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REPORT NUMBER 74 OF TRE ACAD!MtC APPEALS !OARD 

September 10th, 1982 

To the Academic Affair• Coallittee, 
Univeraity of Toronto. 

Your Board report• that it held a ••ting on Friday, 
September 10th, 1982, at 2:00 p.-. in the Council Chamber, Faculty of 
Pharmacy, at which the following were preaent: 

Profeaeor J.B. 'Dunlop Ctn the Chair) 
Hr. David leaaen 
Profeaaor !rneat G. Clarke 
Mra. Joan~- llandall 

ln Attendance 

Mr. L. 

Counael for Hr. L. and 
Hr. W! 

Mr. Symon Zucker 
Mr. Brian A. Groaman, Q.C. 

THE MEfflNG WAS HELD IN CLOSED SESSION 

Profeeeor Roger M. Savory 
Principal Peter Silcox 
Profeaaor Victor G. Smith 
Hr. Roa, Smith, Governing 

Council Secretariat 

Dean A.R. Ten Cate, 
Faculty of Denti1try 

Dr. Richard P. Ellen, 
Faculty of Dentiatry 

Dr. E. D. Fillery, 
Faculty of Dentiatry 

Dr. H.J. Sandham, 
Faculty of Dentiatry, 

THE FOLLOWING tTICMS ARE REPORTED FOR 1N'FORHAT10N 

1. Mr. L._ 

At a meeting on September 10th, 1982, the Academic 
Appeals Board con1idered an appeal by rn~ •. L.,. from a decision of the 
Academic Appeal, Comittee of the Faculty of Dentistry refusing the 
appellant'• request to have a failing grade of 58% aaaigned to him in the 
aupple-ntal examination in second year Microbiology raised to a paaaina 
mark of 60%. The decision of the Roard is that the appeal should be 
diamisaed. 

The basis of the appeal waa that when, in accordance 
with the eatabliahed practice in the Faculty of Dentistry the appellant'• 
paper, after being marked by the supplemental examiners waa given to an 
independent urker to be re-read, the marks aaaigned by the original 
examiner• appeared 0ppo1ite the que1tione on the paper. It wa1 the 
appellant'• contention that th••• -rka might have affected the judgment of 
the independent marker and that the paper should have been presented to him 
with the grades removed. The Board, however, did not aee thia ae a ground 
for allowing the appeal for two reaaon1: 

1. The independent,marker would have known in any event 
that the original grade wa, a failure 1ince only 
failed papers are re-read in thil faehion. Thu,, even 

2. 

if his judgmant W@r@ likely to be affected by knowledge of the 
aa1e11ment made by the original examiners it would 
be equally likely to occur if the -rk1 did not appear on 
the paper. 

ln any ca,e, the practice in the Faculty ia to a1k the 
independent marker to determine whether the original 
mark aa1igned waa a fair one, not to grade the paper ab initio • 
This 1eema to the Board to be a rea1onable and fair appr~ 
and one that ia co-.-on in thi1 context. 

The appeal i1 therefore diami,aed. 
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2, Hr, j,v, 
At a -•tin~ on September 10th, 1982, the Academic 

Appeala Board heard the appeal of ✓--r,k~ VI.), from a decision of the 
Academic Appeals Comittee of the ?aculty of Dentiatry refusing hi• request 
to vithdraw fr- th• Vaculty without academic penalty retroactive to 
December, 1981. The deciaion of the Board is that the appeal ahould be 
di1miued. 

The appellant entered firat year dentiatry in the 
academic year 1981-82. He failed the year, failing aix of nine didactic 
aubjects although pa1sing both preclinical course,. He had written two 
final examinations in didactic subjects in December of 1981 and had not 
been infonaed of the grades obtained on tho1e examinations until the end of 
the academic year when he reviewed the results along with the re■u1t• of 
his spring examinations. This was in accordance with the exi»ting faculty 
policy which, however, baa now been changed 10 that beginning in the 
academic year 1982-83 atudents who write examinations in December will be 
informed of the grades in January. It wu the appellant's contention that 
the original rule was unfair, in that it deprived him of the opportunity to 
withdraw in January. While knowledge of one'• Christmas grades would 
certainly be relevant to such a decision, the appellant was already aware 
from the fa~t that he had failed a number of term t••t• that his 
performance was marginal at best. It seems to the Board unlikely that the 
appellant, pos1e11ed of knowledge of his examination result,, would have 
withdrawn from the first year aince it would still have been entirely 
pn■■ ible for him to pa•• the year on the ba1is of his spring reaults and 
supple-ntal examinations. In any event, while the Board takes the view 
that the change in the Faculty regulation is a wi1e one, it doe, not follow 
that the previous rule wa• improper. It waa one atudents had known about 
and lived with for years. It made life a bit uncertain but not unfair. 
Nor does the Board believe that the appellant would have a great deal to 
gain by being allowed to withdraw retroactively because his tranacript 
would still disclose the fact that his record at the time of withdrawal was 
a failing on-.. 

The appeal ia diamissed. 

Secretary Chairman 
November 26th, 1982. 
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