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Item 10 

UNIVBJI.Siff OP TORORTO 

tBE GOVIIRING COUNCIL 
I CONFIDENTIAL 

REPORT HUMBER 98 OF tBE ACADIKIC APPEALS BOARD 

Februaq 27th. 1986 

To the Acad-ic Affair• C_.itt••• 
Univeraity of Toronto. 

Your Board report• that it held a bearing on Thuraday, 
February 27th, 1986 at 2:00 p.m. in Room 201, School of Graduate Studie1, 
65 St. George Street at which the following were preaent: 

Profeaaor J.B. Dunlop (In the Chair) 
Mr. M. Ivana 
Profeaaor F. Flahiff 
Profeaaor P. W. Fox 

In Attendance~ 

Mr. L, 
Mr. Tim Mo1ely, Downtown Legal Service, 
Mra. G. Curri, Scarborough College 

Profeaaor J. T. Mayhall 
Mra. Jo-ne Uyede 

Ka. Dominique Peteraen, 
Governing Council Secretariat 

tBE FOLLOWIR; ITEM IS R!POllTED FOB. IBFOIDIATION 

At a meeting on Februp-y 27th, 1986 the Academic 
Appeal• Board heard the appeal of~."-• from a oec:i•ion of the Sub
c01111ittee on Academic Appeal• of Scarborough College diami11ing hi1 appeal 
from the deciaion of the Sub-C01111ittee on Standing refu1ing bi, requeat to 
be allowed to write a apeci&l ex-ination in-ECOBllF. The deciaion of the 
Board i• that the appeal ahould be &llo-d. 

The ba1il of the appellant'• petition to the 
Sub-Comittee on Standing vu illneH during the regular ex-inat ion in 
ECOBllF. The petition vaa aupported by a certificate from the appellant'• 
pbyaician deacribing a cbe1t condition which vu cauaing him to have bout• 
of coughing and which required treatment with -dication. A later 
certificate fram the •ame pbyaician deacribed the condition u "tonail lar 
and upper re1piratory infection which V&1 aignificant enough to interfere 
with his attendance in cl••••" The ECOBllF ez-ination va, on the 
afternoon of December 12th, 1984 and the appellant bad written aucceaafully 
an ex-ination in computer acience in the morning. Both the Sub-COlllllllittee 
on Standing and the Subcommittee on Academic Appeal• found thi• to be 
aignificant. The Subcommittee on Academic Appeals "noted, unfavourably to 
your ca1e, that you had 1hovn a certain aelectivity about whieh 
ex-ination1 to write on the day in queation". 

The appellant'• oral teati1110ny vu that be had not felt 
well in the 1110rning either, had apoken to both examinen, had managed to 
write computer 1cience but had felt much wor1e by the end of that 
ex-ination and 10 had gone to He hi1 phyaician. In the view of the Board 
the appellant wa• ju•tified in reque1cing conaideration in the 
circumatancea. The evidence e1t&bli1hed illne•• 1ufficiently aeriou1 to 
juatify hi• deciaion not to write ICOBllF. The fact that be had been able 
to write an ex-ination in the 1110rning did not rebut thi• conclusion. Thu1 
the Board'• deciaion ia that tbs app•llant ahould be allowed to write an 
examination in ECOBllF at a reuonably convenient time. 

Appeal allowed • 

Secretary Chairman 
March 5th, 1986 
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