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mtIVUSITY OF TOlltlrrO 

'l'BE GOVDRING COUNCIL 

CON Fl DENTIAL 

BEPOI.T NDMBD. 48.0F 'l'BE ACADEMIC APPEALS BOARD 

To tb• Acadud.c Affairs Collllittae. 
Ua.barsit:y of Toronto. 

Your Board reports that it bald a ••ting on Tuesday, 
January 30th. 1978 at 2:30 P••• in the Dean'• Ccmference Room. Madical 
Sciancu Builcling, at which the following ware praeant: 

Pi:ofaeeor J.B. Dim.lop (In the Cbair) 
Pi:ofeHOr A.H. Hunt 
Pi:ofeeeor Merrijoy ltalner 
Prof-•or Pat:ar B. Salua 

In Attendlmce: 

Me. £3 .. 
and Couneel Mr. Walter Wyaocky 

Dean B. Etkin 
Faculty of Applied Science and 

Engineering 

Mr. J.A. Gow 
Aseiet:ant Dean and Secretary 

, Facu1t:y of Applied Science and 
Engineering 

THE MEETING WAS HELD IN CLOSED SESSION 

Profueor Victor G. Smith 
Mr. David Tennenbouae 
Mr. Mark K. Wax 
M1•• Mad.e Sal.car• sacreury 

Mr. e;. 
and Couneel Mr. David Cbong 

ProfaHor P. Pranpell 
School of Architecture 

Profeeeor G.A. Robb 
School of Architecture 

Profeeeor ·1.L. van Ginkel 
Director 
School of Architecture 

THE FOLLOWING rrEMS AIE BEPOI.TED FOi. INFORMATION 

1. Ma. p 
At. a meet,1-ng ~ January 30th. 1979 the Academic Appeale 

Board heard the appeal of r, !'S' b, from the decision of tha Olllbudnan 
Comittn of the Faculty of Applied Science and Engineering not to proceed 
with an appeal of a decision of the Examination Cotmllittee diealloving the 
appellant probationary admiaeion t~ the Fall Term. Fourth Year. Civil 
Engineering. In her firat year the appellant had been promoted on probation 
after achieving an averaaa of 57%. Sha ach:l.aved 60% :1.n -c:h cena vf mar 
second year but failed the fall term of her third year with an average of 
49%. She wu required to withdraw but was allowed to apply for re-admieaion 
to the next aeaaion in competition with all other applicant■• She vu re
admitted in the fall term of 1977 and again aehieV4td-. average of 601. 
pua1ng to the apring term on eecond probation. Having achieved an average 
of only 56% in the apring term, 1978, she failed and in accordance with 
faculty regulation• vu required to withdraw for at least six winter teraia 
(3 academic years). 'l'be appellant requaated alternative reli•f from 1:ha 
&o~d, 1.Dcl.uding the right to repeat the apring term, and an abridgement 
of the required withdrawal. The deciaion of the Board ia that the appeal 
should be diamieaed. 

The aeeence of the appeal vu that illneH and peraonal 
problems interfered with the appellant'• ability to perform and ahould be 
regarded u conatituting extenuating circumatancea. 'l'be appellant gave 
evidence of Ulneas before the Cbriatmu e:uma in her fint year and a 
aerioua family problem in the fall term in which ahe failed with an average 
of 49%. In the Board'• view, however. an appael auch u thie requirea a,re 
than a showing of circU1DBtancea which could have affected th• atudant' • 



Page 2 

R!POllT NUMBER 48 OF ntE ACADEMIC APPEALS BOARD - January 30th, 1979 

l. Ms. 6. (Cont'd) 

performance. There IIIWlt wo be some basis for believing that the student 
would have done sianificantly better if circUllllltancea had ha1m 1110re 
favourable. While the appellant testified that she thought she wu capable 
of doing'the work, in the Board's view her marginal record did not support 
her belief. 

Thus the Board does not feel that the Ombudsman Committee 
was in error in its decision nor does it feel that alternative relief is 
warranted. 

Appeal d1Sm188ed. 

2. Mr. 8. 
At its meeting on January 30th, 1979 the Academic Appeal■ 

Board heard the appeal of m,q,e-, from a decision of the Appeala 
Committee of the School of Architecture upholding a decision of the Review 
Committee that he had failed the First Year Core Problem and that he would 
have to repeat the Core commencing in January 1979. ·The appellant requested 
that he be permitted to enter the aecond year. The decision of the Board 
is that the appeal be dismissed, but that the failing grade in the First 
Year Core be changed to an asaeaament of "incomplete" and that the 
appellmit be perm1cced co complete the work by participating in the current 
First Year Core unless some more satisfactory arrangement can be made. 

The evidence disclosed that the principal difficulty with 
the appellant's core project lay in the area of-execution rather than 
conception. In particular, his drawing was considered to be inadequate. 
The appellant was aware from an early stage that his drawing preaented 

• 

problems. When his project was aubmitted for aaseaament at the end of the • 
academic. y-r it: vaa aa•••••d 11:Luoomplete". Such ui. aaaeaameot cooat.:it.utea 
a determination that the project is lacking but that the atudent should be 
granted extra time to bring it to a paasing standard. The appellant waa 
so advised and resubmitted his project for aaaesaaent in Auguat. 

After the appellant had resubmitted his work the chain 
of events becomes somewhat confusing. The evidence p'ruented by the School 
was that the project was still considered inadequate but that there was a 
division of opinion as to whether it should be failed or vhet:her • more 
appropriate solution might be to grant the appellant a year-long 
"incomplete". In either case the appellant would be required to perform 
further work in order to complete aucceaafully the First Year Core. In 
the event of a failure, of courae, this work would involve the repetition 
of the Core, A meeting was held between the director of the School, 
Professor van Ginkel, Professor Prangnell and the appellant. According 
to Professor van Ginkel'• memo to file, concerning the meeting (document 
No. 7) 

The Appeals Committee agreed that he should 
not pass directly into 2nd year since he 
would have great difficulty in doing the work, 
buc we are undec1e1ee1 as to whether he should 
be given a "F" and therefore required to 
repeat the core in the spring, or whether he 
should be given a year-long incomplete and 
1uatructed to take a drawing course or wo~ 
in an office. Thia was explained to~:. t:', 
giving him an opportunity as to his prefer
ence. He should report by Auguat 29th. 

The explanation was not, Profuaor vn Ginkel atated at the hearing, u 
clear as it might have been. The appellant thought he was being aaked, 
because he had not "clearly pasaed", to agree to take a year off, work in 
an architectural office to improve his technical proficiency, and return 
to Year ll. He did, however, also get the impreaaion that he would be • 
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expected to ebow evidence of bu improvad tacmucal proficiu.cy and that 
the alt:eftl&t::f.- :f.f h• dU -t: •ar- t:o c.ke ~• :r••x- off v01ll.d be failure. 
Be wu pua1111iatic about bu ability, in the circumtancu to pt auc:b • 
job. 

'l'be appellant did not go back to apuk to Profeaaor van 
Ginkel but inlltud launched an appeal, Aft:er the appeal had been lamched 
a final deciaion to regiater a failure in the !'irat Year Core wu made. 
In a M1110randum to the Director, Profeaaor Pranpell wrote (document No, 10) 
''My view 1a that, ha-ving declined both o-ptiona. we ha- 1:0 -it. a decidon 
for M.111 • • • Hy view ia that be ehould now be failed", 

'l'he Board accept■ the School'• conclusion that the 
appallant ia not yet reedy for aecond year work (or at leut bu not yet 
daa,nstratad auch rudiiaua). 'lbe Board alao aympatbizea with the 
appellant'• concern about hie proapecte of obtaining a aatiafactory job in 
accordance with the School'• propoaal in the event that he agreed to take 
a year off. While it would haw been preferable for the appellant to 
-t vi.t:h t:h• J>:f.rec:.t:ox- IIDd Px-of-•ox- Pranpel.l u requeated, to raiae 
tbue concern■, and to aeek clarification of the aituation, the Board dou 
not feal that the deciaion to fail him ahould tum on hi• deciaion to 
ignore the School'• propoaal and launch an appeal. '!bus the Board feel• 
that the -•e••-t of y-r-lODg 11:b.c:.omplece" ehov.ld a1;U1 be open to the 
appellant and, indeed, ahould be recorded in lieu of a failure, 

However, the Board alao feel• that in view of the tiae 
coneumed by the appeal proceedinp and the difficulty that the appellant 
may therefore face in aatiafyiDg the requiremeota that an uauament of 
"incomplete" impoHs, the ruourcu of the School ahould be available for 
this purpoae. The Board therefore feela that the appellant ahould be 
permitted to meet any such requirements either hy participating :f.n the 
workshop and other aeaaiona of the current First Year Core or in auch 
other appropriate way u can be arranged, 

Secretary Chairman 
February 20th, 1979 
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