Evaluation & Assessment Committee
1:00 – 3:00 p.m.	Zoom
February 20, 2026
Minutes

	Member Attendees 
	College 
	Present = X 
Excused = E

	Warren Plugge, (Chair) 
	CEPS 
	X

	Junyuan Chen 
	CAH 
	X

	Sahadeb Upretee 
	COTS 
	

	Thanh Nguyen 
	COB 
	

	Meaghan Nolte 
	COTS 
	E

	Naomi J. Petersen 
	CSEL 
	

	Ex-Officio Attendees 
	 
	

	Heather MacDonald Carchidi 
	CS 
	X

	Lidia Anderson 
	CS 
	X

	Lila Harper 
	FS 
	X

	Bernadette Jungblut 
	ADCO 
	X

	Alysia Owlsym 
	FS 
	



EAC did not meet quorum all items discussed were for discussion purposes only. No items were voted on. We will move any item to be voted on to the next meeting. 

1. Approval of February 13, 2026 minutes – not approved due to lack of quorum.
2. Approval of February 20, 2026 agenda – not approved due to lack of quorum.
3. EAC Meeting 3/6 Time or Date Change – time and date change was noted to move the meeting and would be followed up through email on the date. It was later moved to 2/20 by email at 2pm due to time conflicts with members’ schedules on the committee. Further communication was provided to Sahadeeb Upetree on his removal and the Chair followed policy to notify Sahadeeb and his chair in the department he resides in.
4. EAC Membership Discussion – EAC committee membership was discussed. The policy was stated that if a member does not show up to three consecutive meetings then that person can be removed by the committee through a vote. There was no vote during the meeting during the meeting due to lack of quorum and it would be decided and voted on via email. It was voted by email to remove Sahadeb Upretree from the committee. Therefore, bringing the committee to have equal representation from each of the colleges with Meaghan Nolte from COTS. Further discussion held on the creation of the policy/code regarding committee participation. 
5. SEOI Data Output & Item Analysis – 
a. Lidia Anderson discussed the challenges with data output and item analysis in regard to Watermark and their capabilities. Lidia did question the charge as to whether this charge was a request from faculty senate to review all questions contained in the SEOI or the single question provided in the charge 25-26.03 “To what extent do you agree or disagree that the instructor seemed genuinely concerned with whether you learned….”. 
b. As Lidia explained most other institutions have an academic representative that administers the SEOI. CWU has IT administering SEOIs with no academic connection to the administration of the SEOI. Which means that there is no one that can run reports and Watermark does not run these reports for CWU, they only have pool access. If access was provided, whomever has access would have access to every faculty members SEOI in the University with each of the forms. This presents a concern about the access to these SEOIs. We do not have a person that can have access that is on the nonacademic side to maintain confidentiality of the information contained within the SEOI results. The previous person Tom Henderson had the capability to run specific reports because he represented faculty, but was on the nonacademic that had significant insight into the academic side of the SEOI analysis. 
c. In Heathers current role she does not have the capacity to run specific reports and support IT. Access to the SEOI output was discussed and it was discussed that it would not be a good idea for just anyone to have access. There used to be a whole process that was involved with data output & item analysis that was established with EC and EAC to handle these situations. It was stated that the data output and item analysis information does exist but IS does not have the academic lense to evaluate the data on behalf of the EAC. It was stated that it would not be in the best interest of IS to acquire the data and evaluate it on behalf of EAC. It was suggested that the University needs someone who understands the pedagogy on the selection of the questions and why the questions were selected and their purpose. 
d. There needs to be some understanding of the purpose of each of the questions and how they align with the teaching modality. The suggestion was made that we would need someone else perform these duties on the data output and item analysis, IS does not have the capabilities to perform these operations as requested. In order to make changes to the questions EAC would want a person who is analyzing the data, item analysis, and making changes to the SEOI survey instrument to work closely with faculty and IS to be effective in the process. The history of SEOIs was discussed in the changes that have occurred over time on SEOIs. 
e. Due to the contentious history of the SEOIs it was suggested that it would be a bad idea for any member of the EAC or faculty member to conduct an item analysis or any other type of analysis. The reason being is that there has been history on conflicts of interests associated with SEOIs. It was suggested that the EAC could reach out to institutional effectiveness, Jason Jones, to run an item analysis. Caution was stated that there should be a conversation with EC related to this issue. Concern was mentioned about the confidentiality related to SEOIs and the conflict of interest related to the viewing of the data related to faculty members’ SEOIs. It was suggested to reach out to IERP to have IERP check for reliability and validity related since they are not faculty related. In order to do this, it was suggested that IS identify the data and strip the critical identifiers within the data (individual, college, etc.)  and have IERP perform the item analysis. It is important to make sure that we are clear as to what needs to be analyzed. 
f. Contact Rebecca Rose potentially that could look at the data and access the data. 
g. Watermark was contacted to acquire data output, but they provide the information to a nonacademic to provide the information to due to the sensitive nature of the SEOI data. It was suggested by IS to go to a single SEOI form for all courses. This would allow for an integration between what is performed in the sharing of information in Canvas. With six (6) forms the processing of the SEOIs and data is a manual process from collecting the data to distribution of the data into F180 for each of the different forms. By condensing the SEOIs into one form would create less time in the manual processes that IS performs to manage SEOIs. With one form there would be a significant reduction in time in the overall administration and management of the SEOIs. With one form this would provide the advantage of analyzing the effectiveness of instruction. Where as with the current six (6) form format it is difficult to effectively analyze teaching effectiveness across the different forms. 
h. Further discussion was held on the effectiveness of reviewing teaching using the SEOI. Additional discussion was held on SEOI completion rates. There is also consideration that needs to be taken in the addition of forms, there is a lack of people who can manage the SEOIs due to the significant time it takes to manage SEOIs. 
i. It was discussed to have a conversation with the faculty senate EC to discuss the administration of SEOIs, so folks understand the significant undertaking of the administration of SEOIs. 
j. There was discussion as to the different modalities of instruction and their effect on SEOIs. Concerns were expressed as to how SEOIs are used at multiple review levels and there was further discussion on going to one form for all instructional modalities. 
k. Suggestions were made to talk with other institutions on their review of how they use SEOIs are administered and the types of forms used for evaluation of teaching along with finding out what questions would be best to incorporate into the SEOI. 
l. The verbiage of the messages on SEOIs students are receiving was provided and is in the teams folder. 
6. EAC25-26.06 – 
a. It was discussed that charge 06 was on hold regarding the FS evaluation. FS still is reviewing the questions and it is out for review by the FS.
7. EAC25-26.08 – Charge change
a. No additional information was discussed on this charge
8. Hyflex Definition & SEOI Form – EAC discussed and defined the new charge for the hyflex discussion as defined below:
a. EAC25-26.08 - Review best practices for student evaluations (SEOIs) of hybrid and hyflex courses and make recommendations for the appropriate SEOI forms. Timeline: winter-spring
b. Further information from the EC. 
9. Faculty Senate Survey – on hold
10. ADCO Updates – no additional information was provided. 
a. There is still work being performed on the Provost’s course scheduling initiative. It is important to understand prime time and peak time in scheduling courses and understanding when classes can start and stop. 
b. There will be some data analysis on the scheduling process to understand how the scheduling of classes is affecting students’ ability to schedule their courses. 
c. There was discussion on how labs would be managed with respect to the new scheduling policy and the technicalities of the start and finish of labs along with scheduling a break. 
d. Courses will be managed through Courseleaf. 
e. ADCO is also reviewing the hyflex definition.
f. It was discussed to mention the one SEOI for all courses to ADCO to get a sense of their thoughts. Discussion was held on how the scheduling regime would affect the SEOI process and data. 
11. EC Updates – 
a. EC is focused on the President and the vote of no confidence. 
b. Some discussion was held on course scheduling issues. 
12. Other –  It was discussed that Charge 25-26.04 administrator assessment is on hold. This is due to the vote of no confidence on the President. 
13. Adjourn – Meeting was adjourned at 2:20 pm. Next meeting will be on March 13, 2026 at 2pm.


Links provided below are for reference of information discussed on the SEOI Data Output and Item analysis:

SEOI Data Output: https://support.watermarkinsights.com/hc/en-us/articles/4454432291995-Response-Rate-Tracker 

SEOI Item Analysis: 
https://support.watermarkinsights.com/hc/en-us/articles/4454477267867-Previewing-and-Exporting-a-Survey 

https://support.watermarkinsights.com/hc/en-us/articles/4454417650843-Survey-Builder-Types-Of-Survey-Questions

https://support.watermarkinsights.com/hc/en-us/articles/4454450629019-Linked-Questions-and-Item-Banks
