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'I'D C:OVDRIRG COURCIL 

To·tba Ac■dnd-c Affain Camittee, 
Uni wraity of 'tormu:o. 

Your Board nporu that it bald a ... tizag Oil lriday, 
December 15th, 1978 at 3:30 p.a. in the Dun'• Conference Boom, Medical 
Sciacu Builclist.g, at which the fol.lowing were pruat: 

Profeaaor J.B. DuD1op (In the asair) Profuaor Peter A. Salu■ 
Ha • ....,.r1,_,. A. Batta Profuaor Victor G. Sm.th 
Profuaor V.E. Gruba Mr. David 'temiab~H 
Prof ... or H■rrijoy blur Hua H. Salter, Secretary 

ln Attadauce: 

Hr■• 11. 

Mr. J. Lehto 
School of Architecture 

Profe■■or Peter Pragnall 
School of Architacture 

Profuaor C.A.. Bobb 
School of Architecture 

THE MEETIHG VAS HELD IN CLOSED SESSION 

!HE FOLLOWING IDM IS REPOll".mD FOR INFOIMATION 

1. Mr. H~ 
At a ••ting OD Decaber 15th, 1978, the Academic Appeal■ 

Board heard the appeal of /r-JA... 11.. again■t a deci■ion of the 
Appeals and ••rd■ Committee of the School of Architecture upholding the 
decision of the Ezam:I.Dation Comittee that the appellant had failed A1lC 100S, 
the fir■t year COIE and would be allowed to repeat 1.t in January. 1979. The 
decision of the Board i■ that the appeal ■hould be diam.seed. 

The appellant's atat■-nt of appeal uu that he be given 
a pa■aing grade. According to thi■ document, he had been mialed during the 
CORE problem exerci■e into thinking that hia work wu acceptable. Thu■, 
pHaumably, he took nc remedial step■• At the hearing, however, tha 
appellant ■aid that if he bad mown earlier in the year that his work wu 
unacceptable he mgh,; conce1vabl.y have Withdrawn rather than fail. 

The documentary cd oral evidence perauaded the Board that 
the appellant had received a number of ■1.pala that hie vorlt va• inadequate 
and needed to be improved. The Board vu alao caa.v:b.ced that the appellat 
111:iaread thoae aignala ad ccmot blame the School for his lack of awareneaa. 
Suggeationa for improvement were .. de but aea not to have been. underatood 
by the appellant. 'l'her• v .. ao poia.t, prl.o~ t;o the end of the y■ar, wbeu 
the appall.ant could have been told categorically that he vu a failure. 
'lhua, in the Board'• view, it vould be un.reali■ tic to aay that if he had 
been better informed the appellant either might have withdrawn from the 
courae or ukeu appropr1ate remedial atepa. 

The appeal 1a di■miHed • 
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