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CO N F I : : ;·~ T I A L 
VRIVEISITY or TOIOR'l'O 

· REPORT NUMBER 32 OF TBE ACADEMIC APPEALS B~AltD 

To tbe Academic Affairs Comm:l.ttee, 
University of Toronto, 

Your Board reports that it held -etinp on Wednesday, 
Septlllllb~r :.!lat, 1977 at 4 :00 p.a. in t:be Dem•• Conference loom Faculty of 
Medicine ad on Moll.day, September 26th, 1977 at 4:00 p.m., in tbe Office of 
t:be Go'Vl'lming Council, at whJ.cb the following were present:: 

ProfeHor J.B. Dunlop (ID ..he Chair) 
Profuaor Demu.a Duffy 
Mra. Fr,mcu JOlle8 
ProfeHor a.a. Marshall 

ID Attendance: 

Hies F. 
and Counsel Mr. Alfred Page 
St:udent:a' Legal Aid Society 

Professor G.B. Beat:O!:\ 
Acting Dean 
Faculty of Food Sciences 

Hies Valerie Pugh 
Professor Peter B. Salus 
Hr. Micbael E. Treacy 
HI.as K. Salter, Secretary 

,~~feasor T. Francia 
Department.of Nutrition ad 

Food Science 

THE FOLLO'llING ITEM IS BEPOia:ED FOR INFORMAnON 

THE MEEnNG WAS 'HELD IN CLOSED SESSION 

1. M:l.ae F. 

At a 111eeting on Wednead~, September 21st, 1977 the Academic 
Appeals Board -heard the appeal of M,s,; h,_· against a decision of tbe Faculty 
of Food Sciences Appeal Committee upholding a decision of the Examinations 
and Awards Committee refusing her petition to be allowed to proceed to fourth 
year notwithstanding her failure to achieve a passing average in the third 
year. Inasmuch as the appellant bad failed an earlier year she was required 
to withdurw from the Facu1 t:y. 

'lbe Academic Appeals Board does not consider that the Faculty 
erred in refusing the appellant permission to proceed to the fourth year. 
The Board accepts the Faculty's view that the appellant's record does not 
disclose a fomi.dation of knowledge sufficient to permit her to mi.dertake work 
at the fourth year level. On the other hand, the Board feels that the 
personal difficulties described by the appellant in her oral testi1110ny and 
documentary evidence were sufficiently serious to have had a marked effect on 
her ability to pursue her studies and would justify an exception to the normal 
rule under which she should be required to withdraw for a second failure. 

'lbe problem that was faced by the Faculty and, indeed. is 
faced by the Board, is that the normal consequence of making such an exception 
is not available. 'lbe normal consequence would, of course, be. to permit the 
appellant to repeat the third year. Due to the fact tha.t it is beinr, pbued 
out of existence the Faculty of Food Science no longer hns a third year. lt 
1s the Board's V1ew, however, that in cases where a student would ordinarily 
be allowed to r~peat a year, although the University 111t1y not be under nn 
obligation to ensure that the very programme be kept intact for the purpose, 
it is under so• obligation to provide an alternative proRraDlll8 that could 
lead t:o t:he graut;Lng of tbe degree toward wh1ch the student waa work1ng. 

The Board wishes to stress that it is not i111plyinR that the 
University has an indefinite obligation to the students in a progrllllll8 which 
it proposes to wind-up, but the students in such a progrmame, if no provision 
is IIISde for them of the sort that the Board conte111plates, are in a more 

.precarious position than students in continuing programmes. Where this 
departure from the University nona is not clear to them when they enter tho 
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programme, some transitional arr~gements to take account of .failures need to 
be made. To say that a student in such a position has no recourse whauoever 
u unduly Dracozuan. 

It appears to the Board that there are courses in other 
faculties of the University which the appellant could be allowed to take, 
v.l.thout necessarily being admitted to those faculties, for the purpose of 
comple~, the degree toward which she has already obtained some credit. No 
doubt it would be a programme that could not be regarded as the very equivalent 
of the programme being phased out. Such cases will not often arise. Indeed, 
this one may be usu.quo. It :Lmpoae11 -. obligati.on on the Un:lvera:l.ty that, 
being limited :1s not unduly one1.ous but :1s fair to the student. It :1s the 
view of the Board that it would be legitimate to grant the degree on the basis 
of such a programme if successfully completed. 

It would be the Board's view that discussion between the 
acting Dean of Food Sciences or h:1s n01llinee and the Dean of Arts and Science 
or h:1s nominee could result in the establ:1shment of a reasonable alternative 
programme. It :1s conceivable that other Unive.JitY faculties would have 
relevant cours-ork aa wall. 

'l'he Board would be prepared to reconvene to consider any · 
proposed programme, or to offer any other aasistanC'e. 

Secretary Chairman 
October 17th, 1977 
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