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CONFIDENTIAL 

UNIVEltSITY OF TOllONTQ 

THE GOVIUIRG COUNCIL 

UPORT RIJMB!lt 105 OF THE ACADEMIC APPEALS BOARD 

November 2lat 1 1986 

To the Academic Affair• Committee, 
Univeraity of Toronto, 

Item 4 

Your Board report, that it held• hearing on Friday, 
November 211t, 1986 at 3:15 p.m., in the Board Room, Simcoe Hall at which 
the following were pre1ent: 

Profe11or J.B. Dunlop (In the Chair) 
Profe11or S. A1ter 

Profe11or F. Flahiff 

Mr. M, Bilaniuk 
Ma. F. Currey Ma. Irene Birrell, Secretary 

In Attendance: 

Mr. />'7, 
Dr. P.J. White, Secretary School of Graduage Studie• 
Dean R. Farber, Faculty of Social Work 
Profe11or M. llogo, Faculty of Social Work 

THE FOLLOWING ITEM IS REPORTED FOR INFORMATION 

At meeting• on November 211t and 28th, 1986 the 
Ac:ad-i" Appeab Board heard and decided the appeal of /}')~. /n . 
qain1t a deci1ion of the co-ittee on Application• and Memorials of the 
School of Graduate Studie1 refu1ing the appellant's reque1t to be granted a 
right of appeal within the Faculty of Social Work. The appellant wi1hed to 
appeal a grade of F ••••••eel on his final practicum. The Dean of the 
Faculty declined to convene a meeting of the Comiittee on Staff/Student 
Right• and Re1pon1ibilitie1 on the ground that aince the appellant was 
repeating the practicum, he would not, under the Faculty'• rules, be 
entitled to do the practicum• thin! tbae. Thu1, in the Dean'• view, there 
was no right of appeal. 

In the Board'• view, the appellant -s entitled •• of 
right to a hearing before the C0111111ittee on Staff/Student Right• and 
Responsibilities and therefore 1110.,. the appeal. 

It i• true that the appellant was repeating the 
practicum, having been arantlld the right to do eo through an earlier appeal 
to the co-ittee on Staff/Student Right• and Re1pon1ibilitie1, It is al10 
ti-ue that the Faculty'• Manual of Grading Practices and Procedures atates 
that "• 1tudent ii not permitted to repeat a courae more than once". 
However, 1uch a prohibition cannot be treated aa catcgori"al. For exaiple, 
if there were extenuating circum1tance1 1uch u a 1eriou1 illne11 on the 
part of the 1tudent, fairneH would require that there be an 111'1Ceert wn tt) 

the rule. Similarly a tailure 'Which reaulted from an unfair biaa on the 
part of an in1tructor again1t the 1tudent ahould give riae to a ae"ond 
cx"eption. ibe queation then become,, 'Who ia to detertlline 'Whether an 
exception 1hould be made in a particular caae. The Con1titution of the 
Faculty provide• the an1wer. The aection of the Con1titution dealing with 
the function of the Council of the Faculty provides: 

The Council mu1t conduct appeal• by any member 
of the Faculty (1taff or 1tudent) again1t any 
intra-Faculty deciaion below the level of Council. 

A by-law of the Council e1tabli1hes a C0111111ittee on Staff/Student Rights and 
Re1ponaibilitiea and uaign1 to it the reapon1ibility 
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To receive and hear all petition, and appeals from 
any member of the Faculty and to report iu action• 
to the Council. 

The reuon1 for the deci1ion of the Applicar.ions aad 
Memorial• Committee of the School of Graduate Studi•• ~onta:i.n cne folloving 
parag-raph: 

The Application, and Memorial-• Comittee found 
the language of (a) the Con1titution and (b) the 
Manual of Grading Policie• and Procedure• of the 
Faculty of Social Work to be ambiguous and .!! .!.!£i! 
apparently conflicting a to whether it-• 
mandatory co give Mr. M, a hearing. The 
Committee recommend• that the1e documents be 
cla-rified and made con1i1tent. The Applications 
and Memorial• Committee'• own hearing, however, 
gave Mr, M• an opportunity to preaent hia 
ca1e on the que1tion of the evaluation of 
hie practicum. 

In che Board'• view, ch• conflict ia not i-rreconcilable once it ia accepted 
that there must be exceptions to the rule again1t repeating. 

The Applications and Memorials Committee heard certain 
evidence and decided to diami•• the appeal. lt is the Board's view that 
the appropriate remedy is to direct a hearing at the Faculty level. It 
seems to the Soard to be important, at lea1t in the fir1t instance, that 
the appeal be considered by members of the di1cipline of Social Work. A 
hearing before the Board, none of wham baa an experti•e in the field, 
c'annot be an adequate 1ubatitute. 

lt was the contention of the Dean of Social Work that 
very careful conlideration had been given to all of the appellant'·• 
complaints about hi1 second pracci~um and that there va• charefore noching 
to be gained by having the ca1e heard by the appeal body, However, the 
Conatir.ution ia clear. The appellant ia entitled to a hearing by the duly 
constituted appeal body of the Faculty. The appeal must therefore be 
allowed. 

Secretary Chairman 
January 21st, 1987 
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