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Introduction and Preface 
  
My review of the Department of Psychology is based on the self-study documents that were 
sent to me, interviews that I conducted with some of the department faculty members, graduate 
and undergraduate students, and administration. I preface my report by acknowledging that I did 
not meet with all faculty members in the Department so my comments and evaluation are based 
on data I had available. I also had several meetings with the Department Chair, Dr. Stephanie 
Stein, and several meetings with Dr. Kirk Johnson, Dean of the College of the Sciences.  
 
I met with several students at CWU Des Moines Center, and groups of undergraduate and 
graduate students at the main Ellensburg campus. At the start of these meetings I ask students 
to complete a two-page questionnaire consisting of several demographic questions, two 
semantic differentials rating “Psychology Department Faculty” and “My College Major/Program”, 
their overall satisfaction rating on a 1 to 10 scale, and space for written comments about their 
perceived strengths of the Psychology Department, things that needed improvement, and 
students' overall written evaluation of the Psychology Department, faculty, and their education at 
CWU. 
 
The prior program review of the Psychology department took place in 2003-2004. Since then 
the department has made considerable progress to remediate a number of problematic areas 
and issues noted in that report. 
 
This report reflects my evaluation of the Department of Psychology strengths and challenges.  I 
have organized this report by major domains of Personnel (faculty), Undergraduate and 
Graduate programs, and Facilities and Equipment. 
 
In describing the strengths of the Department of Psychology across each domain, I have not 
gone into exhaustive detain, nor touched on all of the unique and noteworthy aspects or 
accomplishments of the Department since the previous program review. Instead, I am giving 
greater emphasis in my report to the challenges.  This review is both formative as well as 
summative, with considerable content specific to recommendations and suggestions for change.  
 
I believe that the Department of Psychology has done an excellent job in addressing the primary 
issues raised in the previous review.  The self-study procedures and documentation sent for my 
review presents a comprehensive and balanced report on the current status of the Department. 
Much of the material particularly that related to assessment of learning outcomes, etc. also 
appears directed to the university accreditation criteria (e.g. NWCCU). A copy of my site visit 
itinerary is attached at the end of this report. 
 

Faculty 
 
Strengths  
  
• Based on the organizational chart in the self-study document, the Department of Psychology 

consists of (other than the Chair) three full-time Professors, six full-time Associate Professors, 
six (or more) full-time Assistant Professors, and a number of full-time lecturers. There are also 
several tenured faculty members with part-time appointments in the department. The number 
of full-time faculty allows the department to maintain faculty to student ratios that maximize 
the opportunity for faculty-student interactions and student learning.  

 



Department of Psychology External Review   3 

• My review of vitae and other documentation in the self-study report indicates that faculty have 
substantial expertise in their respective fields of psychology and are dedicated to student 
learning. Course evaluation ratings by students also supports the excellent job that faculty are 
doing in their teaching duties. 

 
Challenges 
 
• The relatively large number of Assistant professors in relationship to Full and Associate 

professors is somewhat unusual and presents several significant challenges to the 
Department as a whole, some of which are discussed in more detail below. The Department 
needs to recognize that this relatively unique situation requires some cognitive restructuring 
as to the Department identity.  With the emergence of new graduate programs, distance 
education programs and tasks, and other system-level changes, the Department needs to 
work as a whole to understand its current, rather than previous or traditional, orientation and 
identity. To do this, faculty will need to spend more time together, create mutual and 
collaborative goals, and understand that major personnel change in a department is difficult 
but needs to be address as an issue. 

 
• The primary assignment of a tenure-track assistant professor to the Psychology major at 

CWU-Des Moines center should be reconsidered. The distance, different task demands of the 
position, limited contact with other department faculty members, graduate students, research 
atmosphere, etc. makes this a situation that is less than desirable for a junior faculty member.  
Because I do not know all of the parameters related to this assignment I have no substantial 
recommendations for remediation, but feel that it puts untenured faculty at a disadvantage 
that cannot be address by such actions as tele-attendance at department meetings. 
 

• There seems to be anxiety among some of the untenured faculty as to their ability to meet the 
scholarship requirements for tenure. I sensed that some junior faculty lack sufficient guidance 
as to whether their current research efforts and projects were likely to result in scholarly 
publications. I believe that the lack of adequate mentoring of junior faculty may contribute to 
this situation, as well as ambiguity in department criteria for scholarship. Both of these issues 
are discussed in more detail below. 

 
• The CWU standards for promotion and tenure describe scholarship as independent, peer-

reviewed, and published, although approximate numbers of such products is rather vague. 
Junior faculty seem to recognize the need to engage in research, although some have limited 
understanding of distinction between such activity and the effort, time and impact needed to 
successfully publishing research or theory in scholarly outlets.   

 
There seems to be some confusion as to what is scholarship, particularly as it relates to what 
is expected of university faculty. In this respect, ambiguous definitions of scholarship that 
include service or workshop related activities are problematic. While such activities are 
worthwhile, they do not help to promote or facilitate faculty engaging in peer-reviewed work 
that advances knowledge in one’s field.  Such activities are more appropriate within the 
service category. Likewise, being a Co-PI on a grant does not necessarily reflect scholarship 
unless one can demonstrate the intellectual contribution made, the impact of the funded 
research, and papers/publications from such work (certainly not to be confused with a 
Category A product). Presentations at conferences, particularly regional ones such as 
Western Psychological Association are not true peer reviewed outlets, given that there is not 
much information required to have a paragraph abstract accepted for presentation as a 
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poster. This is not to say that such activities are not useful, but there is little similarity between 
a WPA poster presentation and a peer reviewed paper in a scholarly journal, the latter being a 
reasonable demonstration of scholarship across most science disciplines.  

 
Junior faculty should be familiar with the College policy manual and articulated standards for 
the evaluation of scholarly activity, particular parts 7.1.2.2 to 7.1.2.8, inclusive. I foresee 
potential confusion for junior faculty when reading the College policy that references 
“departmental standards” for scholarship and then the department standards that state the 
College policies are “sufficient” to describe department expectations.  

 
• It is evident that the Department has made considerable efforts in dealing with the issue of 

collegiality among faculty. However, it is not clear that there has been a significant increase in 
collegiality beyond that made by reassignment of faculty and changes in faculty involvement 
in some of the department activities. Some of the new faculty members are relatively isolated 
from the department as a whole, and some of the existing faculty members do not seem to 
know enough about the new faculty to consider them their “colleagues.” Thus, the degree to 
which collegiality among current faculty has increased as opposed to a decrease in problems 
among faculty accomplished by reassignment or retiring is not evident. The addition of a 
relatively large number of faculty into the department creates a new dynamic, with about half 
the department being “old” and the rest “new”, so that the interactions and development of 
cohesiveness among faculty members needs to be worked on proactively.  I do not 
necessarily see the current status as problematic, however, I believe that renewed efforts 
should be made to create a cohesive department. 

 
• The Chair of the Department has a particularly challenging job given the number of new 

faculty, graduate and undergraduate program demands, satellite and distance education 
programs, and other administrative duties. I believe that the current Chair has been and is 
doing an excellent job. However, additional support from the CWU administration to this 
position is warranted, by either further workload reduction, increased summer support, or 
other mechanism.  Another alternative is to provide greater support to a vice-chair position in 
which a senior faculty member would have assigned time to take over specific duties. There 
appears to be a an assistant chair position as noted in the documentation of the self-study, 
but the role and function of this faculty member is not well defined. 

 
• In my meetings, a number of faculty members with affiliation in the applied graduate programs 

noted the disparity in time commitment required to supervise students in field and clinic 
practicum courses. Faculty supervision of field or clinic-based student experiences should be 
given an appropriate amount of teaching credits commensurate with the amount of time 
needed for such activities. Some system to address this issue should be implemented, such 
as rotation of such duties, hiring of part-time faculty to take over some of these courses, etc.  

 
• Although there were no major complaints from junior faculty members regarding faculty 

mentoring, at the same time junior faculty did not report much in the way of such assistance, 
except for barebones information as to the need to do research and guidance on course 
teaching. This form of information sharing is important and useful, however it should not be 
confused with active faculty mentoring.   

 
Because of the significant number of new faculty members that have been hired over the past 
three years due to retirements, resignations, and reassignments, there is a need for the 
department to create a mechanism and program of active faculty mentoring, such that a 
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mentor – mentoree relationship be implemented with all junior faculty members. A secondary 
goal of this relationship should be to create greater collaboration and cohesion between 
senior and junior faculty members. 

 
• Based on my group and individual interviews with junior faculty, and talking with some of the 

faculty about their current research activities or plans, scholarship needs to be facilitated by 
multiple means beyond encouragement and release time.  In addition to the active mentoring 
noted above, I believe that a formal faculty mentoring procedure should be implemented that 
targets and guides junior faculty members’ development of viable research programs and 
studies. Currently, the Department faculty spend considerable time focused on faculty 
member teaching, including sitting in on classes, review and constructive critique of course 
syllabi, etc. This is commendable and important. However, I do not see an equivalent level of 
commitment by senior faculty to support junior faculty members in reviewing and providing 
constructive critique of their research endeavors, even if such critique suggests problems in 
their current work. Balanced, but critical evaluation of research in its formative stage can be of 
immense benefit to junior faculty who do not have much research experience or experience in 
independent scholarship that has resulted in peer-reviewed publications. The lack of such 
mentoring and feedback can result in considerable time and effort by faculty in conducting 
“research” that has no or minimal chance of publication. Junior faculty need to be aware that 
scholarship criteria for tenure and promotion is not based on the effort put into research but 
the results of such effort. 

 
My suggestion is that a more active mentoring program be developed by the department that 
will pair each junior faculty member with a senior faculty member who has demonstrated 
continued or other exhibits of excellence in their research and scholarship.  Mentors should 
be able to understand the nature and domain of junior faculty research so as to adequately 
provide feedback at levels of research, from the research design, power, etc., to 
meaningfulness of the research and probability of publication, to suggestions as to what 
professional journal the manuscript should be submitted.  By no means should junior or senior 
faculty see such mentoring as a co-authorship relationship, unless there has been a pre-
established division of labor as would be the case in collaborative research.   

 
Additional venues for such activities can be informal lunches where junior faculty 
present/discuss their research ideas/studies, and receive feedback for their peers and/or 
other faculty with track records of scholarship. 
 
Not to belabor the issue, but from my interviews, some junior faculty are doing research using 
convenience or otherwise available data from local sources that has a low probability of 
resulting in scholarly publication (problems with internal and external validity, lack of control, 
confounding variables, etc.).  In such cases, a research mentor can provide feedback to 
explain why the research may not be viable, as opposed to the faculty member spending two 
or three years on a study with the expectation that publications for gaining tenure will be 
forthcoming. If there were only one or two junior faculty members in the Department, the need 
for implementing such a program would be less evident.  The number of new faculty members 
suggests the need of foresight in recognizing the mentoring (and in particular research 
mentoring) needs of junior faculty.  Because of the (potentially) limited number of senior 
faculty who 1) have the time and are willing to actively mentor junior faculty (and committed to 
doing a good job at this task), as well as 2) who have expertise in the junior faculty member's 
domain or related area of research, it is likely that some senior faculty may need to mentor 
two or more junior faculty.  It should be clear that the mentor should not be doing the research 
for the junior faculty member, but engage in a discussion of the research or proposed project 
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and provide feedback on research design, viability or probability of success, strategies for 
conducting research, read drafts of manuscripts, grant writing, etc.  If it is evident that a junior 
faculty member does not  have a strong research background or needs further instruction in 
statistics/research methods, etc., the mentor should be able to inform the junior member of 
this need and recommend readings, web-based or other tutorials, sitting in on classes, etc. in 
order to develop the skills necessary for conducting their own research as well as supervising 
graduate student thesis research. Such a mentoring program should help to insure that any 
release time for research activity will be reasonably productive, and that what time junior 
faculty have to dedicate to research each semester will be well spent. 
 

Curriculum 
 
My evaluation of the Undergraduate and Graduate programs is based on the documentation 
delivered to me, and verbal and written comments by students during meetings at Des Moines 
Center and the Ellensburg campus.  Most of the students at these meetings reported relatively 
high GPAs, so my assumption is that these students were among the more successful students 
in their respective programs.  All students appeared to be invested in their educational 
programs, honest in their comments and knowledgeable as their programs and the department. 
 
Undergraduate Programs 
  
Strengths 
 
• Overall, the students interviewed were for the most part very satisfied with the undergraduate 

psychology program at CWU.  Students reported that they had good advising from faculty, 
although for some students this was from faculty other than their assigned advisor.  Issues 
with advising are noted in the following section. Reverse scoring the overall satisfaction rating 
scale used to collect information with 10 being very satisfied, the majority of ratings were 7s 
and 8s. Likewise, although there was some variability on the semantic differential, overall 
evaluations of the Psychology Department Faculty and My College Major/Program were 
positive. Written comments suggested that most of the faculty were considered caring of 
students and their progress through the major. In the written space to describe strengths of 
the Department faculty members, nearly the majority of responses described instructors as 
knowledgeable, available to students, and interested in student success. Students noted the 
good availability of research opportunities to work with faculty. The undergraduate students 
interviewed had strong praise for the faculty and their dedication to undergraduate education 
in psychology. This is consistent with course evaluation data provided in the self-study 
document, and goes beyond specific course data to support the efforts and dedication of the 
department to undergraduate psychology student instruction and learning. 

 
• The CWU-Des Moines Center provides community-based distance education courses and 

includes on-campus classes, tele-video conference (ITV) and web-based instruction. This 
seems to meet an important need and generates additional revenue for CWU.  The 
department offers an undergraduate major at Des Moines, which is commendable, assuming 
that staffing infrastructure supports this satellite program. In discussions with faculty members 
it appears that the Des Moines program has been well designed to provide distance 
education courses, and that faculty are comfortable using technology to deliver instruction. 
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Challenges 
 
• One potential downside to the Des Moines Center campus is the placement of new faculty 

member(s) away from the general department faculty, potentially limiting scholarship and 
mentoring. The director at Des Moines Center is Dr. Stephen Schepman who spends 
considerable time commuting between campuses. Unless there is department-wide faculty 
support for this program, including sharing of distance teaching responsibilities across faculty 
members, the Des Moines center should be reviewed and possibly reformulated as a 
department run program staffed by part-time and fulltime lecturer level faculty. 

 
• At present, there are two tracks for the undergraduate degree, a 45 unit and 60 unit major, with 

students selecting their option. Options for students are often desirable, however I do not see 
that there is a major benefit gain in having a 45-unit option given variability in how students 
might take electives, and advising required to insure that a student graduates with sufficient 
course content for job or graduate training. I would recommend keeping the 60 unit major and 
simplifying the advising process, at least as it relates to curriculum requirements. This should 
result in somewhat higher student enrollment in upper division psychology courses (as 
opposed to student taking courses outside of the major to make up a minor or second major). 
This also gives students the opportunity to take coursework from a greater number of faculty 
members in psychology, and a stronger knowledgebase in the major. I would also anticipate 
that this increased engagement in the major will also result in greater numbers of CWU 
undergraduates applying to the various department graduate programs. 

 
• Since the last review, the department developed a “capstone” course for the major, which is a 

one-unit “assessment” class that functions as a mechanism for evaluating learning outcomes 
in the major.  This course seems to work well in meeting accreditation requirements for the 
evaluation of the major. However there appears to be limited student learning-outcomes 
specific to the field of psychology that accrues from taking this course (as opposed to a 
traditional capstone course such as one on the history of psychology). The one-unit 
assessment course as a senior year (or last semester) requirement is reasonable for 
providing the department with a mechanism for student and curriculum evaluation. I would 
suggest not referencing this course as a capstone (capping students' learning in the major) 
and develop a more meaningful capstone requirement or set of alternative courses to meet 
the capstone requirement. 

 
• Based on interviews with students and some faculty members, the issue of student advising 

emerged as a significant area that is in need of remediation.  Students reported that a number 
of faculty advisors provided limited, if any useful advice, with some students reporting that in 
three years they had only seen their advisor one time, and had difficulty finding advisors or 
getting helpful information.  Some students turned to other faculty who provided useful 
advising, although they had not officially switched advisors.  This has lead to an inequitable 
system of advising, with some faculty taking on advising work for which they did not receive 
credit, while other faculty contributed little to undergraduate advising although maintaining a 
large advising list of students.  Advising of undergraduates is optimal when qualified and 
interested faculty spend time with students, provide support and encouragement, and 
individualize advising as to courses, unit loads, and advice on graduate education options, as 
well as other information.  The benefits of good advisement, includes greater student 
satisfaction, increased attention to learning, reduced dropouts or changes out of the major. 
Good advising is critical for student from underrepresented groups and students who are first 
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in their family to go to college. One possible option is to designate a core set of department 
advisors, selecting faculty who demonstrate a commitment to providing good advising to 
undergraduate students.  Faculty who are not interested in engaging students, should not be 
given student advisees, and in order to provide an equitable workload, be assign to other 
tasks, such as committee membership, report writing, additional teaching, or other 
responsibilities.  I also recommend that junior faculty should not be assigned undergraduate 
advising until they have completed two to three years of service.  Junior faculty should be 
mentored by successful faculty advisors in how to advise students effectively.    

 
• Some students noted problems with some of the courses trying to fit too much content into the 

class. Several students suggested in their written comments to make research methods a 
two-term course with the second term a hands on research proposal and conducting the 
study. One student suggested two statistics courses instead of one. 

 
• In my discussions with faculty about the undergraduate curriculum, the undergraduate 

research methods course came up several times as an issue. Research methods in 
psychology is a core requirement in nearly every psychology department, and of critical 
importance for students.  Based on discussions with a number of faculty members who felt 
frustration with the current one-quarter term course I suggest the following changes to 
enhance student learning and instruction: 1) Require statistics as a prerequisite to research 
methods, or at the very least a co-requisite to research methods. 2) Develop a second-term 
course so research methods is taught in a two-course sequence.  The two-course sequence 
will allow faculty to engage students in active learning of research methodology, data analysis, 
and writing up the results of a small study. I discussed with some faculty the specifics of how 
this might be done. I teach a one semester undergraduate research methods course in which 
students (as many as 48 a semester) each develop a research proposal, conduct data 
collection and analyses, and write up their study in the form of an APA journal manuscript. I 
should note that this course, which also teaches writing in the discipline as well as research 
methods, is instructor labor-intensive as well as challenging for students. 

 
Graduate Programs  
 
Strengths 
 
• The Department has made major gains in the development, accreditation and continued 

accreditation of graduate programs in School Psychology and Mental Health Counseling. The 
MS program in Experimental Psychology has been revised and expanded to include 
coursework consistent with specialization in Applied Behavior Analysis that should meet 
curriculum requirements toward becoming a Board-Certified Behavior Analyst. 

 
• The School Psychology program is both state and nationally accredited and serves a 

significant need in the state for school psychologists. Although this program has had problems 
with staffing, it anticipates hiring two or more faculty to maintain instruction and supervision of 
students. 

 
• The graduate students I interviewed were positive about their graduate programs, although 

nearly all of the students were from Experimental or Mental Health Counseling psychology 
programs.  Students reported that their courses were intensive and that most faculty were 
open to differing perspectives in their field. Students reported positive experiences in their 
practicum courses.  

http://www.bacb.com/
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Challenges 
 
• A major challenge is the maintenance of four graduate programs (two M.Ed. and two M.S.). 

Furthermore, the M.S. in Experimental Psychology also includes an additional track in Applied 
Behavior Analysis, and two Certification programs (school psychology and school counseling) 
are offered. The department has also considered changing two of the masters programs to 
just specialist degree which I do not feel is a productive path.  

 
• As a function of the numerous accreditation requirements and organizational demands made 

on each of the applied programs, the heavy load on faculty for clinical supervision, and my 
review of these programs, I am recommending that the Department seriously consider 
dropping the School Counseling master’s program. The current Mental Health Counseling 
program should benefit from faculty who are currently aligned or teaching/supervising in 
school counseling. In addition, the graduation rate (degrees awarded) in the School 
Counseling program has been low over the past five years. 

 
• I recommend that the department develop a separate master’s program in Applied Behavior 

Analysis that focuses on preparation of masters’ students to become Board-Certified Behavior 
Analyst. This program is currently an add-on option in the Experimental Psychology master’s 
degree. Typically students receive BCBA certification after completing their master’s degree 
and one or two years of supervised experience working as an applied behavior therapist. 
There is a national need for BCBA professionals who can provide services to persons with 
autism and other developmental and pervasive disorders. Modifications of the theses 
requirement to focus on single-subject designs or other applied research specific this domain 
should be considered for such a program. A separate MS or Med in Applied Behavior Analysis 
that is designed specifically to meet curriculum requirements for the BCBA has the potential to 
attract a substantial number of students. If the development of a new graduate program 
presents too many administrative and curriculum changes, I recommend reconceptualizing 
the current Experimental program to make the ABA a second tract within the program with 
most of the course work specific to BCBA requirements rather than an add-on program option. 

 
• Several graduate students noted some difficulty in finding qualified thesis supervisors. This 

should change with better mentoring of junior faculty member research.  However, efforts 
should be made to match students with faculty who can mentor them in research, particularly 
students who have (or may develop) doctor degree aspirations. A few students noted that 
once in their program, little guidance or assistance was provided to support students getting 
into doctoral programs.  There seems to be some credibility to this, as the list of graduates 
over the past five years in the self-study document indicates that only two or three students 
have gone on to doctoral programs. 

 
• Several of the programs are considering or have modified the thesis requirement. I support 

this and suggest that the applied graduate programs (school psychology, mental health 
counseling, etc.) consider other alternative products to the thesis/project research 
requirement. Products such as program evaluation reports/proposals, single-subject 
intervention studies, etc. that allow for demonstration of research and discipline-related 
writing, but do not require extensive work beyond what might be found in a journal article 
should be considered. The thesis as option for students continuing for a doctoral degree 
makes sense, but given the heavy course load and field-based experiences, other 
alternatives should be offered. Reductions in original research expectations for students in 

http://www.bacb.com/
http://www.bacb.com/
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applied programs should be implemented that go beyond the administrative time 
requirements of the thesis review process. 

 
Facilities and Equipment 

 
I had limited opportunity to review all of the facilities and equipment. As a newer facility, the Des 
Moines Center appeared to have reasonably up to date equipment and space to meet the 
instructional needs of a distance/satellite program. Ellensburg facilities are ageing in the 
psychology department, and there may be limited research space to accommodate all of the 
new faculty who have been hired. There has been some updating of connectivity in computer 
systems, although I do not have sufficient information to fully evaluate the computer needs or 
status of the department.   
 
If the core research methods course is revised to a two-term course, there needs to be sufficient 
computer lab space and statistical software, such as SPSS (would require a site license) for 
direct lab instruction by faculty. I presume that there are computer labs around campus that are 
set up for course instruction that can be used, but these would require appropriate statistical 
software. 
 
New faculty computer budgets should also recognize the need for any specialized software 
needed for research. 
 
 

Summary and Conclusions 
  
My overall evaluation of the Department of Psychology at CWU is overwhelming positive. There 
have been major changes to the composition of the faculty to meet recommendations made in 
the previous program review.  The department has spent substantial time on the development of 
learner outcomes across the curriculum and created sound assessment procedures to 
document and measure learning. I congratulate the faculty in their efforts and achievements in 
student instruction and the development of courses and graduate programs. The self-study 
document is exceptional in its reporting of current status, changes that have been implemented 
and self-evaluation of progress and needs for further attention.  
 
Other than my recommendations noted above, any strengthening of the department should be 
focused within, that is recognizing the need to create a new infrastructure that encompasses the 
current faculty composition. I recommend that an off-campus department retreat of two days be 
planned so that faculty can meet, interact, and get to know each other beyond a faculty meeting 
or talk in the hallway. When I taught at the University of British Columbia, there was a year with 
substantial faculty turnover and hiring. A two-day retreat at Semiahmoo (outside of Blaine, WA) 
where faculty meet, ate meals together, and had the chance to get to know one-another was 
immensely useful in creating cohesion and support among faculty members, particularly 
between established and new faculty. Hiring an outside facilitator to assist at such a meeting is 
also recommended. 
 
I appreciate the opportunity to review the Department of Psychology at Central Washington 
University. I had no personal or professional contact or interactions with faculty in the 
Department prior to my visit, and I know of no conflict of interest in my review.    
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Campus itinerary 
CWU Center & Campus 

Day One 
May 28, 2009 
 
7:50am Leave Eureka, CA 
 
12:40pm Arrive Seattle-Tacoma Airport:  Steve Schepman will pick you up at the 
airport. 
 
1:00 – 2:30pm Lunch with Steve Schepman and Danielle Polage 
 
2:30 – 3:00pm Meet with Danielle Polage and Ed Kingston 
 
3:00 –4:00pm Meet with students at Des Moines Center 
 
6:00 – 7:00pm Dinner with Steve Schepman and Stephanie Stein in Ellensburg “Valley 
Café” 
 Stay at Holiday Inn Express  
 

Day Two 
May 29, 2009 
  
7:45am Picked up at Hotel by Kara Gabriel – go to breakfast 
 
9:00 – 9:45am Meeting with Dean, College of the Sciences Dr. Kirk Johnson 
 Dean 130 
 
9:45 – 10:15am Break/escorted on a campus tour 
 
10:30 – 11:30am Meeting with Psychology Faculty, Psychology 217 
 
11:30 – 12:50pm Lunch with Dean/Chair/ 
 
1:00 – 2:30pm Meeting with students,  Psychology 217 
 
2:45 – 3:00pm Break 
 
3:00 – 4:00pm Meeting with Psychology Department Chair, Dr. Stephanie Stein, 

Psychology 421 
 
4:00 – 5:00pm Stephanie will deliver to Barge 303 by 5:00 
 
5:00 - 5:30pm Exit Interview with Dean Kirk Johnson in Barge 303 (Tracy Pellet’s Office) 
 
5:30 – 6:30pm Dinner with Warren & Libby Street (pick up from Pellet’s Office) 
  
7:00pm Driven to Yakima by Susan Lonborg, stay at Super 8, Rudkin Road, Union 

Gap 
 

 


