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UNIVERSITY OF TORONTO 

THE GOVERNING COUNCIL 

REPORT NUMBER 115 OF THE ACADEMIC APPEALS BOARD 

February 1st, 1988 

To the Academic Affairs Committee, 
University of ~oronto. 

Item 5 a) 

Your Board reports that it held a bearing on Monday, 
February 1st, 1988 at 2:00 P•••• in the Board Boom, Simcoe Hall, at which 
the following were present: 

Professor J.B. Dunlop (In the Chair) 
Professor F. Flahiff 
Us. K. P-r•on 
Mrs. J. 11.. 11.andall 
Professor J, Slater 

Ms, Irene Birrell, Secretary 

In Attendance: 

Hr,.S:... appellant 
Ms,~ Rubin, Downtown Legal Services, counsel for the appellant 
Vice-Dean 11., Craig Brown, Faculty of Arts and Science 

THE FOLLOWING ITEM IS REPORTED FOR INFORMATION 

At a -•ting on February 1st, 1988, the Academic Appeals 
Board heard the appeal of /TIJIT, ;Ji,, from the decision of the Academic 
Appeals Board of the Faculty of Arts and Science denying his request to be 
allowed, on medical grounds, to rewrite the final examina~ion in CHM 24OY, 
While recognizing that the appellant was "labouring under extreme 
disability at the time of the examination" the Faculty Board found the 
appellant's delay - well beyond the deadline - in filing his petition 
11d:lff:lc:1.1lt to comprehend," lt waa not prepared t:o .ignore the fa.il1.1re to 
comply with the procedural requirement, This Board agrees with the view 
that procedural requirements are important and cannot be ignored. On the 
evidence heard by this Board, however, it felt that there were grounds for 
allowing the appeal, 

There is no dispute about the fact that the appellant was 
unwell and in considerable pain at the time he wrote the CHH 24OY 
examination on August 11th, 1987, However, the Faculty Board found it 
"absolutely inexplicable that [he] did not make [his) condition known to 
the supervisors or [his] Registrar, and seek advice," The appellant told 
this Board that, having taken the summer off to do the course, the 
misfortune that befell him at the crucial moment was so distressing that he 
did not do the "rational thing" and tell the proctor, He felt that it was 
too late to back out and that he should attempt to pass the exam, 
Subsequently he was so depressed that he did nothing until after he had 
returned to his home in Sarnia. 

The CHM 24OY exam was held on a Tuesday. The examination 
period ended on Friday, three days later, Thus by the time the appellant 
left for home on Saturday the deadline had passed. ,He telephoned the 
Rwgill t.rar' 11 gffice on ttonoay, tnree oays beyond tne deadline but thn first 
business day. He was informed that the deadline had passed. He learned of 
his f!'!ill.!re ,.., '"S" ... :Het m,-:! f!!.::d h:!.s p::::!t!on on ::lepte101ber 2lat, 

A petit.ign deadline falling on tne last day of an 
examination period strikes the Board as verging on the Draconian, The 
student who knows well in advance that he or she will not be able to write 
an examination may have ample opportunity to comply, So may the student 
whose exam.inat.ion fall• early int.he wxamina~ion per1od, although this is 
less true of the short summer period. But the student who writes late in 
the period has little time to assess the situation, possibly seek advice 
and still meet the deadline. The Board has never quite understood the need 
for such a rigorous policy, Hence the Board feels that a liberal view of 
extenuating circumstances is justified, especially since the Board believes 
it to be cot:11:1on for petitions filed shortly after the deadline to be 
"backdated." 
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UPORT NUHID 115 OF DE AC&DEHIC .APPW.S B0aD - Jebruary lat 1 1988 

'l'bi• ffidence vu vbat penuacled tbe loard tbat • even though 
tbe appellant bad petitioned on otber occa■iom ad •• tbua to ■- de,ree 
faailiar with tbe proceH, bis failure to act Oil tbe Mooda1 vu acuaabla. 
The :racult:1 loard agreed that tbe delay froa Auguat 31st to S.pt:e■ber 21st 
vu aot undue ud tbi• loard could underst:ud t:be appellant vaiUq unt:il 
aft.er be bad lunaed bia urk. lt: uy be amruliat:ic, but one frequently 
bopea for the bast: in aach circu■11t:ancea. 

There vu nfereace cluriag tbe lluriag to tbe fact tbat 
mua■inatian book■ contain inatructlom that iaclude tbe cteadU.ne for 
petition■• Wbile tbia ia so■atbiq tbat abould be ••n by all candida1:es • 
it•- to the Board vortb co1111ideri111g briagi111g it exprualy to their 
attention by an oral atate■ent. 

The Board'• decision ia tbat t:be appellant ahould bave the 
opportun1ty ot vr1t1ag tbe t1na1 ezaa1nat1on 1n CHM 240? •~ ~• •P~~ng 
e:uaiD&tiona in 1988. 

Appeal allowed. 

Secretary Chair■an 
March 3rd• 1988 
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