
Meeting Title 
MINUTES FRI 5 NOVEMBER 2010 9AM-1PM MELBOURNE CAMPUS, 7-100 

 

MEETING CALLED BY Laura Dunn, AAC Chair 

TYPE OF MEETING AAC Meeting 

FACILITATOR Laura Dunn 

NOTE TAKER Lynn Spencer 

TIMEKEEPER Laura Dunn  

ATTENDEES 

Chuck Kise for Steve Johnson, Joe Wakim, Julie Derrick, Cher Woolley, Warren Jones, Salli 
DiBartolo, Sue Campbell, Amy Rieger, Victoria Candelora, David Simmons, Lynn Spencer, DeAnn 
Bohm, Cheryl Renee, Karen Eisenhauer, Jill Simser, John Armstrong, Nellie Brannan (guest), Karen 
MacArthur, Yoshi Yamamota  

 

Agenda topics 

10 MINUTES REVIEW OF MINUTES DUNN 

DISCUSSION 
Amendments and discussion of format. Members were asked to carefully review the minutes. Chair 
received corrections from a number of council members. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
Karen MacArthur motioned to approve contingent on corrections received from members. Motion 
seconded by John Armstrong 

Motion approved. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

 Karyn Ott  

   

 

9:30-9:55 CURRICULUM PACKET: HOME HEALTH CARE SUE CAMPBELL 

DISCUSSION 
Noted that the plan was for this to be the last meeting where the AAC will review curriculum packets this 
fall. 

Sue Campbell presented State mandated Changes to the HCP courses. Discussion of double verbs mandated by the state 
but contrary to conventions adopted by the AAC. Changes were mandated by the DOE, Department of Health and Board of 
Nursing. All must be approved by December.  
Discussion about curriculum standards and state mandates. Karen E. pointed out that decision to use only one verb per 
competency was a choice driven by WIDS and other factors. Not everyone writes curriculum with single verbs.  She argued 
it would be acceptable to defer to outside agencies—especially state agencies. Sue made clear that more changes were 
expected this summer as the state is rewriting and revising a host of courses. Cheryl Renee asked if we altered the verbs 
and arranged the competencies to suit our preferred and established standards , would the state accept them? Sue couldn’t 
guarantee the outcome. And said that in some instances where such changes had been made the state had rejected those 
courses. 
Karen E. suggested the nursing folks appeal to their accrediting body.  
Options for decisions: 

1. Approve as is, despite verb issues, as an exception for state mandated changes ( which according to Sue will be 
continuous. Revisions are still coming and there is evidence that all core courses are being revised.)  

2. Table and return for verb revision. Cher Woolley said if these are for the spring she would need to have the 
courses today. 

Sue Campbell’s preference is for option 1, even though acknowledging redundancy and that the objectives are poorly 
written. Julie argued for approval in expectation of further revisions coming in July for the nursing program. Kare n E. said 



there was no point in redoing something that has to be redone in July. Jill suggested that Sue’s experience was probably 
occurring all over the state and that if the Board of Nursing gets enough feedback they may spot and correct the 
redundancies. 
Cher and Julie discussed the credit hour increase in the proposal form 50 hours of contact required by the program. It was 
not considered an obstacle for state approval. Further changes include objectives for 0001 and credit hour change for 
0310 Home Health. Further changes are minor-“flipping denture” and omitting some procedures from. Discussion of 
whether “C” level is 75 or above. This is an Institute of Nursing grading scale. Discussion of POS check sheet, review of 
signature page—signed by Curriculum Development Subcommittee Chair… 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Julie Derrick made a motion to approve. John Armstrong seconded. Carried by voice vote. No opposed.  
John Armstrong and Laura Dunn both noted this was an exception dictated by necessity and not a change 
to AAC standards.  

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

   

9:55-10:30 ART HISTORY CURRICULUM REVISIONS NELLIE BRANNAN 

DISCUSSION 

Art history curriculum presented. Initial revisions were made so that students taking the BCC course 
would be able to transfer the credit to the university level. Changes were made specifically to align with 
UCF. Top issue is request for ENC 1101 as a prerequisite.  
 
Rest of the packet reviewed.  Simmons and Eisenhauer asked that evaluation methodology be changed 
from “vary” to “will include slide identification and essay.”  An “s” was added to “essay.”  Karen E. said 
specification of assessment methods was to insure quality is maintained with adjuncts.  
 
Discussion of WIDS and Curriculum forms. New curriculum forms are out on ACE. Correct for parallelism 
in evaluation methodology.  
 
Discussion of Prerequisite as ENC 1101 or ENC 1101H.  Laura had discussed the issue with Phil Simpson 
and asked Stephanie Burnette for data on success/ outcomes for students who had taken the course with 
and without having had either course. Data was less than helpful. They were only able to generate the 
following of 26 students enrolled in the (only one?) course 22 had finished, 4 had withdrawn. There were 
10 A’s, 8 B’s, 1 C, 3 D’s. Only two students had already completed ENC 1101. Phil had drafted 6 questions 
to be answered in considering the question of prerequisites. These are: 

1. Will classes make? 
2. How do you know the learning will transfer (from ENC 1101 to ARH)? 
3. How many other colleges have this prerequisite? 
4. What data is available, what will be looked at? 
5. What writing across the curriculum strategies could improve writing? 
6. How will this effect scheduling and demand for ENC 1101 instructors? 

Victoria agreed with the prerequisite. If the grading was heavy we could use TAs or assistant. David said 
that one of the issues has to do with Dual enrollment. These students cannot sign up for ENC 1101 until 
they have completed the appropriate high school English. 
Lynn noted that of the 6 questions posed only 2 of those relate to academic quality. In order to address 
those questions why don’t we go forward with approving these courses? This conversation and evaluation  
of these prerequisites in terms of institutional concerns--- the enrollment here is relatively low compared 
with other Gordon Rule classes—Why not approve and assess the impact based on data generated from 
these classes? 
Karen E. said this should be part of a plan to implement changes that other institutions already have in 
place---Valencia , for example. Amy R. said that at the Provost meeting all but 1 of the 6 were interested 
in these questions and against having this as a prerequisite concerned, in part, that this would open the 
door for a lot of other courses to establish a prerequis ite. 
David S. volunteered that Humanities discipline will not require prerequisite at the moment. For core 
classes he said it would pose too many problems. But for sections like ARH 2050 and ARH 2051 it might 
not be so difficult. David noted that there are currently 175 students in the combined sections of both 
classes college-wide. Warren objected that in David making this “promise” we were setting up divergent 
narratives for humanities and other writing courses. 

 



 

CONCLUSIONS 

Lynn made a motion to approve the packets with the understanding that Phil Simpson would implement 
an assessment project using these classes as a pilot to answer the questions he posed. Cheryl Renee 
seconded.  Motion approved. 
 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Laura Dunn called for an ad hoc committee to work with Phil to 
address this pilot project. David Simmons, Warren Jones, Cheryl 
Renee, and Lynn Spencer agreed to serve. 

  

   

 
 
 

BREAK 10:30-10:45 
10:45-11:10 

HANDBOOK UPDATE AND SUBCOMMITTEES JILL SIMSER AND LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

AAC reviewed. Jill will follow up with typo on missing 8.01 and 8.02 from the table of contents. The 
document is on the datastor along with some appendices including the Cluster List with chairs, reps and 
alternates; and the curriculum guide. Nothing yet there on the subcommittees. Once the final version is 
together it will be distributed via e-mail for approval by AAC membership.  
 
Statements of purpose were circulated for review among the AAC. Left to consider are the subcommittee 
statements. Julie raised the question about student involvement and membership on some of the 
subcommittees. Karen E. pointed out grammatical inconsistencies in verb and word choice. She 
volunteered to fix minor issues on the Learning Management Systems Steering Subcommittee and the 
Educational Technology Advisory Subcommittee. Laura Dunn related questions she had concerning the 
current Angel Steering committee. Will that committee be dissolved? She noted that apparently it is well-
attended and we should be careful to make sure those who are members are aware that this is the “new” 
committee. Sally will communicate with current members about the new changes at the next meeting 
scheduled for November 22.  
Additional questions and concerns: Karen E. asked for clarification on who the LRC vice chair reports the 
minutes to. Vice Chair will report the minutes to the AAC secretary who will post to Angel. (Sally DiBartolo 
was handling that since the current secretary is new.)  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

Contacts for subcommittees are: 
LMSSS-Sally DiBartolo 
Ed.Tech-Chuck Kise 
SACS- Laura Dunn 
Curriculum Development-Laura Earle 
LRC-Jill Simser 

Remaining subcommittees include Diversity and Assessment. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

1. Fix minor issues on the Learning Management Systems 
Steering Subcommittee, SACS, and the Educational 
Technology Advisory Subcommittee. 

2. Communicate with current Angel Steering Committee 
members about the new changes at the next meeting 
scheduled for November 22. 

1. Karen Eisenhauer 
2. Sally DiBartolo 

 

   

 
11:10-11:32 DIVERSITY COMMITTEE DAVID SIMMONS 

DISCUSSION 

Discussion of Diversity Infusion Subcommittee. Questions include terms of service for administrators and 
whether administrators and staff would be voting members of the sub-committee. Historically there have 
been administrators and staff members on the committee going back to 1998. David expressed concerns 
about what the committee would say about administration initiatives which seem to parallel efforts of this 



committee. For example, BCC has a Global Initiative on the web with language taken from the diversity 
committee. They have created a Global Education Module with criteria that are required for diversity 
infusion. David is concerned about the apparent disconnect between administration and the efforts of 
faculty. Sue Campbell noted that the CNA program was being marketed in Ireland and there is a course 
called diversity. There are concerns with parallel processes for example in Brevard workforce .  
Subcommittee statement will go to Karen E. for clean-up and review by the AAC 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS Subcommittee statement will go to Karen E. for clean-up and review by the AAC 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

 David Simmons  

   

 

11:32-11:40 CAMPUS REP CONCERNS DEEANN BOHM 

 

DISCUSSION 

DeAnn wanted to know if it was necessary for her to attend all the campus level meetings. Can she 
consult with her alternate (in this case, Debbie McClinton who attends anyway as a department chair) and 
review the minutes for relevant information? Discussion of the different campus meetings. In many 
instances campus reps are already attending these meetings in some other capacity. Discussion of the 
requirement and the reason for the requirement. This was vetted as part of the handbook. Campus reps 
should attend the leadership meetings. The Melbourne campus rep had not even been notified of the 
meeting dates, times or locations.  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS The AAC membership consensus was to leave the requirement as it stands. 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Laura Dunn will communicate with Campus Provosts to ask that they 
forward meeting dates, times and locations with an invitation to the 
campus representatives. 

Laura Dunn  

   

 
 

  

 
 
 
 
 

11:40-12:00 
OUTLOOK LIVE AND FERPA SENSITIVE 
COMMUNICATIONS 

CHUCK KISE 

 
 

DISCUSSION 

New student e-mail Outlook Live discussion. Concerns have been raised by E-Brevard.  They were told 
FERPA sensitive information cannot be communicated via this system because it is hosted by an off -site 
vendor. Chuck Kise asked for clarification from the administration on what makes a system FERPA safe? 
Angel is also hosted by an outside vendor, yet instructors have been made to understand that the system 
is fine for communication of FERPA sensitive materials with the appropriate person. A corollary concern 
was why was Information Technology making decision concerning academic issues without input from the 
academic side? Chuck gave an example: When students are dropped for attendance they are locked out 
of Angel. How then do students communicate to appeal? If Outlook Live is not FERPA safe then how do 



we communicate with students—especially in the online environment? Another issue concerns course like 
math and microcomputer applications, where they use outside vendors to host sites on which students 
have work graded and posted. The concern expressed by IT via Betsy Wetzel was that no one could verify 
that the e-mail recipient was the correct person. David Simmons pointed out that this was also the case 
with snail mail. As for example when a student is a minor and the college sends information to their home 
and a parent or guardian opens it in the case of a dependent student. Chuck restated his point that this 
was an academic issue and there should have been communication with the AAC. 
Julie did not see it as an academic issue but as a legal issue. Some further discussion and disagreement 
followed. Julie and Karen proposed that E-Brevard have students sign a waiver as part of their course 
registration process. Cheryl noted that she thought it was an academic issue, even in hybrid course where 
grades are given, assignments evaluated. 
The essential question raised was: is e-mail that is password protected EVER FERPA compliant? Yoshi 
suggested we find out if we should suspend use of Angel for grading based on the communication from 
IT 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

AAC chair will communicate with Betsy Wetzel, Robin Boggs, and 
Stephanie Burnette about meeting with designated AAC rep. Chuck 
Kise volunteered to be that rep. 

Laura Dunn  

   

 

 
 

12:00-12:20 STUDENT OPINION SURVEYS LAURA DUNN 

 
 

DISCUSSION 

The new student opinion surveys are to be deployed in the spring. Joanne McClain asked if we should 
continue to order paper copies at a cost of $3000 for 30,000. She asked for a policy statement from AAC. 
Discussion about whether these will be deployed online or face to face. If we are going to leave the 
option to faculty how will they know how many paper ones to order? Some students have difficulty 
dealing with even the simplest computer tasks. 
AAC asked Laura to have Dr. Miedema communicate with Jo Ann McClain to order for spring and summer. 
These would not be pre-printed with section numbers but left blank so they can be used to accommodate 
the choices of faculty members. Amy Rieger motioned to have the faculty choose the method. But 
acknowledged the problems this posed. A proposal was made to have everyone do paper unless they 
specifically opted for online. The online folks suggested that the default be online and that faculty opting 
for paper specifically request the paper opinion surveys. This posed a difficulty for prep students. As a 
compromise the following was proposed: 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS 

It was suggested that all prep classes should deploy paper opinion surveys. Everyone else can deploy 
online surveys. If a faculty member is unhappy with the online format she may request blank paper 
opinion surveys to deploy in class. Department chairs could keep a stack of the blank evaluations (without 
the preprinted course information). 
Victoria made a motion that the AAC recommend paper surveys for all prep classes. Other instructors to 
offer the survey online unless they request paper forms. 
Cheryl seconded the motion. Motion passed by voice vote. 
 
Amy Rieger suggested we ask Phil Simpson to survey faculty about the opinion survey. Should it be 
delivered face to face or online---to have some idea of the prevailing view. 

 

 



ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Laura Dunn will e-mail Phil about a possible survey. Laura Dunn  

   

 

 

12:20-12:25 DISCUSSION OF FUTURE AAC MEETING DATES LAURA DUNN 

 
 

DISCUSSION 

Scheduled AAC meeting dates conflict with already established UFF EC meeting dates. Amy Rieger agreed 
to adjust the EC meeting times. Agreed we should have one more meeting before the end of the term.  
 
A tentative schedule of meeting proposed meeting dates for spring: 
Jan 21 
Feb 18 
Mar 18 
April 15 
May 6 if needed. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS Next AAC meeting, the last of the semester will be in Cocoa, 3 December from 9am-11am. 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 

12:25-12:31 COURSE WAIVERS AND SUBSTITUTIONS LAURA DUNN 

 

DISCUSSION 

Questions have been raised about who approves course waivers and substitutions. Traditionally it’s been 
the department chair. Should the AAC have a role? Dr. Lamb proposed a Waiver subcommittee for the 
AAC. Discussion of the issue. How quickly do these decisions need to be made? Fairly quickly in the case 
of a student expecting to graduate who finds they are missing something. Often these decisions are made 
to facilitate graduation. An issue raised was that students might practice “campus shopping.” If one DC 
turns them down, they try at another campus, sometimes successfully. Victoria pointed out that having 
curriculum coordinators college-wide could resolve this issue. There would be one person for sign-offs. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
 

12:31-12:55 PERT KAREN EISENHAUER 



 

DISCUSSION 

 
This is a brand new test which has gone “live” at 2 of 28 Florida colleges and which will replace the CPT 
for most students. It is a brand new test, so new that the state had to lobby the Federal Government for 
a waiver which would allow students who take the test to receive financial aid. PERT is part one of a 3 
part project.  Phase 2 is an optional diagnostic test and Phase 3 is alignment of prep course curriculum 
statewide.   CPT will remain for ESOL as PERT has no ESOL test at the moment. PERT will be phased in to 
BCC beginning in 2011 Spring. The PERT is less expensive than the CPT. Discussion followed about 
implementation phased in over 3 segments, working with the Federal government and the State DOE. The 
goal is to improve prep education. More information is coming. A website is available for further 
information. 
 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS More information will follow as BCC begins implementation. 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 

12:59-1:08 REMAINING BUSINESS  [PRESENTER] 

 

DISCUSSION 

A. QEP - Mercy College in New York is using E-Portfolios as a way to assess student learning 
outcomes. They have a Webinar which is less about the portfolios themselves but about getting 
faculty to buy in to the process. 

B. Assessment of the AAC- Laura asked that we each write a reflection about where we go from 
here, the conduct and performance of the council and the chair so far and share it with the 
group. 

C. Chuck Kise asks that AAC requests from Darla Ferguson rationale for disallowing adjuncts out of 
state to teach for E-Brevard. 

D. There is also a lab fee issue. Students pay $40 for Reading Plus, but the money disappears into 
a fiscal black hole. Concerns about lab fees continue unresolved. Lab fees need to be addressed 
at a future meeting. 

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

Meeting Adjourned 1:08. Next meeting 3 December, 9-11am Cocoa Campus. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Members were asked to reflect on AAC so far and share ideas for 
improvement and future direction 

ALL  

Request some further explanation from HR for disallowing out of state 
adjuncts. 

Laura Dunn  

 

   

 
 
 



 
 

OBSERVERS  

RESOURCE PERSONS Cher Woolley, Nellie Brannan, David Simmons, Sue Campbell. 

SPECIAL NOTES Provisionally submitted by Lynn Spencer. 19 November 2010. 


