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UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO 

THE COVEUIRG COUNCIL 

UPOllT RUMBO 108 OF THE ACADEHlC APFllLS BOAltD 

August 18th1 1987 

To the Academic Affairs Coanitt••• 
University o~ Toronto. 

U:em 9 

Your Board reports that it held• hearing on Tuesday. 
Auguat 18th, 1987 at 2:30 p.m., in Room 23, Simcoe Hal at which the 
following wre present: 

Professor J. I. Dunlop (ln the Chair) 
Professor r. Flahiff 

Ma. Irene Birrell, Secretary 

Professor D. Lmabden 
Itta. J. Philpott 
Hr. David Powr 

ln Attendance: 

Ha. l!., appellant 
!u. F. Gene•••• coun■al for t:he appell-t 
Dr. Laurene Pang. witness for the appellant 
Dean D. Perrier, Dean, Faculty of Pharmacy 

THE FOLLOWING ITEM IS REPORTED FOR INFORMATION 

At• meeting on August 18th 1 1987 the Academic Appeal• 
Board heard the appeal of ms C,, from a decision of the Appeals 
C011111ittee of the Faculty of Pharmacy refuaini her requeat to be allowed to 
write a aupplemental ex-ination in PHH 306Y, Medicinal Chemistry I. The 
appellant. a third--year student, passed in all her other aubjecta, but 
becauae her average for the year in all subject• wa■ only 58.9 percent, 
rather than the requisite 60, she was not entitled to a supplemental 
examination and failed the year. The decision of the Board i• that the 
appeal should be allowed and the appellant permitted to write • 
•uppleaental examination. The exa111ination should be held prior to the 
c011111encement of cl••••• in September, 1987 but at a• late a date•• 
poaaible conaiatent vith that requirement. The appellant should be 
permitted to attend claHea pending the aHeaament of her work but, of 
course, the right to continue in the fourth year must be contingent on her 
aucceH in the examination. 

The appeal was baaed on medical grounda. If, through 
illness, a student does not have a reasonable opportunity to prepare for an 
examination, or a reasonable opportunity during the examination to display 
his or her knowledge and underatanding of the subject, then extenuating 
circumatances exist. Unleaa it appears probable that the student would 
have failed the examination in any case, he or she should be given another 
opportunity to prepare for and write an examination. 

The appellant presented a substantial amount of 
evidence to the Board that she suffered from an ;nf~rr•?n cf tt~ ~~pci 
respii•tory tract over a considerable period of time prior to and during 
the final examination• in April. 'nle letter from the health service stated 
simply that on two days. April 2nd and 6th, on which the appellant was 
aeen, she had an upper respiratory infection. It would be generoua to 
describe such a letter aa laconic, but the Board receives th• all too 
frequently. In addition, ho-ver, there-• oral testimony from the 
appellant and several letters from claaamatea concerning the existence and 
debilitating effect of the ailment. On the basis of the evidence, the 
Board concluded that extenuating circumstances existed and that the 
appellant ahould have another opportunity. 
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Accordiag to Dean Perrier• aoat of tbi• .v:idence •• 
not preaented to the l'aculty'a Appeal ec-ittee. Bad it been. the Board 
vaa inclined to the viev that the Appeal eo-ittee 110Uld have reached a 
different concluaion. Certainly it could bne done ao. There ia no 
contradictory evidence. llbile it wa tbe appellant'• reaponaibility to 
pl•c:c •11 t;be r•l-11111; WYi.hnu:e befurc cm C-ica;-• •• r.e■ cifi.S a;bac 
ebe d:id not underatend that tbia •• her obligation. She Aid that ehe -• 
without any, or _,, adequate, advice cm tbe aatter. 

lt i• one of the quirk■ of the appeal■ proc .. , within 
the Univeraity that different evidence aay be beard at different atagea. 
llovever • in light of the aarioua coaaequencu for aany atudenta, and 
becauae they frequently do not Nek appropriate uaiatance early enough, 
t:h• Board cannot: 1M, ■o Draconian .. t:o refu•• to permit: eviclenc• before it 
that -• not preaented to a faculty'• c«-.ittee. In any event. it would be 
• unworkable approach in tbe abeeace of a preciae record of the 
proceedings in all caaee before faculty c-itteee. Couidering the _.u 
proportion of faculty decieiou appealed to tbi• Board, aucb a requireaent 
would be unjustified. 

The pbaraaciat for llbom 1:he appellant worked during the 
past t1110 •-er• in Sault Ste. Marie General Boapital. Dr. l.aurene Paaa. 
travelled to Toronto to teatify u to her confidence in the appellant. 
While the deciaion auat turn on whether there wre extenuating 
circ-atancea before and during the exaaination period, it ia the Board's 
view that aucb conacientioua conduct on Dr. Pang'• part aerits notice. 

Appeal allowed. 

Cbairaan 

Secretary 
Sept-ber 10th, 1987 
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