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I CONFIDENTIAL 

'1'BE GOVUNIRG COOHCIL 

IEPOlt.T ROMB!lt so or '1'BE ACADEMIC APPEALS BOAlll) 

To the Acadadc Aff&in ComittN, 
Univeraicy of toronto. 

' Your Board report• that it held a -.ting on Friday, 
March 30th, 1979 at 2:30 p.a. in the Council Qiui,ar, Galbraith Building, at 
which the following were pruat: 

Profuaor .J.B. Dunlop (In the Chair) 
Ma. Beverley A. Batta 
Profuaor w.E. Gr .. balll 
Dun .John c. licker 

In Attendance: 

Mr.s .. 
and Comuual., Ma. Christine Mauro 

Mr. w.D. Foulda 
Aaaiatant Dun and Secretary 
!'&c.ul.t.y of Art• and Sd.ence 

'1'BE MEETING WAS m.D IR CLOSED SESSION 

'1'BE FOLLOWING ltEM IS IEPOlt.tED FOR- IHFOIMA.tION 

l. Mr.$ .. 

Profeaaor Victor G. Smith 
Mr. Mark K. Wu: 
Misa M. Salter, Secretary 

Profuaor J.a. Webater 
l'aculty of Art• and Science 

At a -•tins on Fr:l..cl_!T, March 30th, 1979 tba Aouam:l.c 
Appeals Board heard the appeal of .M<' • ."). apinat a deciaiou of the Academic 
Appeals Board of the l'aculty of Arta and Science diamiaaing an appeal from the 
refusal of the appellant's petition to have hia failing ruult in PSY 30lS, 
taken in the aummer of 1977, deleted from hia record. The deciaion of the 
Board 1a that the appeal ahould be allowed. 

The final grade for PSY 301.S waa determined on the b .. ia of 
two term tests. On the firat teat the appellant obtained 39%. Wha be wrote 
the aecond test, however, he was convinced he had done well and wu aurpriaed 
when the final mark in the courae, c~cated to him late in Sept•mb•r 1977, 
was 48%. 

In January 1978 the appellant appli•d for a clerical re-ch•ck 
under the rules of the Faculcy. Th• courae wu one with no faculcy final 
examination and therefore the prevailing rule w.. u follow•: 

Wit.biu t.bc period aped.f1ed &bow a 
atudent may requut to have a clerical 
check of hia marka made upon payment of 
a $5 fe• to cover coata. If an error 
ia diec.ov.Tild and t.bc -rk. c.b1mgad 
upwards, the fee will be refund•d. 

The "period specified" ia a period of ab 11>11tha. The Academic Appeal• Board 
of t:ha Faculty held that the rula bad the effac.t of requiring inatruc:tora to 
ka•p for aix months any term work not retumed to students. Thia Board 
agreea with the interpretation. A clerical check involve• examination of the 
term teata u well as the Faculcy' s r•corda. 

The inatructor had testified at the h•aring by the App•al• 
Board of the Faculty that she had read a s•cond time ev•ry t•st paper which 
resulted in a failing grad•, in accordance with faculcy policy, to aaur• 
that no •rror wu made in the .. ••••111&11.t, She te•tif:l.ed that all computation.a 
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1. (Cont'd) 

were correct. On the buia of thia evidence the Faculty's Board stated that 

Since the t .. t paper in question was 
dutroyed, it cannot be examined to 
settle without any doubt the instruc-
tor's contention that no error 1n 
grading or 1n computation was made. 
On the other hand, the Appeals Board 
1a convinced beyond reasonable doubt 
that the instructor did in fact take 
proper etepa to 11neure that the f1..nal 
grade was calculated and reported 
correctly, and therefore it is of the 
opinion that no substantial injustice 
has been done as a result of the pro-
cedural lapse which has occurred. 

With respect, this Board takes a aomewhat different view. 'l'he right in 
queation ia a aignificant one and juat:ice i• not: seen t:o be done if it can 
be abridged in every case where the instructor or the administrative 
authorities testify that no error in grading or computation was made: some­
thing which the student 1a powerleas to contradict. One casts no aspersions 
on the sincerity of the instructor or administrative authority 1n ■aying t:hi■• 

It was also pointed out that the appellant had the oppor­
tunity to examine his teat paper during the late summer and autumn of 1977 
but did not avail himself of that opportunity, While this may show a certain 
tendency on the part of the appellant to procrastinate it does not change the 
rule under which he was entitled to wait up to six 1110ntha before pursuing 

• 

hia limited right of review. 'l'he Appeals Board of the Faculty concluded that 
"justice would not be served by deleting PSY 301S from your record simply and • 
solely becauae the fiual. teat paper cannot be produced." In this Board's 
opinion, as already indicated, there is more to it than that. Hence PST 301S 
should be deleted from the appellant's record. 

Appeal allowed. 

Secretary Chairman 
May 2nd, 1979 
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