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A. Summary  

1. The Department’s Self Study was considered and approved by the Academic Review 
Committee of Senate on September 24, 2014.  

2. The Review Committee consisted of two external reviewers:  Janet Astington, Ontario 
Institute for Studies in Education, Jeff Bisanz, University of Alberta and an internal 
reviewer, Al Castle, Department of Biology.  

3. The site visit occurred on February 11-13, 2015. 
4. The Reviewers’ Report was received on March 12, 2015.  
5. The Department’s response was received on April 21, 2015.  
6. The Senate Graduate Studies Committee response was received on April 29, 2015. 
7. The Senate Undergraduate Program Committee response was received on April 10, 2015. 
8. The Dean of Social Sciences response from Tom Dunk was received on May 12, 2015. 
9. The Dean of Graduate Studies response from Mike Plyley was received on April 27, 2015. 

 
The academic programs offered by the Department of Psychology which were examined as part 
of the review were:  
 

BA (Honours)*, (with Major)*, (Pass), (Honours Combined Major) 
MA 
PhD 
 
*Co-op option available 

  
This review was conducted under the terms and conditions of the IQAP approved by Senate on 
June 6, 2011. 
 
The reviewers assigned the MA and PhD programs an outcome category of “Excellent Quality” 
and assigned the BA program an outcome category of “Good Quality”. 
 
Outcome Categories: 
Excellent Quality 
(assigned to graduate 
programs) 

Good Quality 
(assigned to 
undergraduate 
programs) 

Good Quality 
with Concerns 

Non-Viable 
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B. Strengths of the Program 
 
The reviewers stated: 
 

“The Department of Psychology is thriving.  Like many psychology departments, students 
are attracted to its undergraduate and graduate programs, and research activity is high.  
Several strengths deserve to be recognized. 

 
1. Faculty members have a strong and collective commitment to maintaining and 

enhancing the quality of undergraduate education. 
 
2. The Department is strongly committed to developing its capacity for research and for 

research-oriented graduate education. 
 

3. Members of the administrative staff are strongly supportive of the Department’s goals 
and activities.  

 
4. The Department is striving to develop a balance among its goals for undergraduate 

education, graduate education and research.” 
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C. Opportunities for Improvement and Enhancement 
 
The reviewers provided 13 recommendations: 
 
1. That the University provide the Department with one full-time IT support staff. 
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 

 
We are in agreement with the reviewers’ suggestion that we be provided with a full time IT 
support person. Our need for this support is clear, as lack of such support has resulted in 
slowed research, long waiting times for computer repair and/or setup, and in reduced 
opportunities for use of technology in classes.  

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The appropriate next step should be a meeting with ITS to determine the exact needs of 
the Department and how best to fulfil this need, be it a full-time IT support staff within the 
Department of Psychology or some other arrangement. At the moment, there is anecdotal 
evidence about the nature of the needs. A more precise understanding of what is meant by 
statements such as "slowed research," "long waiting times," and "reduced opportunities for 
use of technology in classes" is required to determine the specific needs and the best way 
to address them. 

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Resources for departments, centres, and programs is not in the purview of FGS. However, 
FGS would encourage the University to explore any activity that enhances graduate 
education and the research of graduate students. See also the second item under 
Recommendation 8 - statistical software. It is unfortunate that the students (neither UG or 
G) were [not] mentioned in the Department Response in terms of the need for IT support. 

 
ARC considers this recommendation to be not accepted as it lies outside of the Committee’s 
jurisdiction.  ARC expects that the Department will proceed through normal channels of 
advocacy for these resources. 
 
 
Implementation Plan 

Recommendation not accepted. 



4 
 

 
2. That the Department and Faculty recognize the workload placed on administrative staff 

and address workload-related problems by (a) establishing clear and consistent 
administrative practices and policies, (b) providing sufficient training when new tasks are 
given to staff, and (c) terminating the practice of downloading responsibilities without 
providing the resources necessary for handling those responsibilities. 

 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

The department and the staff agree with these recommendations.  The staff would 
welcome the opportunity to: first be consulted when changes to their workload, 
responsibilities, or improved methods of performing their duties are being considered, 
second to receive timely and adequate training on any new protocol, software, or 
procedures they must employ, third that any new procedures be monitored for their 
effectiveness.  The increased workload that has occurred after changes to improve 
efficiency have often negatively impacted these jobs.  Also, if more work continues to be 
downloaded (e.g. advising of collaborative students, finances, Academic Misconduct the 
department will require additional administrative support in the future.) 

 
The Faculty Dean stated:  
 

The Office of the Dean supports the recommendations regarding consultation, training, and 
monitoring regarding the effectiveness of new procedures and processes. Some changes are 
initiated from areas of the university beyond the purview of the Dean's Office (eg. Finance, 
ITS) and this recommendation needs to be brought to the attention of those units. With 
regard to some of the specific examples referred to in the final sentence of the 
Departmental response, the reasoning behind the changes should be considered.  For 
example, the collaborative students referred to here are involved in collaborative programs 
but they are still Psychology majors and the change was partly in response to complaints 
that students were receiving inconsistent advice because they saw two advisors rather than 
one. In total the change affected 20-30 students out of around 800 Psyc majors. A large 
number of academic misconducts in the Faculty of Social Sciences are generated in a small 
number of courses within the Department of Psychology. Alterations to the way academic 
misconducts have been managed were initiated because of complaints about decisions 
made in the Dean's Office, as well as changes in University policy regarding penalties for 
academic misconduct. 

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Resources for departments, centres, and programs is not in the purview of FGS. However 
FGS, as a unit where there is likely more change than most areas of the University (for 
instance, the whole application system is evolving daily), would strongly support a and b. In 
terms of item c, the issue  of "downloading' is not nearly as clear cut as presented as in this 
day and age, job functions are continuously changing, i.e., things that were once done 
and/or the way things are done, are in a constant state of flux, and no job description 
should be fixed in stone.  
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ARC considers this recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation.  The 
Committee believes that the Department, in consultation with the Dean, is best positioned to 
determine appropriate strategies to move forward on this issue.   
 
 
Implementation Plan (1st Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Social Sciences, University  

  Administration 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2015/16 
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3. That the Department develop and implement a plan for significantly improving the 

academic advising available to undergraduates.   
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

The Psychology department understands and fully supports the importance [of] academic 
advising that meets the needs of our students. However, we also agree that additional 
resources would greatly facilitate improvements in our communication with students. 
Specifically, as suggested by the reviewers, increasing staff resources for academic advising 
would help the department to better address student needs. … Furthermore, providing the 
Psychology department with a full-time IT support staff, as recommended by the reviewers 
in item #1 above, would enable the department to make improvements in the program 
information provided to students online. 
 
Finally, the Undergraduate Committee of the Psychology department has been discussing 
the need to meet with staff from the Career Services office to coordinate and further 
develop information being provided to students, particularly those who do not pursue the 
Honours’ stream, regarding career paths in the field of psychology. This information could 
be made available to students online and through in-person academic advising 
appointments.  

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

See the responses to recommendations 1 and 2 concerning ITS and "downloading" of 
responsibilities. The Office of the Dean suggests a review regarding how advising is 
administered within the Department before reaching any conclusions about the need for 
more support. The department currently has a "Department Administrator" and a "Psyc 
1F90/Department Coordinator," and employs part-time contract assistance to manage 
waitlists during the summer. This is proportionally more support than other large units in 
the Faculty of Social Sciences receive.  
 

UPC stated: 
Although we recognize that sometimes information provided to undergraduate students is 
not read, it is important to ensure that students have access to up-to-date information for 
academic advising services.  We particularly liked the suggestion to involve students in the 
review of information prepared for them for their feedback. 

 
ARC considers this recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation.  The 
Committee believes that the Department is best positioned to determine appropriate strategies 
to move forward on this issue.   
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Implementation Plan (1st Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department 

Responsible for resources: Department 

Responsible for implementation: Department 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2015/16 

 



8 
 

4. That the Department continue to support its seminar system.   
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 

 
We agree that holding seminars in our undergraduate courses is pedagogically valuable for 
undergraduate students and for the course facilitators. We are pleased to receive feedback 
from the reviewers that the third-year course designed to train course facilitators is seen as 
a creative and promising means of preserving the seminar system in the face of financial 
challenges. It is our hope that this course, and the important pedagogical principle of 
having peer facilitators in first-year psychology seminars, continues to be supported by 
university administration and the relevant union representatives.   

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation. 
 

UPC stated: 
 

There was concern that the course to which the reviewers were alluding could lead to 
students taking over the functions and roles of paid Teaching Assistants.  The rationale 
provided in the Psychology UPC submission in March 2015 was perhaps better crafted to 
justify the introduction of this new course; that is, the benefits accrued to third year 
students such the development of communication, leadership, and facilitator skills, the 
ability to guide small group discussions and manage interactions with students… 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be consistent with existing practice and no additional 
action is required. 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan  

No additional action required. 
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5. That the Department review the information it provides to students about the cooperative 
and collaborative programs. 

 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

The co-op office has recently begun to send the Psychology department (and other 
departments with a co-op program) regular updates about the co-op program and co-op 
students, including updates on the work placements of our students. These updates should 
help to ensure the accuracy of communication between students and faculty and staff 
regarding the co-op program.  

 
… although psychology department staff and faculty will strive to ensure we do not pass on 
misinformation to prospective and current co-op students, our primary strategy will be to 
direct these students to address their questions to appropriate co-op office staff, or to 
consult co-op office information that is posted online.  
 
In regard to collaborative programs, … the responsibility for providing academic advising to 
psychology students in collaborative programs has been downloaded to the Psychology 
department administrator, which has created some challenges, given the numerous 
responsibilities of this position. … As recommended by the external reviewers, additional 
administrative support will be necessary in order for the Psychology department to 
administer the collaborative programs responsibly, efficiently, and effectively.   

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation. Also see the responses to 
recommendations 1, 2, and 3. 

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Recommendations concerning the Department's UG programs are not in the purview of FGS. 
It might be possible for a couple of items to be added to the Psychology Advising Page 
(http://brocku.ca/social-sciences/departments-and-centres/psychology/undergradadvising) 
that might help in directing students to the proper resources. 
 

UPC stated: 
 

…we also believe it is important for these programs to have clear, accurate, and consistent 
information available to the students.  A review of the documentation related to these 
programs (both from the perspective of the department as well as the collaborating 
institutions)  need to be reviewed regularly…[and it] is imperative to ensure up-to-date 
changes are made in a timely fashion. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
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Implementation Plan (1st Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2015/16 
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6. That the Department work with its Liaison Librarian to develop a plan to coordinate the 

work of the Library with the needs of the Department.   
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

We have had a preliminary discussion with [librarians] to discuss concrete steps toward 
addressing these recommendations at the undergraduate level. …. Discussions about how to 
best address these recommendations at the graduate level will take place during the 
spring/summer, 2015. 
 
With respect to points (c) [library staff are involved in planning new courses and programs 
so that they can be aware of likely demands on library resources in advance of 
implementation] and (d) [the Department’s needs are represented in library planning and 
decision making], we agree that it would be beneficial for the library to have more advance 
warning about changes to the psychology curriculum, and the department will endeavour to 
provide this information in a more timely manner when such changes are being considered. 

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation. 
 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

The FGS would support this recommendation, and request that the plan includes materials 
needed to support graduate students, and graduate student research. This plan should also 
contain information concerning space available in the Library that can/might be used by 
graduate students. 
 

UPC stated that this recommendation: 
 

has important implications for the undergraduate programs.  We recognize that members of 
the Library are always willing to help students develop the necessary library search skills to 
succeed in their courses.  Librarians are also always willing to collaborate with faculty 
members to ensure their students have access to library materials for their courses. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
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Implementation Plan (2nd Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department 

Responsible for resources: Department 

Responsible for implementation: Department 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2016/17 
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7. That the Department consider revising its requirements at the [Doctoral] graduate level.*   
 
 
*While not part of the Recommendation, the reviewers included the following comment: 
 
We suggest that the Department reduce its course requirements at the graduate level, keep its 
FARS courses in place, and reduce the number of Advanced Study Papers (ASPs) from three to 
one as planned.  The number of graduate courses currently required is not well justified and is 
high compared to other research-oriented graduate programs, thus likely limiting the time 
students spend on research. 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 

 
During the 2014-2015 year, the Graduate Committee has been actively exploring this 
possibility. … We do not seek to put our students at a disadvantage relative to other 
universities, and thus will seriously consider reducing student courseload requirements.  
 
During the 2015-2016 cycle, the Graduate Committee plans to more fully explore this 
potential, bringing recommendations to the department as a whole for discussion and 
consideration.  In particular, we will consider the reviewers’ recommendation to reduce the 
number of ASP papers from 3 to 1. However, such potential is yoked to Point 9 (below) on 
oral examinations, and thus these issues will need to be considered simultaneously; any 
change to one presumably influences the other, and thus would constitute a relatively 
major programme change necessitating considerable discussion and departmental 
consensus. 

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation. 
 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

The FGS strongly supports this recommendation…. FGS also strongly supports 
recommendation #9. The Department's plan "to more fully explore ... discussion and 
departmental consensus" seems like a workable plan. As the Department seems to regularly 
assess its workings with other such Departments of Psychology, a review of comprehensive 
exams used by other such units would be a good place to start. The FGS is willing to help in 
the process if needed. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation.  It is 
expected that the Department will consult with the Dean of Graduate Studies when considering 
these changes. 
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Implementation Plan (2nd Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2016/17 
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8. That the Department and Faculty resolve remaining issues regarding graduate funding. 
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

We agree with the reviewers that our students are generally well-funded by the university. 
But we also share the concerns raised by the reviewers regarding the need for better 
funding for international students, and for increased funding for statistical software 
deemed critical for training within the field.  

 
…With regard to both issues (i.e., international funding; statistical software), the Graduate 
Committee will begin discussing priorities and strategies during the 2015-2016 cycle. Part of 
our argument to the university will be based on a survey of the funding and statistical 
software support made available to graduate students at other Ontario universities (i.e., 
our competitors).  

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Dean's Office agrees that both issues are important. Sufficient support for international 
graduate students is a university wide issue and needs to be addressed at that level. The 
Dean's Office is unclear why additional funds are needed for statistical software. The 
formula used by the Faculty to determine departmental non-salary budgets allocates a 
specific fund for "fixed pedagogical costs" to the Department of Psychology. The Office of 
the Dean will engage in review of the Department of Psychology non-salary budget to 
determine the source of the perceived budget short fall. The Office of the Dean will also 
engage in a review of the Faculty's current non-salary budget allocation formula over the 
next year.  

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

This recommendation has essentially two disconnected elements - one personal funding of 
graduate students, both domestic and international, which is a joint issue across several 
areas of the University, including FGS and the faculty members as supervisors; the other 
concerning statistical software. It is unclear as to why the External Reviewers threw these 
two items into a single recommendation as statistical software, as a resource, is not in the 
purview of FGS. 
 
Funding for graduate students at Brock University is average to above average for all 
universities in Ontario. The issue that confronts all Ontario universities is that the 
restriction on the amount that domestic tuition can be raised, means that universities has 
raised international tuition proportionally more, and the overall funding of all students has 
remained relatively static.  
 
…Having said this, FGS has not had a change in student support for two years now (the last 
increase was funding to international students - a 38.8% increase in the International 
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Student Fellowship in 2012-13), and will be attempting to increase support during 
negotiations with the University for the graduate student funding budget this year. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be not accepted as it lies outside the jurisdiction of the 
Committee.  The Committee expects that the Department will determine and use strategies as 
necessary to resolve these issues. 
 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan  

Not accepted. 
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9. That the Department consider incorporating a requirement for a qualifying or 

comprehensive examination with a formal, oral defense in the Ph.D. program prior to the 
dissertation defense.   

 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

Please see Point 7 (above) for our response to this oral examination recommendation, which 
is linked to the ASP issue giving existing grand-parenting arrangements in place at Brock.  
 
At present we are reluctant to link any oral examination to the FARS course. Not only would 
that change the nature of that course, presently considered a jewel of our programme and 
widely liked by graduate students, but FARS is a also course for MA students, and for PhD 
students in Years 2 and 3, making this course an unsuitable vehicle for oral examinations.  

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation but believes the Departmental 
response does not fully support the recommendation. 
 

The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

The FGS strongly supports this recommendation. While the PhD program has been granted 
leeway in terms of a true comprehensive examination due to when it started, and what the 
requirements were at that time, it should be noted that the Senate Committee for Graduate 
Studies is currently examining the standards for comprehensive examinations across the 
graduate sector in Canada, and subsequently, across Brock's PhD programs.  
 
As was already discussed when commenting on Recommendation #7, Recommendation #9 [is] 
tied … to Recommendation #7, and therefore will require a substantial discussion by the 
Department as to what changes they feel are best for the education and development of 
their students, and what change(s) then will be made to the program. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
 
Implementation Plan (2nd  Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Graduate Studies 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2016/17 
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10. That the Department work with the Faculty to develop a plan for future space needs 
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 

 
The Department will be participating fully in meetings of the new Faculty of Social Sciences 
space committee, and will also be communicating regularly with the Dean of Social Sciences 
regarding the space situation.  The Department is acutely aware that new faculty members 
are likely to require more research lab space than has been used by retiring faculty 
members, and that its planning must address this situation.  The Department also agrees 
that adequate space must be made available for stipend instructors to allow them to 
interact with students. 

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation and will work with the Department to 
develop a plan for future space needs. As there is no additional space currently under the 
purview of the Faculty, the allocation of new space will require the support of the 
University Space Committee. 
 

The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Resources for departments, centres, and programs are not in the purview of FGS. However, 
FGS has a strong interest in the space devoted to graduate students, and would agree to 
work with the Department and the Faculty of Social Sciences to garner space needed to 
support the graduate students. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan (2nd Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2016/17 
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11. That the Department develop a strategic plan for growth and faculty replacement 
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 

 
The department conducted a survey approximately one year ago that identified our 
potential needs over the next 5-10 years in terms of teaching and research interests in 
order to maintain a balance and provide each division with high quality faculty to replace 
retirees.  At that time is was suggested that a similar survey be conducted every few years 
in order to reassess the departmental needs.  Hiring decisions are made as a group and 
typically the type of faculty member being targeted as well as the eventual hiring decision  
have been decided in terms of the current, as well as, foreseeable needs of the 
department.  Historically, planning even 3-4 years ahead has been problematic; however, 
we will continue to attempt to look beyond just simple replacement of faculty in order to 
maintain a healthy balance within the department.  Because our new faculty members 
hired over the past few years have been in our Behavioural and Cognitive Neuroscience and 
Lifespan/Developmental areas, it was also agreed that our next hire would be in the 
Social/Personality area in order to maintain a balance across the three divisions. 

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation. 
 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Resources for departments, centres, and programs are not in the purview of FGS. However, 
FGS has an interest [in] the numbers of faculty supervisors for every program, and also in 
making sure that past areas of strength remains sufficiently strong to maintain the 
reputation of the program. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan (2nd  Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Social Sciences 

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2016/17 
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12. That the Department develop a Normal Department Workload Standard document, in 

consultation with the Dean of the Faculty of Social Science, that would enable the Chair to 
have some flexibility in using course release to compensate faculty members under special 
circumstances. 

 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

The department is currently in the midst of revising a Normal Workload Standard (NWS) to 
address these issues.  The collective agreement and instructions from the Dean and Provost 
are to create a document that will consider all unscheduled teaching and create a scale in 
the units of half course equivalents in order to document this aspect of the job.   

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

Normal-Workload-Standard documents are governed by the Collective Agreement (CA), as is 
the process for assigning workload. The Office of the Dean will adhere to the terms of the 
CA. According to the current CA, workload is assigned by the Dean, in consultation with the 
Chair. Any alterations to compensation for faculty members will also be in accordance with 
the CA. 

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

Faculty workload is not in the purview of FGS. However, FGS has an interest from a number 
of perspectives - that there are adequate numbers of faculty with expertise in specific 
areas of strength to supervise perspective graduate students. 

 
ARC considers this recommendation to be not accepted as it lies outside the jurisdiction of the 
Committee and has implications with respect to the Brock University/Faculty Association 
Collective Agreement. 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan 

Recommendation not accepted. 
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13. That the Department make an explicit plan to deal with growing tensions.   
 
 
In its response, the Department stated: 
 

As a department, we have been taking the issue of improving collegiality seriously, and 
have formed a subcommittee to address the concerns of graduate students, staff, and 
faculty. This committee, consisting of faculty and students, is currently creating a survey to 
determine the nature and extent of the issues. We are considering having a retreat on the 
subjects of increasing workload, conflicts and departmental climate.  The Dean has 
approached a possible mediator for the item of departmental climate.  

 
The Faculty Dean stated: 
 

The Office of the Dean supports this recommendation and will work with the Department to 
improve the work and learning environment in the Department. 

 
The Graduate Dean stated: 
 

The FGS supports this recommendation. On the surface, this would seem to be an internal 
issue, but with perhaps a number of external challenges and potential irritants at work, 
that has led to concerns. Obviously, FGS has an interest in these issues as there may well be 
elements that include faculty-student interactions, or other issues that affect graduate 
students collectively, and as such FGS would support the Department in whatever manner 
the Department deems helpful and supportive. 

 
ARC considers the recommendation to be accepted and in the process of implementation. 
 
 
 
Implementation Plan (1st Priority) 

Responsible for approving: Department, Dean of Social Sciences  

Responsible for resources: Department, Dean of Social Sciences  

Responsible for implementation: Department, Dean of Social Sciences  

Timeline: Dean of Social Sciences to report by end of 

 academic year 2015/16 
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D. Summary of Recommendations: 
 
 

First Priority: 
Recommendations  2, 3, 5, 13 

  
Second Priority: 

Recommendations  6, 7, 9, 10, 11 
 

Not accepted: 
 Recommendations  1, 8,12 
 
Not requiring further action: 
 Recommendation 4 
 
 

 


