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UHIVDSITY OF TOKONTO 

1'BE GOVDHIHG COUNCll 

ltEPOllT NUMBER 37 OF 'l'B! ACADEMIC APPEALS BOARD 

To the Acadelllic . .Aff&i.ra Comitt••• 
University of Toronto. 

Your Board reports that it held a --•ting on Monday, 
January 30th," 1978 at 4 :00 i,.m. in tha Council Chamber, Faculty of Pharmacy, 
at: vhich t:ba follov:l.Dg valNl pr--t• 

Profuaor J.B. Dunl.01) (In the Chair) 
Profuaor Denn1a Duffy 
Professor w.1. Gruba 
Mrs. l'rancu Jones 

In Attendance: 

Mr. Wo 
and Couuel Mr. Charles taylor 

Profe■-or B.L. van Ginkel 
Director 
School of Architecture 

Profe■-or Carma,. Comeil 
School of Architecture 

1'BE FOLLOWING I'r!M IS UPOllTID FOR INFORMATION 

'rBE MEE'tINC llAS REL'D IN CLOSED SESSl:ON 

1. Mr. W 

Profeaaor A.H. Bunt 
Profuaor Peter B. Salus 
Mr. Michael!. Treacy 
Mi■- Marie Salter, Secretary 

Profeaaor w. Grieraon 
School of Architecture 

Profeaaor David Sian 
School of Archit•~tu~• 

At ite Meting on Monday, January 30th, 1978, the Academic 
Aneala Board heard the ai,peal of Mr. W, against a decision of the 
Admiaaiona and Appeal Committee of the School of Architecture upholding the 
conclusion of the Fourth Year staff and the School Review Committee that 
Mr. w~ had failed his fourth year and should be required to repeat it. 
The decision of the Academic Appeal• Board ia that the ai,peal should be 
diami■-ed. · 

The ground• of the appeal were that "the School of Architecture 
failed to uae adequate and fair procedures in evaluating fllY work and informing 
me of 'lll'f progress during the year." The appellant alleged that he had not been 
given anropriate help, had received "no adequate feedback", had not been in­
fo~ of hi• standing during the year, especially before the official with­
drawal date and had been g1ven only three progre■- reporu and a fin&l report. 
'l'be appellant uaarted that he "bad deamatrated a lot of work and enthulium" 
and deserved a passing grade. 

'%ha •vidmi.~• dia~oa■d that th■ appellaut bad b•llll -•••••d 
in a«ordance with normal procedures of the School of Architecture and that the 
report• given during the course of the year made it clear that the appellant'• 
work wu not up to standard. There wu no reuon to doubt either the faimeaa 
or t:ha aocuraoy of t:heae -•••-at:a. 

The appellant offered in evidence letter• from graduates of 
the School critical of the School'• teaching and evaluation methoda. Although 
repreaantative■ nf t:ha Schnnl did nnt nbjact tn the racaptinn nf ■uch evidence, 
the Board wu unable to attach ai111ificance to it. Even if the criticiama be 
justified - and tha Board 1a in no position to form an opinion on thi• queation -
it ia the view of the Board that iaauu raised by general crit1c1•• of approved 
•thocla muat ordinarily be resolved by legislative rather than adjudicative 
action. 

Seoret:ary 
March 22nd, 1978 



• 

• 

• 


