faculty anticipate such an increase.
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Figure 1    Perception of effects of internal use of +/- modifiers on students
                          (U=Undergraduate Students, G=Graduate Students, F=Faculty)
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Figure 2    Perception of effects of external use of +/- modifiers on students
                   (U=Undergraduate Students, G=Graduate Students, F=Faculty)



5. Do faculty feel they have sufficient information to grade with the level of fidelity
represented by + and - modifiers?

Over 90% of the faculty feel that they have sufficient information to grade
with the level of fidelity provided with the use of + and - modifiers.  Students
generally agree with this with 64% of the undergraduate students and 71% of the
graduate students feeling that their instructors can make a more accurate
assessment of their performance with the modifiers while only 17% of each
student group disagreeing with this.

This leads to answering the overall question of “Which grading system do
parts of the community prefer?”.  The results of the survey shown in Figure 3
clearly indicate that both sets of students and the faculty prefer the use of + and -
modifiers as opposed to returning to the previous system of straight letter
grades.  However, there is clear difference in opinion as to whether these grades
with modifiers should be reported only internally or externally as well with
undergraduate students clearly favoring internal use, graduate students
somewhat favoring internal use, and faculty somewhat favoring external use.  Of
additional significance is the very clear unfavorable opinion that nearly 80% of
the undergraduate students have for the external use of such modifiers.
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Figure 3    Community opinion on desirability of grading systems
                             (U=Undergraduate Students, G=Graduate Students, F=Faculty)



The input from the community, assessment of the statistics on the grades
with and without + and - modifiers, and the consideration of the key questions
and the answers which emerged, leads the subcommittee to the following four-
point reasoning:

1.  The use of + and - modifiers minimally affects grade distributions and GPA’s.

2.  There are clear advantages, most importantly feedback of student
performance to students and faculty, to the continued use of the modifiers.

3.  These advantages are attainable whether the modifiers are used internally or
externally .

4.  The perceived negative effects on students indicate that the extension of the
use of the modifiers to external reporting is not warranted.

The subcommittee therefore unanimously recommends making the current
experimental internal use of + and - modifiers permanent.

Respectfully submitted,

the ad hoc CUP Subcommittee
   on Intermediate Grades

Hugo Ayala, CGSP Student representative
Michael Kenstowicz, CGSP Faculty representative

Paul Lagace, chair, CUP Faculty representative
Alberta Lipson, Academic Services and Support

Ole Madsen, CAP Faculty representative
Hansie Mathelier ‘98, CAP Student representative

Ri Romano, Academic Services and Support

March, 1999



Appendix D

Evaluation of Effect of the Plus/Minus Grading System:
A Computer Model

Rick Matthews, February 4, 1997

Effect of the change on student grade point averages

The first computer simulation examined effects of the “plus/minus” grading system
proposed on student grade point averages  (GPA). The “plus/minus” system modeled is
the one proposed to the Committee on Academic Affairs in September by Page Laughlin,
Rick Matthews, and Claudia Thomas. The results of a typical simulation are shown in the
first accompanying graph, “Change in GPA under plus/minus system vs. Old GPA.” This
graph displays the change students can expect in their GPA from the switch from the
current system to the new system.

Description of the model

Students are assumed to be graded on a 100 point scale with a 10 point spacing between
letter grades. The model assumes that each student’s performance across courses is
normally distributed with a standard deviation of three points on this scale. Students with
average raw scores ranging from 50 to 100 were simulated. The model calculates each
student’s GPA under the current system and under the proposed plus/minus system.

Discussion

• Nearly all students (those with grade point averages between 1.0 to 3.6), will see a
change in GPA of less than ±0.06. The change is small because the benefit of the
“plus” grades almost exactly balances the penalty of the “minus” grades.

• Students with GPA’s around 0.6, well below our standards for continuation, will see
their grades hurt by about 0.12. These poorly performing students receive more
grades of D– than D+.

• Students with a very high GPA of around 3.9 will see a decrease of as much as 0.08.
They will on occasion receive an A–, whereas now they receive almost all As. Fewer
students will achieve a 4.0 under the proposed system.

Thus, there will be little effect of student grade point averages.



Effects of errors in assigned grades

The next study examined the errors in the grades reported to the registrar as a result of
inaccurate assessment by the instructor of student performance. Some faculty have
expressed skepticism of the value of a plus/minus system, stating that they cannot assess
student performance more accurately than to the nearest letter grade. Therefore, it is
appropriate to investigate whether there is any substantial benefit to adopting a grading
scale that may be of higher resolution than the accuracy of the assessment of students by
their instructors.

This computer simulation assumes the same grading system as the previous study (100
point scaled, 10 point spacing between letter grades). It also assumes that the errors in the
instructor’s assessments of student performance are normally distributed with a standard
deviation of 3 points on the 100 point scale. Thus, the raw score the instructor determines
on a 100 point scale is assumed to be within 6 points of the student’s true performance,
95% of the time. If the student deserves a score of 85, the instructor is assumed to award
the student a score between 79 and 91, 95% of the time.

The results of this simulation are displayed in the second graph, RMS error in assigned
grade points vs. raw grade. This graph summarizes a computer simulation of the
consequences of the errors that instructors make in evaluating student performance.
Displayed is the root mean square (RMS) difference between the grade points assigned
by the instructor and the grade points the students should have received had the instructor
been perfectly discerning of student performance. The RMS error is calculated for a
group of students whose performances warranted grades ranging from 50 to 100.

The graph illustrates that, under the current system, the RMS error in the assigned grades
is typically between about 0.3 and 0.7. The largest errors occur for students close to the
cutoff between letter grades, as expected. Students who should have earned an 81 (and
therefore a B) are assigned a C almost half the time under the current system. Similarly,
students who should have earned a 79 and a C are assigned a B almost half the time. For
borderline students, the reported grade is wrong almost half the time. When the wrong
grade is assigned, the awarded grade is in error by a full grade point.

Under the new system, the RMS error in assigned grade points is between 0.3 and 0.33
for most students. For students who earn raw grades above 68, the largest RMS error
under the plus/minus system is less than half of what is seen under the current system.
While instructors will be just as inaccurate in their assessment of students under the
proposed system, the effects of their errors on student grade points are much smaller. A
student who should have earned an 81 and therefore a B– may instead receive a C+ or B;
however, these grades carry only small differences (0.333) in grade points assigned from
the proper grade of B–.

Thus, reported grades will be more accurate reflections of student performance
under the proposed plus/minus system, even if faculty can grade with only an
accuracy of one letter grade. Rounding inaccurate grades to the nearest letter grade
increases inaccuracy.



Limitations of this study

Many courses do not use a grading system that bears much resemblance to a 100 point
scale. Of those that do, many do not use the assumed 10 point spacing between letter
grades. However, nearly all grading systems can be mapped onto such a scale, though
often with some skewing of grade distributions.

There is little basis for the assumption that student performance in courses is normally
distributed with a standard deviation of three points. To assess the importance of this
assumption, other simulations were conducted with distributions of differing shape and
width. The findings reported here are rather insensitive to both the detailed shape and
width of the distribution.

Similarly, little basis exists for the assumed distribution of errors in assessment of student
performance. However, the findings regarding errors in student assessment are even less
sensitive to the shape and width of the distribution of errors. In particular, the maximum
predicted RMS error in assigned grade points in consistently much higher under the
current system than under the proposed plus/minus system.

Summary

Results of computer simulations indicated that adopting the proposed plus/minus system
will have little net  effect on student grade point averages. However, reported grades will
be more accurate reflections of student performance under the proposed plus/minus
system.







Appendix E

M E M O R A N DU M

TO: George Watson, Chair—Ad Hoc Committee on Plus/Minus Grades

FROM: Jerry Kingston, Faculty Athletic Representative

RE: Plus and Minus Grades

DATE: April 7, 2002

George:  At your invitation, I am writing to express some of my thoughts related to a
change in our grading system to provide for plus and minus grades.  We had briefly
discussed this matter at the Intercollegiate Athletics Board meeting last week, and I do
believe there are some implications for academic eligibility certification for
intercollegiate athletics that merit consideration.

Let me indicate from the outset, however, that I do not have strong personal feelings
about the introduction of a plus and minus grading system.  If we decide to implement
such a change, I may or may not choose to use the + or - notations on the grade reports
for my classes.  (This assumes, of course, that each professor will have the option to use,
or not to use, the new system.)  I do, however, wish to offer two sets of comments about
the introduction of such a system. The first relates solely to the context within which
these changes are being contemplated.  The second relates directly to my responsibilities
as Faculty Athletics Representative.

The context of the present discussion about increased precision in the awarding of grades
merits some consideration.  It seems at least curious to me, as a faculty member, that we
are considering widening the range of grades to be assigned by faculty members, while
apparently paying much less attention to the broader issue of grade inflation.  While I
have no specific evidence to present at this time, it is my belief that the average grade in
undergraduate courses has increased far more rapidly than the academic admissions
profile of our entering classes.  There are, of course, many reasons why the average grade
in our undergraduate courses may be increasing, but my interactions with undergraduate
students suggests that they are more demanding about their grades than has been the case
in the past.  Busy faculty members appear to be more willing to honor requests for grade
changes than to engage in any appeals process which constitutes, in their minds, a
distraction from more important work. Recent paradigms which emphasize that our
undergraduate students are our "customers" may contribute to such student expectations
for better grades as well, but I am sure that numerous factors are involved.  Overall,
however, I would think that the overall issue of the level of grades being awarded would



be of greater interest and concern to faculty than attempts to provide for increased
precision of the grading options available to faculty.

My concerns about the proposed changes to the grading system stem primarily from my
responsibilities as Faculty Athletics Representative.  Both the NCAA and the Arizona
Board of Regents impose GPA requirements for eligibility for athletics competition.
These rules presently require that a student-athlete have a cumulative GPA of 1.80 at the
beginning of the third year of collegiate enrollment, a 1.90 at the beginning of the fourth
year of collegiate enrollment, and a 2.00 at the beginning of the academic year in which
the student-athlete will be utilizing his or her final season of competition.  ABOR policy
requires that these rules be administered on a semester by semester basis.  The NCAA
currently is considering raising these requirements so that student-athletes would be
required to have a 1.80 cumulative GPA after the freshman year, and a 2.00 cumulative
GPA after the end of the sophomore year.  These new rules are almost certainly will be
approved by the NCAA during the next academic year. Using the requirement of a 2.00
requirement  as the simplest example, it is quite clear that student-athletes currently
understand that they must maintain a C average in order to be eligible.  Under the
proposed changes in the grading system, however, a C average with only a single C-
grade (and no C+ grades) would cause a student-athlete to be ineligible under the 2.00
rule. This is the case, as you know, because a grade of C- would carry less than two
quality points under the revised grading system.  Now, I understand that all students, not
just student-athletes, would have to adjust to the new grading standards, but student-
athletes are almost in a separate category from all other undergraduate students because
of externally-imposed (and rising) GPA requirements that must be  administered on a
term by term basis.  I believe that it will be confusing to student-athletes who almost
certainly will be required to adjust to increasing GPA requirements for competition at the
same time that we are changing the way GPAs are calculated.  Either increased
ineligibility for competition, or increased pressures on faculty to change grades, or both,
are likely to  result.

In fact, my greatest concern, relates to the integrity of the grading system that ultimately
will be applied to student-athletes.  Because eligibility for competition depends on
achieving progressively increasing cumulative GPA requirements, the costs to a student-
athlete of not achieving the required minimum are very high.  In sports like men's and
women's basketball, for example, student-athletes may utilize a season of competition by
participating in contests during the fall semester and then learn that they have become
ineligible to continue their participation during the spring semester segment of their sport
because of low cumulative GPAs at the end of the fall term.  The NCAA does not provide
for any additional seasons or competition, or opportunities to compete, when such
problems develop.  In these circumstances, ineligible student-athletes may approach their
professors to obtain changes in the grades originally assigned.  It is important to note that
student-athletes have the same rights as all other students to request a review of their
grades by their professors.  What is problematic is the basis upon which grade changes
may occur. NCAA extra benefit legislation prohibits grade changes for student-athletes
based on their status as student-athletes, but "friendly" or "caring" or "busy" professors
sometimes are willing to accommodate such requests.  For this reason, grade changes for



student-athletes are reported by the Office of the Registrar to the FAR office.  I review
such changes and contact the appropriate "Deans Designee" in the appropriate college if I
believe some follow up (verification of the basis for the grade change) is required.  I
would especially be inclined to pursue such a follow up if the grade change caused the
student-athlete to become eligible for competition, or if a pattern of grade changes across
several colleges was observed.  These follow up measures are essential to preserve the
academic integrity of our intercollegiate athletics program.

My concerns about revised grading system stem from the fact that such requests for grade
changes may now involve only the elimination of a minus grade or the addition of a plus
grade to the same letter grade already assigned.  I believe that such subtle grade changes
will be much more likely to be granted by faculty and will receive much less scrutiny in
Department and College offices before they are posted by the Registrar's office.  I believe
that the number of requests for grade changes will increase and that there will be less
oversight of the reasons cited by the faculty for such changes.  Under such conditions, the
oversight responsibilities assigned to the FAR office will become even more difficult to
carry out.

IF the grading system is to be revised, I would prefer a system in which plus or minus
grades were assigned on grade reports and appeared on the student's transcript without
any changes in the number of quality points assigned.  The obvious result would be that
faculty could use the increased precision implied by the new grading system, but student
cumulative GPAs would not be affected.  IF the Academic Senate decides to move
forward with this proposal, this is the version that I would most prefer.

George, I hope that these comments will prove helpful to you and the committee charged
with making a recommendation to the Academic Senate.  Please understand that the FAR
office will make every effort to promote the academic integrity of our intercollegiate
athletics program no matter which grading system is selected.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you wish to discuss these matters further.



Appendix F

MEMORANDUM

TO: Academic Senate

FROM: Michael Dickson

Senior Associate Director, Undergraduate Admissions

DATE: April 11, 2002

SUBJECT: Plus/Minus Grades

I understand that the Academic Senate has requested a re-review of the resolution that
provided for the addition of plus/minus grades to our current grade scale of A through E.
I was approached by Dr. George Watson to provide any concerns or thoughts that might
be helpful in this review process. My concerns/thoughts are below.

1. To implement any change to our grading scale will require considerable resources
from the academic, administrative, and most importantly information technology
units. The resources that these units will expend implementing a change to the
grading scale will mean that other projects will not be done or will at the very least be
delayed. It is therefore extremely important that we ensure that we are implementing
a change that will move the university forward and/or solve some problem that the
university is experiencing. This is where my concern comes in, I am not sure that I
understand how a change to our current grading scale will either move the university
forward to what problem we are trying to solve.

2. Currently, our Degree Audit Reporting System, DARS, and th3e Student
Information System, SIS, use the capability built into them of a +/– grading system
for courses/credit that we accept in transfer to ASU from other institutions. The scale
that is used in these systems if A+/A=4.0, A–+3.7, B+=3.3, B=3.0, B–=2.7, C+=2.3,
etc. If we decide to change to a +/– system at ASU, implementation of that system to
include ease of explanation to students, parents, and all of our other constituents
would be much easier if we used the same conversion practices in all of our systems
for the calculation of GPAs.

3. Based on current transfer policy, ASU does not allow courses/credit in transfer
from other institutions “in which the lowest passing grade (‘D’) or a failing grade was
received.” The quotation is from our General Catalog. When this policy was put in
place this precluded any course/credit to transfer for which the student received a
grade below a “C”/2.00 because ASU does not have any grade between a “C” and a
“D”. If we change our scale to allow a grade to exists between a “C” ad a “D”, this
policy needs to be revisited to determine if the faculty want to allow a course/credit in
which the student received a grade that is below a “C”/2.00 to be transferred to ASU.


