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

	Member Attendees 
	College 
	Present = X 
Excused = E

	Warren Plugge, (Chair) 
	CEPS 
	X

	Junyuan Chen 
	CAH 
	E

	Thanh Nguyen 
	COB 
	X

	Meaghan Nolte 
	COTS 
	

	Naomi J. Petersen 
	CSEL 
	X

	Ex-Officio Attendees 
	 
	

	Heather MacDonald Carchidi 
	CS 
	

	Lidia Anderson 
	CS 
	

	Lila Harper 
	FS 
	X

	Bernadette Jungblut 
	ADCO 
	

	Alysia Owlsym 
	FS 
	



NOTE: EAC did not reach quorum at this meeting, all notes provided below are documenting the discussion that was held during the meeting.

1. Approval of April 4, 2026 minutes - not approved.
2. Approval of May 1, 2026 Agenda - not approved.
3. EAC Report
a. EAC report was reviewed and discussed. The items discussed can be found in the report provided to EC.
4. University Criteria 
a. University criteria was provided to the committee for discussion. 
b. Comments suggested identified the performance standards as provided in the standards should be listed showing the lowest criteria last and highest criteria to be first. 
c. Further discussion was held on the five different for teaching areas. Areas two and three seemed to be similar standards and could be presented in one standards. 
d. Discussion was also held on who identifies the standards for scholarship and teaching, college or department.
e. In regard to the standards, if the committee discussed the fact that the SEOI should align with the criteria. The committee reviewed the new SEOI survey questions. Concerns were raised over the review of the criteria as they align with the SEOI on teaching. We would need to know on the criteria would translate into SEOI questions to evaluate teaching on the new standards. We are concerned that the five areas on the new college standards for teaching would be adopted and approved by the provost. Questions were raised as to what the levels are required to meet or be excellent for teaching within the new teaching criteria. This is an area where the EAC should be consulted when creating a SEOI standard. 
f. Our goal for the new single format SEOI was to create an efficient SEOI that could be used for all different teaching modalities. It has been stated that the single SEOI could use or create individual questions for a specific course that could be tailored to each class. There was concern that this could. Be a major change and was the reason for creating the survey. The EAC suggested that the questions on the SEOI should be relatable to the University teaching criteria. The EAC discussed the relationship of the SEOI survey items to the new University standards. Further discussion was held on each of the items and their relevancy to the teaching criteria. 
g. The EAC further discussed each of the teaching criteria in the new standards. It was stated that the SEOI does not address area 5 of the new standards. It should be noted that the SEOI asks questions that are common of all faculty. The advantage of a single university wide SEOI instrument is a simplified data collection and analysis system. There is opportunity to address different modalities and specific course content in the special questions. These can then be used by faculty for reflection and are not consolidated for a university wide standard. 
h. Each common theme, or area, of teaching performance must be translated into a concrete questions students can answer. The committee did discuss how areas two and three were differentiated and that these two areas should be combined. The EAC created notes regarding the proposed University Faculty Review criteria for student-centered teaching in the context of revising the SEOI document. Our notes will then or should be provided to the EC. Notes regarding this discussion item are provided on teams.
5. EAC25-26.03 – Discuss EC comments on SEOI Survey
a. SEOI comments from EC were shared and responses were also discussed and shared with the EAC back to the EC. 
6. EAC25-26.06 – Faculty Senate Survey - Discuss Comments (see document)
a. Senate and EC surveys were discussed. 
7. SEOI Survey Questions 
a. No vote was held on the SEOI Survey Questions.
8. EC Updates
a. Further discussion was held on the evaluation of the administrators. A subset of the BOT is interested in the purpose of the review of administrators. Concerns have been raised on the Senate involvement of in the BOT discussions. 
b. EAC Members discussed the faculty review process and creating fairness in the review process for all faculty at all levels and the review criteria at each of the different Colleges. 
9. Adjourned – Adjourned at 2:15pm. 
