
AAC Meeting Minutes 

Aug.20, 2010 

In Attendance: Laura Dunn, Laura Earle, Karen Eisenhauer, C.J. Baker-Schverak, 

DeAnn Bohm, Sasan Kermani, Tony Akers, Lynn Spencer, Amy Rieger, Victoria 

Candelora, John Armstrong, Jill Simser, Julie Derrick, Steve Johnson, Karen MacArthur, 

Salli DiBartolo, Chuck Kise,  Joe Wakim, Provost Simpson, Marina Baratian, Ray 

Roberts, Elmira Yakova-Lorenz, Karyn Ott, Cher Woolley, and Stephanie Burnette 

Meeting started at 9:10am 

I. Dr. Dunn welcomed back the committee and introduced Dr. Phil Simpson as 

Provost and Dean of Faculty 

II. Dr. Simpson explained : 

-his role as a “Chief Learning Officer”  

-he discussed the role of Dr. Shearer to the committee 

-SACS/QEP.  The QEP is to enhance student learning.  The AAC does not 

initiate the QEP, but he wants the AAC to have a leadership role in its 

implementation; an appropriate role 

-he explained the importance of assessment in terms of SACS.  He spoke 

about the pilot assessment done this summer by two humanities faculty 

Ray Roberts asked what we are targeting for SACS in 2014.  Dr. Simpson 

responded that by the time SACS visits we need to have our top enrolled 

courses (including electives) revamped and linked to a Core Ability.  The AA 

program should connect to all five Core Abilities.  For the Tech side of the 

house, we already have many assessment measures in place.   

Dr. Simpson continued to explain that, in terms of assessment and SACS, we 

“need to close the loop”-collect the data, measure the data in a systematic 

way, to be able measure program outcomes 

We need to think of the AA side as a program in terms of programmatic 

assessment.  There are many ways of achieving this in the gen. Ed. 

III. Dr. Dunn thanked Dr. Simpson, who had to leave to attend the curriculum cluster 

meeting.  Dr. Dunn reminded the group that, according to the new contract, 

the AAC will have members from staff and admin. – However only faculty will 

have a vote.   She charged each AAC member to think about the people 

/positions, who need to be on the committee, such as Ms. Burnette (registrar) 

and Ms. Nolis (Director of Academic Tech.) 



 

Mr. Armstrong raised concern about science lab courses being designated for 

“hybrid.”  Labs cannot be taught in the “half-time” format due to lab set up.  

Discussion ensued concerning this issue 

 

Dr. Dunn broke the AAC members into three groups, allowing for an hour for 

each group to work through their sub-agenda.   

 

IV.      Dr. Dunn reconvened the whole group at 11:00am.  She spoke of the 

committee’s position to affect positive change in the culture of BCC; of the 

positive collaboration between the AAC and UFF-BCC leadership; how the 

members of the AAC need to bring others “on board.” 

Mr. Armstrong suggested that incentive, such as MCC credit, be offered for 

serving on the committee or sub-committees. 

Ms. Rieger clarified that, according to the contract, faculty can work through 

their provost to have this accepted as part of MCC 

Dr. Earle brought up that “extra” MCC credit can be held over to the next 

cycle. 

 

Dr. Dunn stated that in these economic times, the Union was able to 

negotiate a raise for faculty.  She reminded us that staff, administration, and 

adjuncts did not get a raise this year.  Many are angry.  Staff do not have the 

option of overtime for extra money – whereas faculty can teach overloads.  

We as faculty need to be aware and show a little humility. 

 

Group A: Laura Earle 

1.  Minor revisions to curriculum guide need to be made.  Corrected guide 

will be emailed to ACC committee members for review. 

2.  EAP.  Ms. Eisenhauer, who revised all 18 courses over the summer, will 

upload them to Datastor for final review before vote.   The final two “gate-

keeper” courses were approved by the curriculum cluster at the Welcome 

Back discipline meeting.  The sub-committee recommended that any EAP 

course being offered for college credit be approved by the Comm. Cluster.  

Karen Eisenhauer will work with the Comm. Cluster to get this done as soon 

as possible.  Six of the EAP courses are offered for college credit. 

3.  Service-Learning Fourth Credit courses.  Group A recommended that 

4th credit courses can be repeated for college credit.  Dr. Dunn checked with 

Ms. Woolley about impact.  Ms. Woolley asked if Ms. Young, Director of 

Service-Learning had been involved in the decision. Dr. Dunn stated that if 



the committee agreed, approval would be contingent on Director Young and 

Dr. Simpson’s approval. 

Ms. Woolley continued to explain that the state needs to know the maximum 

number of hours and she expressed her concern that all S-L 4th credit hour 

courses will have to be redone.  The group agreed that 3 times for credit was 

acceptable.  Ms. Burnette agreed – but her concern was with students 

withdrawing.  If they withdraw from the 3 hour course, they have to withdraw 

from the 4th hour. 

A motion was made for these courses to be offered for a maximum of three 

times for credit, if student withdraws; the 4th credit option goes away.  Dr. 

Kermani seconded.  Motion passed. 

Ms. Woolley wanted to know who would be responsible for changing the 

paperwork.  Would it be Ms. Young as S-L Director?  Dr. Dunn said she 

would check with Ms. Young and Dr. Simpson.  Ms. Woolley wanted know if 

they would be kept on the old form?  Dr. Dunn will talk to Dr. Simpson.  In 

terms of “re-writing” the course, we are adding that the course may be 

repeated 3 times. 

 

4.  Course marked for on-line or hybrid.  Many classes that are not 

designated as on-line or hybrid are being taught as on-line or hybrid.  We 

need a list of all courses to cluster chairs.  Group A recommended that 

clusters would have one year to identify courses.  Then they would have 

another year to change status.  Dr. Kermani expounded that this plan would 

allow the courses to continue to be taught on line in the meanwhile.  Ms. 

Candalora asked when the “check box” appeared on course forms.  Ms. 

Woolley said it came with WIDS in 2004.  Ms. Eisenhauer suggested that 

each cluster should have its own timeline, discipline-specific.  Ms. Woolley 

said those courses are reviewed by the state every five years.  Discussion 

ensued about how and who would generate the list of courses. 

 

5. “C” or Higher.  Dr. Earle reported that Group A recommended “C” or 

higher.  Ms. Burnette said we just need to be consistent. 

 

Hard-coding.  There are some courses that have pre-reqs but these pre-reqs 

have not been hard-coded into Banner.  Ms. Burnette would like to see the 

loop closed on these pre-reqs.  The AAC will ask clusters to review their pre-

reqs to ensure they are correct and then they will be hard-coded into Banner. 

Dr. Derrick asked about hidden pre-requisites.  Ms. Burnette explained that 

when students sign up for a program or a CCC, there cannot be any hidden 



pre-reqs.  All courses needed to complete the program must be in the 

program. 

Ms. Burnette said that students would be able to find all pre-requisites to a 

program in the college catalog. 

Discussion broke out concerning necessary pre-requisites such as COMM I 

for all Gordon rule courses.  Problems to this include that historically it is 

always turned down at upper-level admin, there are issues with the Collegiate 

academy students not able to take COMM until their last semester (even 

though they will have already been taking Gordon rule courses for three 

semesters), will there be enough COMM I courses to fulfill the need of having 

it as a pre-rec? 

 

 

Group B: Amy Rieger and Lynn Spencer 

 

-1.  Institutional Review Board (IRB).  Group B needed more information 

before they can make a recommendation. 

Dr. Earle explained that an IRB is supposed to consist of faculty, admin., staff, 

students, and community members.  An IRB is a federal law requirement for 

human subject research.   
Ms. Spencer suggested this should go to Dr. Simpson.  Discussion ensued 

about the purpose and parameters of an IRB, 

Dr. Dunn – perhaps we should have a member of the AAC on an IRB, the 

AAC should not be steering an IRB.  Dr. Earle agreed that the AAC should 

have representation. Ms Rieger agreed with Dr. Dunn – this should go to 

Provost Simpson 

2.  Sub-committees: The group discussed what sub-committees are needed 

at this time. Current sub-committees defined in the contract are the Academic 

Tech Committee and the Learning Resources Committee  Other sub-

committees that might need to be formed are diversity infusion, SACS, and 

Assessment. 

Ms Reiger requested that the next time the committee meets it should just be 

for handbook review, which would include deciding on what sub-committees 

are needed. We need to plan for a full day meeting.  The handbook cannot 

wait.  Lunch will be provided.   

Mr. Akers noted that, after having the summer away from the handbook, he 

was able to see it with “new eyes.”  The handbook was sent via email with the 

areas in question in yellow highlight. 

Dr Dunn stated that we also need to define clusters and the make-up of 

clusters.  We need to insure that every faculty has a voice through AAC 



representation.  There are issues with terms like “campus” when there are 

new entities such as E-Brevard and Workforce. 

ACTION ITEM: Email Ms. Darla Ferguson and Ms. Tammy Leon for a 

CURRENT list of faculty.  We need the following information for each faculty 

member: name, discipline, and campus or provost.  We also need a list of 

vacancies. 

Ms. Reiger brought up the issue with the word “cluster.”  Would another term 

be better? 
Dr. Earle brought up that the word “cluster” is in the contract.  Ms. Reiger 

countered that, with the current atmosphere with the admin, we could get an 

MOU if we wished to change the term. 

Ms. Baker-Schverak asked what would happen to campus representation.  

Mr. Armstrong brought up the campus rep is to attend campus leadership 

meetings, a different purpose than a cluster rep.  All of these issues will be 

discussed at the next meeting. 

 

Group C: Steve Johnson 

1. Student Opinion Survey.  Group C moved that “opinion” should be 

replaced by “Feedback”. They suggested to the group that the AAC should 

look at E-Brevard’s on-line survey.  Dr. Dunn reminded the group the 

Tenure, Promotion, and Rank committee has already created the survey 

as per the ratified faculty contract.  Dr Dunn reminded the group that if 

someone had an issue with the survey, they should have requested that 

the vote be delayed. 

Ms. Reiger had concerns or had heard a number of concerns about the 

survey only being available on-line.  Dr. Earle, who is currently taking course 

at Uof F, noted that in order for her to receive her final grade – she has to 

take a “feed back” survey. 

 

Mr. Kise noted that we have only seen the survey once at Welcome back.  

Ms. Reiger noted that this is a contractual issue and that this is a residual 

thing from the contract clean-up.  Mr. Roberts asked if the survey could have 

been sent via email for faculty review and input prior to finalizing with the 

administration.  Dr. Dunn reiterated that this is contractual issue.  The 

contract was ratified by the faculty.  It can be opened next year.  Ms. Rieger 

noted that any suggested changes can be brought from the AAC to Union 

Leadership. 

 

2. Academic Technologies: Mr. Kise noted that we need a committee from 

the AAC.  We cannot have Instructional Technology driving curriculum.  



He brought up the issue concerning the installation of Windows 7 on some 

commuters.  It turns out that this caused major problems with E-Brevard 

testing.  Ms. Di Bartolo and Mr. Kise requested that the AAC be a part of 

the Angel steering committee for more backing.  Mr. Kise preferred the 

committee to be called the Learning Management System (LMS) 

committee as our contract with Angel is up in less than a year. 

Dr. Dunn called for a motion for the LMS committee to be a sub-committee 

under the AAC.  Ms. Candalora made the motion which was seconded by Dr. 

Earle.  Motion passed. 

 

3. Retention of Faculty Grade books: Ms. Derrick and Ms. DiBartolo will work 

with Dr. Meidema concerning SACS compliance with the grade books. 

They will report their findings to the AAC.  Someone asked what happens 

to grade books currently.  It was noted that grade books are usually held 

by the department chairs’ admin assistants.  We are not sure for how long. 

 

4. Requirements for Syllabus: Mr. Ray Roberts. 

 

Mr. Roberts presented the Melbourne version of a syllabus checklist.   There 

is concern that the new contract doesn’t address all the areas of the earlier 

syllabus requirements. 

Ms. Eisenhauer brought up that the old syllabus was from under the old SAC. 

The new SACS requirements may be different.  Ms. Woolley asked if WIDS 

was passé’.  She was assured that WIDS is still important.  Ms. Woolley 

noted that there are syllabus templates available on WIDS.  Faculty could 

post their syllabus on-line.  Dr. Simpson (who had returned to the AAC 

meeting) noted that posting syllabi would presuppose a “master syllabus.” 

 

Mr. Roberts noted that in the new contract faculty have two weeks to have a 

syllabus submitted.  Discussion ensued concerning the “two weeks.”  Ms. 

Eisenhauer noted that some faculty work on their syllabus with their classes. 

Mr. Akers noted that sometimes he has to remind himself that we as a faculty 

ratified the contract.  We have to work within it for the next year.  He also 

noted that the syllabus is a contract.  Who would stay in a class without a 

contract?  It was suggested that the syllabus should be provided to students 

before DROP (Last day to drop with refund) so they have the opportunity to 

decide whether or not to stay in the class based on the course requirements 

while they can still get a refund. 

 



Ms. Reiger noted that this was the first time there was any language about a 

time frame concerning the syllabus in the contract. 

 

Wrap-up 

EAP- Ms. Woolley reviewed the process to input new courses – that she 

needs at least 30 days to go through the proper channels. 

 

Spring Schedule is due by Sept 9, On-line registration will open in early 

October. 

 

Next meeting will be at Melbourne campus on Sept.10 at 9 am in room 5-125 

(Dr. Kermani’s birthday).   

 

Meeting adjourned at 1:10pm 

 

Respectfully submitted by Karyn Ott 


