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mavDSiff OF '1'0JUlffO 

'DIE GOvDRIRG camcn 

I CONFIDENTIAL I 

UPOltT RUMBD. .57 Q1 'DIE AC.&D!MIC APPEALS B0AID 

Apdl llt!h. 1980 

'to the Acadam:ic Affairs Comittu, 
Un:J:ver■ity of 'forollto. 

Your 'Board H'j)OTt■ that it bald a .. ating on J'riday, April 11th, 
1980, at 2:1.5 p.a. in the Dea'• Conference Room, Medical Sciu.c•• Building, at 
wb;l.ch tba fol.l.oV1Ag vare pre■at: 

Profu■or I..J. Sharpe (In the Chair) 
Profu■or W.E. Grub.am 
Profu■or Marrijoy lalner 
Profe■■or J. 'l'. Hayha.11 

In Attendance: 

Mr • ..:r. 
and couuel Mr. Micbael 'l'. Chilco 

Mr. Warren s. Javou 
.u■i■tant Director and Secretary 
School of Continuing Studiu 

'l'BE M!ETIRG WAS BELD IR CLOSED SESSI<l1 

'l'BE l'0l.1.0WING ITEM IS UPOl.'l'ED J'OI. INFORMATION 

1. Mr. ;:r, 

Mr. 'l'b.... H. Siapeon 
Profueor Victor G. Saith 
Mr. Hark J:. Wu 
Mi■■ K. Salter, S.cntar, 

ProfaHor v.r. Hurdl• 
Depart'lllellt of Civil !.ngineering 

Prof .. eor W. Jan.iachmlr.yj 
Departmeut of Electrical 

Enginaaring 

At ita ••ting on April 11th, 1980, the Academic Appeal• 
Board hurd an ■ppee1 brought by /'YJR~ .:J: againet hi■ failure in coun• 
SGS 15S7, Traffic and Transportation Enginearing, offared by the School of 
Continuing Studi••• Mr. J, ".::.' appeal to the Comittee on Standarda and 
Avard• of the School of Continuing Studiee vu di■aiHed and in addition, a 
further application to thet aame Committee requesting a re-examination vu 
refused. 

Mr. J. took four cour•u during the academic yur 1978-79 
and although he paHad thr•• of tbo■e cour■u • be wu givmi. a failing aark of 
4S in the subject in quution. 'l'be cour■e involved two part•, the firat, 
Traffic Engineering, and the ■eccmd 'l'r--,ortation Engineering. Profe■■or■ 
I.ice and Hurdle, both of the Departaat of Civil Enginearing, ■hared rupon■i­
bility for the coune. 'l'be final grade wu calculatad on the buie of 40% for 
a pral:1.m.nary or fir■t term u:mn1nation, 40% for the final or aecond term 
exem1nation, and 20% for written u■icmnant• completecl during th• :,ear. Vhil• 
Mr. J;. obtained a urk of 7.5% OD the written u■igmaent■, be wu given only 
46% on the pnUndnary exendnation and 30% OD the final. exem1net-,ion, to aaka 
up the final grade of 4.5%. 

Mr. J.":s; appeal vu bued cm four pointa. 

lir■t, Kr. J. . complained that on the pre11.minary or firet 
term e:um1neticm, he vu given a mark of O out of 5 on part of a question, 
-kiag for a deecr1pt1on of a teclm1.cal term in Traffic Engineering. Kr. J. 
produced certain text books vhich vere uaignad for the cour■e, extract• from 
which corrupcmd to aome extat vitb the an■wer he had give. Bovever, 
Profea■or Hurdle indicated to the Board that the infoniation in thee• tmct■ 
v- out: of dat:• cMl 1Acorract;, mad thaw:: he had expla1ned thi■ at ■oaa length 
during the clue lecturu. AccordiDgly. in hie view. Kr. J ,:$ munrer did 
not warrant an award of any aarks. 'l'be Board did not cmeider that there vere 
any ground■ upon vhich it ought to interfere vith the instructor'• diecretion. 
It 1• an unfortunate fact of life that text books become out of date and•• 
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Profuaor Hurdle explained, the chQice 1a often between no text or a text which 
1a somewhat out of date with appropriate explanation given in the claaarooa. 
The Board wu aatiafied that Mr. J:. wu not unfairly treated with rupect to 
tbe -rk be•- g:iV&A for tb:i• queat:1.on. 

Tbe second ground of appeal alao related to the first term or 
prelimina.ry teat and wu to the effect that the marks awarded two queationa had 
been altered on th• u:amfn•t-1.on script. Profeaaor Hurdle explained that thia 
bed bun done because the praliminary marking scheme proved unsatisfactory u 
the acripta were marked, ad waa accordingly altered. Be aaaured tha Board 
that Mr. J~ had been treated exactly aa all other atudanta in the claaa. 
Tbe Board acce~ted Profeaaor Hurdle'• ezpl.anation and did not consider that 
there had been any unfairneaa or buia upon which it should interfere with the 
judgment of the inatructor with rupect to the aecond ground of appeal. 

Tbe th1rd ground of appeal advanced by Mr. J.. related to 
the weighting of the twc e:cem1n•t-1.ona and the term work. Mr. J • indicated 
that on the firat day of claaa the 40%, 40%, 20%, division of the final grade 
wu announced. However during the firat term Profeaaor Rica indicated that 
consideration wu being given tom altered grading scheme whereby the prali­
m;Luary, t1nal. and homework asa1gnments would all be we:l.ghtad on the bu:l.s of 
33%. Mr. J~ atated that thia poasibility of an altered achaie waa alao 
stated at the time the final examination wu written. However, it ia clear 
that the 40%, 40%, 20%, diviaion wu used in calculating the final grade. The 
School of Cont:Lnu:Lng Stud:lea di.d uot llliapute the fact that there had been aome 
mention during the courH that the in•tructora were conaidering altering the 
original grading scheme. The University Grading Practices Policy with respect 
to this matter 1a quite clear ad providu u follows: (Section II 2(a) ad (b)) 

(a) As early u poaaible in each course (and 
no later than the division'• lut date to 
enrol in the course) the inatructor will 
makl! available t::o t::h• cl••• the -t::hocla 
by which atudent performance will be 
evaluated ad the relative weight of these 
methods. 

(b) After the methods of evaluation have been 
made known, the instructor may not change 
them or their ralative weight without the 
consent of at least a simple majority of 
~he atudenta enrolled in the course. 

It 1a apparent on the facts presented to the Board that the procedure for 
altering the final marking acheme aa set out in the Grading Practices Policy 
waa not adopted. However, the Grading Practicu Policy does call for certainty, 
and inatructora should avoid laaVing any doubt at all u to the grading scheme 
that ia to be followed. While the auggeation that a0111e scheme might be employed 
other than that originally announced vu thua regrettable, in that it may have 
procluced ■o- ele111C11t o! uucerta1n.ty 1 all atuclenta 1n the courae were treated 
the same and the originally and properly announced scheme waa ultimately 
applied, Accordingly, although the Board finds the practice of auggeating that 
•o• change might be contemplated a regrettable one, it did not feel that in 
t::h••• cire,,..tUlc•• :1.t va:n:-m:i.t•d &11y ;i;el1ef on tba par1: of Mr. J •. 

The final ground of appeal related to th• final or second 
term teat uid ita relationahip with a hoNwork aaaignment given during the 
second term. A.a•isn-nt:: 16, •uom:l.t:tecl by Mr. J. for grediug, requ:i;i;•d him 
to "uae the shortest path algorithm you were taught in thia clua •••• " to 
aolve a certain problem. In hie evidence, Mr. J,.. indicated that he had 
used what he considered to be an acceptable •thod to aolve tbi.a problem but 
it ia clear that he did not: uae t:he "•hort:eet: path algorithm" -thod. 
Unfortunately, the teaching uaiatant who graded Mr. J."i:5 aaaigmnant gave 
him a perfect 10 out of 10 -rk. It 1a claar that the ahorteat path algorithm 
method waa fully explained during regular coura• hours prior to the aaaigmunt 
in question. 
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The fiul emination contained a queation 'ftt'Y eillilar to 
that gi'VIID on ch• writtan aHignamt. Although the particular probl• and 
calcul.aticme involved vare different, tbe etw:lente were uked to uae tbe 
"algorithm you learned 1D this c.lu•" to eol'ft a •illilar probl-. Mr. J 
expla:med to the Board that be ueed the eae Mtbod that be bed ueed on tbe 
written aHipment to complete thie quution. However, thie vu quite 
properly fOUDd to be unacceptable by Profu•or Hurdle and Mr. J- vaa gi.YC:l 
a mark of S out of a poHible 25 for thie que•ticm. 

Profu•or Hurdle apla:iDed that while it lld.ght 1:LOt be 
1nnNd1ately apparent whether a •tw:lent bed uaed tbe appropriate .. thod thi• 
c:.oul.d be decena:i.Dad by a c:.areful c:.hec:.k of th• •tucl-t'• -r. App•r-t1y 
the teaching u•ietant who graded the earlier u•ipment vaa not aware of thi• 
technique, and erred 1D hie award of a perfect grade of 10 out of 10 on that 
am.aver. Tb.a Board accept■ the School of Cont:muing Stw:liu' position that 
vbile Mr. J, cae up with the correct auver to the queeticm on tbe f:mal 
.,..m1nat.icm, the point of the que•tion vu not to derive the correct eolution 
but to •bow an under•tanding and facility with the algorithm .. tbod which bad 
been taught. However, the Board feel• that there bed been an element of 
confuaion produced in Mr. Jl!S mind u a reaul.t of the perfect grade be bad 
received on the written uaignmmt. Ba bed been left with the impre•aion, •• 
a re•ult of hie earlier perfect grade, that the Mthod ha had employed vu 
entirely aatiefactot"Y. Mr. J • did 1:LOt appear to under•tand that the •thod 
he employed vu an unaatiefactory ruponae to a que•tion which required that a 
certain method be employed, but thie want of underetanding on hie pert ·had 
been firmly ra-inforced by the earlier perfect grade. It ie hardly eurprieing 
that a •tw:lent would rely on a perfect grade a• indicating that hi• eolution 
va• acceptable. Accordingly, the Board ccmeidered that Mr. J.. va• atieled 
to •ome relief with reapect to thie fourth ground of appeal. 

The Board 1a not in a poaition to ueeH Mr. J ":s profi-
ciacy 1D thie courH. On the other hand, the Board did ccmeider that thia 
unfortunate c:.onfua:Lon, wb:Lc:.h aro•• from :I.Dadvercenc:.e rather than any 111:1.e-
conduct, had produced a aituation in which Mr. J-. had not been give an 
adequate opportunity to.d&IIOllatrate hie ability. Accordingly, it vu the view 
of the Board that Mr. J ~· failure ahoul.d be expunged, and that be •boul.d 
be given an opportwity, within a reuonable period, to be re-examined. 

Secretary 
April 28th, 1980 

Acting Cbairun 
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