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'1D GOVDRIRG COUNCIL 

IEPOltT HUMBEi 54 OF TB! ACAD!HIC APPEALS BOAID 

to the Acedendc Affaira eo..ittee, 
UILiwreity of Toronto.· 

Your Board report■ that it bald a ••ting on tueeday. 
November 13th, 1979 at 2:00 p.a. in the Com:1.cil Quamber, Galbraith Building, 
at Wb.1ch the fol.l.OW1ng vare preaent: 

• 
Profeaaor J.B. DUl11op (ID the Clair) 
Ha. Beverley A. Batten 

Dam John C. licker 
Profuaor Victor G. Smith 
Mr. Mark I.. Wax Profuaor w.1. Gruba 
Hi.ea Marie Salter, Secretary 

1D Attendance: 

~. L. ·. 
and com:1.aal Mr. W&')'IUl B111111taad, 
Toronto Commm!.ity Legal Aaaiatance 

Dean G.S. Ciamaga 
faculty of Muaic 

Sarvicu HiH A. Pyer 
Aaaietant Dam (Administration) 
faculty of Muaic 

TSE MEETING WAS BILD IH CLOSED SISSION 

TBE 10LLOWIHG I't'EM IS UPOltTED FOlt IHFOBMATION 

1. Mr. L . 
At a ••ting on November 13th, 1979 the Academic Appeal■ 

Board heard the appeal of m,;>, L. __ againet a daciaion of the. 
Academic Appeal.a Committee of the faculty of Mueic denying hie petition to 
have his grade of 74% (B) in 'J.111202Y incraaead to 80% (A). 'rba decision of 
the Board 1e that the appeal ehould be allowed, but that the grade ehould be 
calculated u daecribed hereafter. 

The appellant took the couree, Buie Huaicimahip, in the 
academ1c year 1977-78. It wu one of three full year and eeven half year 
coureaa and wu the only one in which he got a grade below A. Hie overall 
average for the year was 84. 7. Be 1e now in a Maetera progr.- in the 
Faculty. 

Two ground& of appeal ware adv111Dcad: failure of the inetruc­
tor to conform to the Grading Practices Policy of the Univereity and u:a.faimue 
in the individual evaluation of the appellant. 

The general outline of the couree ieaued by the instructor 
contained the following reference to grading. 

3. C:l'aclills I ill t:vo pa:1'118 - ·- 11:l'aillillg ·••C•, 
which are written in clus ti•, md sight 
einging taeta done individually in clue tiM. 
There will be one major teat in ear training 
and one in eight: ainging each t:arm. and cl••• 
work will occuionally be graded. There will 
also be a written ezam in clue time end a 
eight singing exam in the ezam timatable. 
'l'heae mark■ will be averaged to aaka u-p your 
grade. 

4. Aaaignmenta: will be given weekly. If am 
aa■ignment 1e not mentioned in clue, check 
my office door. They will be poeted. 



REP01tT·mnmn•s4·0F·THE ACAD!KIC"APPULS IOAIJ) - November 13th, 1979 

1. (Cont'd) 

'l'he appall.ant te■tified that he had mia■ed only one clu■, that he had done • 
all the uaipment•, that he had participated in the claH ad that none of 
hi• aHignment• or term tut• received a grade u low u 74%. Indeed, it 
would appear that he po■aeaaed a A average on auch work. The ai,-pel.lant vu. 
neecueaa to aay • ■urpr:1.■ed to rec:aiva a grade of 74%. The appellant met with 
the iutructor to diacuaa thia grade a.cl vu informed that there had been a 
15% component referred to u "clua participation" or "peraonal evaluation". 
The appellant had received a zero for thia component. The appellant thought 
that the reuon for it vu what one might call a pereonality conflict between 
himeelf and the inetructor. 

'l'he Board vaa diat:I.Dctly aurprieed that a etudent vhoae 
work waa in other r-peou ao good eould be rat:ed ao 1ow 011 one component. 
The Board was utoniehed to learn that the mark rev:l.ew proceH of the Faculty 
did not ruult in a inquirt into auch a diecrepancy. The Faculty did not 
investigate the iaaue until the appellant launched hill appeal. The buia on 
which the Board baa dete1'1111Ded to al.law the appeal, hawevar, ill the failure 
of the iutructor in thia courae to abide by the requirements of the Grading 
Practices Policy. As the Board interpret• the general couree outline no 
prov:l.aion was made for a component of the eort at iaeue here. There wae 
hearsay ev:l.dence that the iutructor bed. an a prlo-r- occaaian, -••rtecl that: 
she had announced the fact of a peraonal evaluation component to the claea 
orally but the appellant baa no racollaction of auch an event. In light of 
the fact that such an announcement vould be inconaistent with the printed 
course outline the Board is of the v:l.ew that the instructor did not aatlafy 
tho roqw.rementa of the Grading Practices Policy applicable in 1977-78, the 
relevant provisions of vhich are u follows: 

S. As early as poHible in each course (and no 
later than the final date to add or drop the 
course), the iutructor ehall make available 
to each ■tudent the particular• of the method 
of evaluation to be used for that course. It 
ia UD.dorat:ood that; t;h1s method ■h&ll. be in 
accord with applicable univar■ity and divi­
sional policies. 

6. Once the veight for different aaHasments within 
the method of evaluation to be used 1a explicitly 
given it may not normally be changed without the 
majority consent of all students taking the 
course who are p-r-eaant -d voting at: a ragul.ar1y 
scheduled meeting of the class at which the·ia■ue 
is raised. 

If the Grading Practices Policy is to be more than a pious hope, student• 
vho may have been affected detrimentally by failure to adhere to it mu■t be 
able to obtain appropriate relief. 

Any grade sub■tituted for the one aaaigned by the i.natruc­
t:or ia boU11.d to be, 1n cuu euch a■ thia one, in some meuure arbitrary. The 
view that the Board takee ill that an appropriate eolution would be to grant the 
appellant• grade corresponding to the average of hie other work in the courae. 
which would appear to be in accordance with the method of evaluation deae-r-ibed 
in t:ho courao out1ine, Since the appellant received no mark• for the pereonal 
aaeeesment component hill grade of 74 is out of a poHible 85 which. in 
percentage terma, 1a roughly 87. 

A for the course. 
'?he appel.1ant'a tranecript should therefore ahow a grade of 

Appeal allowed, 

Secretary 
December 2let, 1979 

Chairman 

• 

• 


