
CENTRAL WASHINGTON UNIVERSITY 
THE CENTER FOR TEACHING AND LEARNING 

ADVISORY COUNCIL 
MINUTES 

November 30, 2011 
 
ATTENDING: Robyn Brammer, Jan Byers-Kirsch, Bobby Cummings, Jim DePaepe, Barry 
Donahue, Ginni Erion, Connie Lambert, Kirk Mathias, Mark Oursland, Dave Darda, Crystal 
Weddington, and Don Woodcock 
 
MEETING CONVENED: The meeting was called to order at 3:20 PM. 
 
CHANGES TO AGENDA:  A motion was made, seconded, and approved to accept the agenda as 
presented. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  A motion was made, seconded, and approved to accept the November 
9, 2011 minutes as presented.   
 
NEW BUSINESS:  

CARR Committee: (Connie Lambert) 
• The CARR Committee received its first Focus of Concern Form, and Candidate 

Improvement Plan Forms.  This resulted in the CARR Committees recommendation to 
“tweak” the process.  Although the forms were not filled out completely, the committee 
proceeded to follow the referral process that is in place.  The instructor that submitted the 
referral forms marked ‘severe’ on the form.  Connie met with four other faculty members that 
have had the student in their classes, as well as the department chair, and they all reported 
that they observed none off the concerns voiced in the referral and that the student was in fact 
very professional.  

• Questions from the CARR Committee: 
o Should the committee follow the current procedure of calling the student in to discuss the 

possibility of being dismissed from the program? 
o Does the committee have the right to recommend a different level of concern? 
o Should incomplete forms be sent back to the referrer? 
o Should a discussion with the department chair be an option for the faculty member 

(current process listed) or should all faculty be required to discuss the problem with the 
department chair prior to filling out a referral form? (In this case the department chair 
was unaware of a problem with the student.) 

o When should the student be notified that a form was submitted? 
o Should the student be notified every time despite the severity level of the concern? 

• The CARR Committee recommends the following for “severe” cases: 
o Following an investigation, the CARR Committee has the authority to change the level of 

concern. 
o Following an investigation, the CARR Committee completes a Focus of Concern Form 

regarding the investigation and outcome with recommendations. 
o The faculty member is required to talk to his/her department chair. 

• Support was voiced for the CARR Committees recommendation.  This needs to function 
along the same lines as the campus appeal process.  

• A comment was made that the faculty member should be required to contact the student if 
he/she marked severe on the form.  Another comment was made that there are faculty 
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members that would not be comfortable filling out a form if they were required to speak with 
the student regarding the form.   

• Another comment was made that although the committee should be able to ascertain a level 
of concern following its investigation, you cannot negate the reporting faculty members’ 
level of concern.  A comment was made that the committee would not be changing the level, 
just the process of how the committee proceeds after the investigation and a completed form 
to be attached to the original with the committees’ findings.   

• A recommendation was made that the first recommendation be changed to, ‘following an 
investigation the CARR Committee has the authority to adjust the requirement of disciplinary 
action’.  Also, it should be added that, ‘if the faculty member checked severe he/she is 
required to notify the department chair, and meet with the student’.   

• Another comment was made that students need to be told that the forms are out there, and 
that if a faculty member has a concern he/she may opt to fill a form out. 

• Final approval by the CTL Advisory Committee: 
• Following an investigation, the CARR Committee has the authority to adjust the level of 

the disciplinary action.  
• Following an investigation, the CARR Committee completes a Focus of Concern Form 

regarding the investigation and outcome with recommendations. 
• If “severe” is indicated, the faculty member is required to notify his/her department chair 

and the student. 
• Regardless of the level of concern, the faculty member must meet with the student and 

notify him/her that a Focus of Concern has been submitted 
 

ECE Blanket Substitution for Foundation Courses: (Ginni Erion) 
• ECE looked at the national organization and the current program and realized that there was 

a need for certain courses.  When the new PEP was created the departments were told that 
there would be a process for substituting content courses for foundation courses.  They 
decided to start the process, but as they proceeded they realized that with their own courses 
that are already in place should substitute for the proposed new courses.  For example the 
ECE students are required to take the ECE classroom management courses, so with the PEP 
requirement they are taking two courses, which is redundant.  The department would like a 
‘blanket substitution’ for any student that has already taken (for example, but not limited to) 
ECE classroom management.   

• A question was voiced whether the ECE faculty would be willing to substitute the other way 
- if a student has already taken the PEP classroom management course would it substitute for 
the ECE course?  The ECE department assured the council that they would substitute PEP 
courses for their courses as well.   

• An objection was made that there are “culturally specific” and “relevant material” covered in 
the PEP courses that are not covered in the ECE courses.  A comment was made that without 
the PEP syllabi or artifacts available for the ECE department to review, they have no way of 
making sure that everything matches.  If there is something that they need to change or add, 
they are willing to do so, but all they have now are the national standards.   

• A comment was made that with the Science and Math, students are not required to take 
specific foundation courses, so why should the ECE Department students be required to take 
them when the material is already covered in the existing courses.   



Advisory Council Minutes November 30, 2011 Page 3 of 5  
 

• Another comment was made that there is a big difference between a high school math 
classroom management, and a preschool class management.  The ECE courses are much 
more relevant for the ECE student then the foundation course.   

• ECE blanket substitutions will be revisited at the end of winter quarter. 
 

Referral Process and Procedures: (Connie Lambert) 
• The CTL Executive Board met and Connie requested recommendations for faculty from the 

other colleges to serve on the Proposal Review Committee.  The Executive Board decided 
that with the large number of CTL committees it is getting difficult to find faculty willing or 
able to serve on yet another committee.  In reviewing the process, the Executive Board 
recommended that the Proposal Review Committee be eliminated, and the charge for 
reviewing proposals be added to the Undergraduate Curriculum Committee and the Graduate 
Programs Committee since these committees already review all CTL curriculum forms.  The 
Executive Board charged Connie Lambert, Jim DePaepe, Kirk Mathias (chair of Graduate 
Programs Committee), and Mark Oursland (chair of Undergraduate Curriculum Committee) 
with developing forms for the proposals, developing a substitution table to be completed, and 
updating criteria for evaluation.  The substitution form will have the EFC course listed at the 
bottom with the Standard V Elements, CTL Standards, Artifact Alignment, and Rubric 
Alignment.  The top portion will be for the substituted course.   

• The Executive Board also charged the CTL Assessment Committee with reviewing the data 
for the approved courses proposals annually and reporting the findings to the Advisory 
Council and Executive Board, with the stipulation that approvals can be overturned. 
o Comments and recommendations include: 
 under number 5 on the criteria page it states “an annual report specifying comparable 

outcomes” – it was recommended that the word comparable be removed; 
 the purpose of all of this seems to be the eventual elimination of the foundation 

courses.  The response was that the CTL is honoring the promise made to the Faculty 
Senate in order to get the new PEP approved.  The Faculty Senate informed the CTL 
that they would only approve the new PEP if the content areas had a process to 
challenge having their candidates take education foundations courses when they 
thought the identified standards were already met in their content courses; 

 written notice of proposals should be sent to the chair of EFC, as well as any annual 
reports the Assessment Committee completes; 

 a national complaint about teacher education is that there is redundancy in courses, 
which has spawned so many alternative routes to certification in this country; 

 the foundation courses serve as a springboard in which they provide the framework 
and content areas can expand upon it in their own programs; 

 ECE has a non-certification program; those students do not take the foundation 
courses so ECE has to have its courses in place, so students that are certified are 
being required to take multiple redundant courses.  The sequence of the foundation 
courses doesn’t make sense for non-certified students. 

 this could be better.  We could produce better teachers by being more content 
specific; and 

 that the difficult part is having the rubrics and artifacts match when EFC has not 
produced the necessary pieces.  A comment was made that the rubrics for the 
foundation courses are almost completed.   
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• A motion was made to approve the new forms as presented.  The motion was seconded.  A 
comment was made that there are some grammatical errors that need to be fixed.  Without 
further discussion the forms were approved with a vote of nine (for) to two (opposed).   

• A motion was made to postpone any further substitutions until the substitutions form 
template can be completed fully, with a deadline for completion by the end of winter quarter.  
The motion was seconded.  The question was asked whether this included individual 
substitutions.  It does not, only blanket or proposal substitutions.  Without further discussion 
the motion was approved with a vote of ten (for) to one (opposed). 
 

Teaching in the High School: (Connie Lambert) 
• The Careers in Education Contract was provided for the members to make the necessary 

changes.  The highlighted pieces refer to EDCS 300 Pre-Autumn (no longer part of the PEP).  
The agreement states, ‘students who meet the identified competencies of the course, Careers 
in Education, will be allowed to waive the course, Education-Curriculum and Supervision 
300 (EDCS 300), Pre-Autumn Field Experience, at CWU”.   

• A question was asked regarding how Careers in Education is defined.  Is it State?  Yes, it is 
in the WAC.  This is an opportunity for students to earn college credit while still in high 
school.  This is also geared to attract underrepresented populations.   

• The second highlighted sections states, “students must complete a minimum of one semester 
of Careers in Education (90 hours) to receive the CWU course waiver”.  A comment was 
made that the portfolios the students put together are extensive; it is a lot of work and 
involves a lot of commitment.   

• A comment was made that substituting 210 would not work.  There is a lot of advising and 
planning done in that course. 

• Another comment was made that 330 would work, and that we could also waive the 
preadmission observation requirement as long as the student still completed the required 
form.   

• There was concern voiced regarding the timeline.  The student must apply and obtain 
admission to the Teacher Certification Office within four years of high school graduation.  
For the students that complete the course their junior year of high school that would be five 
years from the time they took the course until their admission.  A comment was made that the 
wording should be changed from graduation from high school to completion of the Careers in 
Education Program.   

• A motion was made to change the contract from EDCS 300 to EDF 330 and the preadmission 
observation (the required form will still have to be completed), and to change the graduation 
requirement to completion of the program.  The motion was seconded, and without further 
discussion passed with a vote of 10 (for) with one abstention.   
 

APT Online Program: (Jim DePaepe) 
• The search committee is in the process of the secondary screening of applicants for the 

director position.   
 

Diversity and Equity Implementation Ad-hoc Committee Update: (Ginni Erion) 
• The committee charged Don and Kandee with putting together a plan for a workshop, and a 

timeline.   
 

Curriculum Outcomes and Assessments: (Mark Oursland and Kirk Mathias) 
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• Mark and Kirk provided the updated outcomes and assessments and asked the council 
members to review them prior to the next meeting and send them any comments and/or 
changes. 
 

ADJOURNMENT:  Meeting was adjourned at 5:06 PM. 
 
NEXT MEETING:  January 11, 2011 
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