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UBIVDSITY 01 tOllll'IO 

'1'BE GOVDHmG COUNCIL 

CON Fi DENTIAL 

llEPOI.T NllMBEll 44 01 '1'BE ACADEMIC APPEALS l<WID 

To the Ac•d•c Affain ~ttee, 
tmivenity of Toronto. 

Your Board reporte that it held a ••ting Oil lrida,, 
Octo'b•r 13th. 1978 at 2:00 1>••• in the Cotm.cil Qialbar, Galbraith Building, 
at which the following ware pruat: 

Profaeeor J.B. DaDlop (ID the Cb.air) 
He. Bavarley A. Batta 
Profaeeor W.E. Graehea 
Profaeeor Harrijoy JCel.ner 

In Attendance: 

Miee f; 
end Couneel, Mr. Barry Swadrcm, Q.C., 
aeaiated by Mr. Harvin Shiffmen 

'?BE MUTING WAS HELD IN CLOSED SESSION 

'1'BE FOLLOWING ln:M IS BEPOltTED ?OB. DllOBMAn<m 

l. Kie• r. 

Profaeeor Peter B. Selue 
Profaeaor Victor G. Smith 
Mr. David Tmmenbouee 
Miee M. Salter, Secretary 

Dun A. ll. Ten Cate 
Faculty of Dentietry 

At it• meeting cm Friday, October 13th, 1978 the Acadeaic 
App.ala Board heard an appeal by M•s.5. F, againat a deciaicm of the 
Appeals Committee of the Faculty of Datietry refueing bar pet1UOl1 to b• 
allowed to ccmtinue her atudiea. 'lb• appellant had failed the couree- in 
Restorative Dentistry during her firet year and bad aleo failed the eupple
mentary examination. She waa required to diacoa.tinue her etudiea in the 
Faculty, 'lbe decieicm of the Board ia that the eppaal ehould be diellieead. 

The appellant'• work in the acadeaic or didactic aepecte 
of the couree and the first year progr1111111111 generally wae altogether eatiafac
tory. .u eometimee happne, however, to atudnta who ax• academically fw.ly 
capable, the appellant wae unable to aatiefy the practical clinical component 
involving psycho-motor ekille. 'lbe Faculty requiru a etudent to achieve 60% 
in the practical u well u the writtn work in order to pue B.elltorative 
Dentistry. Thia fact 1a made clear to students and their prograee in 
practical work ia monitored eyetematically throughout the year. ID accordance 
with Faculty practice it wae brought to the appellant'• attention by a report 
in February that she wae failing in the practical coaponent end that illpro,,... 
-t: was ua•dad. Aleo ;1u •ccordamca vi.th Faculty practice aha vu interviewed 
in April and informad that aha wu not achieving a pueing average, that a 
high priority should be placed on atudy and practice for the uilaining term 
work and teats in the couree end that the couree co-ordinator ad inetructora 
••re •v&ilabla for aA:ldiuonal balp if d••irad. Sha vu also told that mleaa· 
there ware a marked improvement in bar perforiunce ebe would not euccud in 
puaing the course in B.aatorative Dentietry. 'lbe Faculty practices in thie 
regard, it ebould be said, are conecientioua end helpful. 

It wu the appellant'• contmi.tion, however, that ehe had 
performed poorly on one of bar term teats becauee of illnaee. Bad ehe done 
better she might. have paeeed the couree. She did not make this the eubject of 
a petition although ehe teetifiad that she brought it to th• attention of the 
inetructora at the time. ID ita reaeona for deciaion tba Appeal.a COIIIUt~•• of 
the Faculty observed that the appellant "ought to have known to report the 
aituation if you believed it might have been a factor in your marks" • 
Appallant'• couneel pointed out to the Board that the Faculty calendar, vhile 
dealing with requirements in thie reapect for final ezaaiDatione does aot give 
information u to appropriate procedures regarding term teat,. Ev.a if tba 
appellant'• illn••• should have been allowed £01:, however, the r ... dy thia 
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1. Mias F. {Cont'd) 

. 
Board would 11kely have conaidered would have been an opportmity to undergo 
a further tut of bar psycho-motor •lcilla. In being given the opportunity to 
uJui the aupplemmu:al. e:rem1n•uon 1:be appellant vu g1ven ample add1t10D&l 
opportunity to demoutrate thoae p•ycho-motor •lcilla• 

It vu alleged by the appellant that the aupplemezu:&l 
ex■m1nation vu too long ad too demanding but the Dean of the Faculty gave 
hill opinion that thia vu not the cue. On all the evidence the Board vu 
not perauaded that there vu aything untoward in the aupplement&l ex■m1n•t1on 
and therefore IIIWlt support the Paculey'a conclusion that the appellant bu 
failed to damanatrata. after ha'Vi.ns had ample opportunity. tbat aba po••-••• 
the neceHary psycho-motor alcills to justify allowing her to proceed in a pro
feHion where such alcills are of great importance. Thia 1• certainly no 
reflection on the appellant'• ability generally. 

The appeal :ia din:1saed. 

Secretary Chairman 
November 10th, 1978 
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