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UllIVIISITY OF TOROR'?O 

THE GOVIIRING COUNCIL 

I CONFIDENTIAL 

REPORT HUMBER 77 OF THE ACADEMIC APPEALS IOARD 

March 19th. 1983 

To the Academic Affair• Coaaittee, 
Dniver•ity of Toronto. 

Your Board report• that it held -etinga on Thuraday, 
November 11th, 1982, at 10:00 a.a. in the Council Chaber, _Faculty of 
Pharmacy on Saturday, November 27th, 1982, at 10:00 a.a. 1n Room l, 
Falconer

1
Hall, Faculty of Lav, on Friday, February 11th, 1983, at 9:00 

a.a. in the Council Chamber, Faculty of Pharmacy and on Saturday, March . 
19th, 1983, at 9:30 a.m. in Room 1, Falconer Ball, Faculty of Law, at which 
the following were present: 

Profeaaor J.B. Dunlop (In the Chair) 
Mr. Tony P.P. cl-nt 
Profesaor !meat G. Clarke 
Mra. Joan R. Randall 
Profesaor Roger M. Savory 

In Attendance 

Mr • .;5. 
and counsel 

Mr. Peter Wilkie 
Hamilton and Wilkie 

THE MEETINGS WERE HELD IN OPEN SESSION 

Profeaaor Victor G. Smith 
Mi•• Marie Salter, Secretary 
Mra. Suaan Girard, Governing Council 

Secretariat (preaent February 
11th only) 

Dean A.R. Ten Cate, Faculty of 
Dentistry, (preaent November 11th 
November 27th and February 11th) 
and counsel 

"r. W.E. Pepall, Cassels, Brock 

Mr. -»avid Keeling, Assistant Dean 
(Administration) and Faculty 
Secretary (present November 11th 
and November 27th) 

Professor L.F. Creenwood, Faculty of 
Dentistry 

Dr. R. Hillis, Faculty of Dentistry 
(present February 11th and 
March 19th) 

THE FOLLOWING ITEM IS REPORTED FOR INFORMATION 

l. Mr. :5 .. 
rYJ/?. • .S4 appealed to the Academic Appeals Board from 

a decision of the Academic Appeals Comittee of the Faculty of Dentiatry 
dismissing his appeal against his failure, in June, 1982, in the 
supplemental evaluation in aecond year Proathodontics. Before the Board 
the appellant also challenged his failure of the courae durinR the academic 
year 1981-82. The hearing before the Board took moat of four daya and 
acheduling problems sometimes involving counsel, aometimes witneaaea and 
aometimes members of the Board reaulted in the proceedings being spread 
over aeveral montha. Thia was moat unfortunate and while the Board take• 
aome comfort from the fact that it haa never happened before it alao ia 
deteniined to avoid it happening again. 

The Board's decision is that the appeal should be 
dismissed. 

The appellant failed Proathodontica during hi• ■econd 
year in 1981-82. The final grade vaa -de up of 11 separate eleaenta, 
teating knowledge of the subject and akill in performing a variety of 

,clinical requirements. The total marks for all ele-nta was 200 and a paaa 
20. The appellant achieved a total of 102. The supplemental 

/' 

ation in Proathodontica, a pre-clinical courae, involves work fr0111 
a.m. to 5:00 p.m. over a five day period, again teating knowledge and 

• Once again the numerous teat element■ added up to a total of 200, 
20 as an acceptable performance. On this occasion the appellant 
•ed a total of 102.75. 
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The three main ar1tU9enta on behalf of the appellant 
were (1) a lack of coamnication during the courae, particularly about hi, 
progre•• in the courae, vaa prejudicial to hi• ultimate auccea1; (2) the 
timing of the supplemental vaa unfair and prejudicial to his ability to 
pas• and (3) the content and format of the aupple-ntal evaluation were 
unfair and prejudicial. 

I. THE PR.OSTHODONTICS COUR.SE 

The evidence concerning co-nication during the 
regular courae eatabliahed to the aatiafaction of the Board that the 
appellant ahould have knovn hia aituation waa problematic. After four 
clinical aaaignmenta and two multiple choice teat• had been aaaeaaed, worth 
in aggregate 80 of the 200 marks, the appellant had 45 marka or ju1t over 
56 percent - not a passing average. Thia information was available to the 
appellant by late Yebruary wnen there wa, acill ample opportunity to 
improve his aituation. It ia true no one explicitly drew hia difficulty to 
hia attention as they did in other couraea but the Board doea not aee how 
the appellant could reaaonably have been in any doubt. It ia true he waa 
not offered any apecial help, but he was in a position to •••e•s his need 
for it and aak for it. 

The appellant teatified that he thought he was "not 
doing great" 'but that he vaa not vorae than many othera. ln hie vi<!!V quite 
a few of his classmates were performing at a level aimilar to his own. So 
he didn't think he needed any extra help. The claas record,, however, do 

-not bear this aaae11ment out. According to the evidence of Dr. Greenwood, 
one of the faculty members in charae of the course, aix atudents out of 123 
in the cl••• got under 120.marka in Proathodontica. Two of these were 
raised at the departmental level, one because he or she had achieved 119 
marks and hence was too close to the line to be failed and the other 
becau1e he or ahe, although achieving only 114 marks, had shown aubatantial 
improvement in the second half of the course and had improved sufficiently 
in the practical work to be paaaed. Thua only three other people could 
have been doing roughly as badly as the appellant, whose mark was the 
lowest in the class. 

The appellant also testified that a claaa 
repreaentative had spoken to Dr. Greenwood.and reported her•• having said 
that marks didn't really mean a lot; one could pass with 40% or fail with 
80%. The appellant's testimony was supported by a number of letters from 
classmates to the same effect. It would seem, therefore, that such a 
statement was made to the class although Dr. Greenwood, understandably, 
denied saying anything as extreme. Her evidence was that she said to the 
student vho, to her knowledge, had no official statue ae a claae 
repreaentative, that a person who scored lea, than 120 but who had an 
excellent performance in lab work could pull his final reault up and 
conversely that a student with 120 but poor performance in the lab work 
could fail. Had she kn~n that the student intended reporting to the 
class, she said she would have sent a memorandum to the President of the 
claas. 

In the Board'• view, the atatement •• reported to the 
class was not Dr. Greenwood's responsibility and, in any case, did not 
prejudice members of the class in any way. The statement was made to the 
last class of the year, ostensibly to calm fears. No one relied on it to 
his or her detriment, nor would it have been reasonable to do ao ainee it 
did not suggeat that anyone ahould do other than attempt to aucceed in 
achieving excellence in lab work. 

A certain amount of evidence waa addreased to the 
propoa1t1on that the appellant should have been given a higher mark in the 
course and that he thought some of his low marks would be raised but the 
Board did not find any of thia evidence led to the conclusion that the 
appellant should have passed or even should have come close enough to 
passing so•• to be considered for a raise. 
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It may well have been, a1 Mr. Wilkie argued, that the 
al)Jlellant believed he was passing. But this does not, in the Board'• view, 
entitle him to pa11 unle11 he seasonably relied on a mi1repre1entation to 
thi• effect and modified his behaviour in a -nner detrimental to his 
position. The evidence doe, not aupport the view that there va1 • 
mi1repre1entation and in any event the reasonable belief that one is 
pa11ing doe• not warrant di1continuing one'• effort■ toward• continued 
1ucce11. 

II. THE SUPPLEMENTAL EVALUATION 

Vherea1 1upplemental examination■ in didactic 1ubject1 
take place in the month of July, supplemental evaluation, in pre-clinical 
courses are held about the middle of June. The reaaoo given for thia i• 
that since these latter subjects involve digital 1kill1 there is a benefit 
to the student in having them ahortly after the end of term 10 that the 
skills that have been practiaed throughout the year will not have become 
ruaty. The validity of thi• policy in the caae of Proathodontic1 va1 
challenged by the appellant but the Board ia not prepared to look behind 
the faculty'• decision on this matter. 

There wa■ ■-. delay in ehe delivery nf the appellant'• 
final grades for the 1981-82 academic year, evidently because the addre11 
of the building in which he lived had changed. Thus he had le•• ti• to 
prepare for the supplemental evaluation than he might normally have had. 
It may be that this would have been a ba1i1 for aaking to have the 
evaluation postponed but while the appellant di1cua1ed the pro1pect1 of the 
aupplemental with Dr. Greenwood and objected to some of its elements, 
particularly the propoaed oral teat, he did not object to the timing•• he 
was entitled to do and the Board is not prepared to conclude at thi1 atage 
that the late delivery of the letter conatituted an extenuating 
circwutance entitling the appellant to another opportunity to be evaluated 
in Pro1thodontic1 • 

The form of the evaluation waa different from what had 
been required during the year and what had been required on other 
supplemental evaluations. It consisted of 50 marks for taking impre1aion1, 
making casts and doing a mounting, 50 marks for design, 50 for an oral 
examination and 50 for an essay. The Board sees nothing unfair or 
prejudicial in this form of examination and although a good deal of it 
could be said to teat theory, such was also the case with the evaluation 
procedure during the year and it is clear that the theory behind the 
clinical operations being performed is an inseparable pare nf ehe entire 
subject. In the Board's view the evaluation waa a fair one and the 
appellant's grade accurately reflected his performance. The three other 
persons taking the supplemental achieved marks ranging from 133.75 to 
140.75. 

In sum, therefore, it is the Board's view that the 
appellant had anrple opportunity to demonstrate hia knowledge, skill and 
ability in the subject of Pro1thodontic1 and while the circumstance■ and 
procedures may not have been optimal they were not such as to prejudice hia 
chances and the appeal must therefore be dismissed. The appellant has 
demonstrated great determination to become a dentist. The appeal case 
presented on hie behalf could not have been more thorough. It ia 
unfortunate that tho, appellant'• skill does not match hia determination. 

Appeal dismisaed • 

Secretary 
Hay 2nd, 1983. 

Chairman 
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