
Academic Affairs Council 
MINUTES APRIL 29 9:10AM-1:05PM MELBOURNE, BUILDING 7, R.100 

 

MEETING CALLED BY Dr, Laura Dunn, Chair of AAC 

TYPE OF MEETING AAC 

FACILITATOR Dr. Laura Dunn 

NOTE TAKER Karyn Ott 

TIMEKEEPER Karyn Ott 

ATTENDEES 

Laura Dunn, Julie Derrick, Laura Earle, Karen Eisenhauer, Christine McMurtrie, Sue Campbell, 
Steve Johnson, Amy Rieger, Victoria Candelora, Bob Von Achen, Yoshi Yamamoto, Tony Akers, Jill 
Simser, Elmira Yakutova-Lorentz, Joe Wakim, Lynn Spencer, Phil Simpson (Provost and Dean of 
Faculty), and Karyn Ott.  Guests: Richard Laird, David Simmons, Rachel Costa and Stephanie 
Garav 

 

Agenda topics 

9:10-9:12 APPROVAL OF MINUTES FROM APRIL 8 LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION  

 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

Motion to approve minutes made by Sue Campbell.  Seconded by Tony Akers.  All in favor – Motion approved. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 

9:12-9:24 CURRICULUM PACKETS LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION Minor changes that will have to be addressed by Dan Capman 

Discussion of EDF 2130, packet originator Marika Koch worked with Bob von Achen. 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

All EMS packets approved with CCSD portion pending a minor correction/omission to be done by Cher Woolley. Motion 
made by T. McMurtrie. Seconded by Tony Akers. All approved- motion passed. 
 
Motion to approve EDF 2130 made by Julie Derrick.   Seconded by Jill Simser.  All in favor – motion passed. 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

 
 

  



 
 
 

  

   

9:25-10:01 TECHNOLOGY FEES LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

L. Dunn noted that there are 42 pages of fee schedule online.  L. Dunn presented page 14.  Anyone who 
signs up for an on-line course pays a $10.00 per credit hour fee. At one time this fee may have been 
appropriate, but not all students are being charged this fee, only those who take online classes, although 
use of Angel is required by all adjuncts and most full-time faculty use it as well.  Therefore, should all 
students be paying a technology fee? 

Question: Where do these fees go?  Mr. Laird explained that in the $94.00 per credit hour is an embedded $4.00 fee.  This 
fee goes into a pool that is specifically earmarked (class one) that goes to refreshing the technology systems   

Question: What about a one- time fee per semester? 
Question: If we designate the $10.00 fee, what about the students who have professors who do not use Angel? 
L. Dunn noted that a fee would include usage of all technology – computer labs, etc… 
Question: Could some of that fund be diverted to Helpdesk hours on nights and weekends when students need support. 
 
Mr. Laird noted that the Helpdesk is under IT.  There has been discussion about 24 hour IT support through Student 
Activities fund. 
 
L. Dunn asked if we can expand that $10.00 fund to all students.  If we can could the number be dropped to something 
less than $10 per credit hour? 
 
Discussion concerning that there could be a way to designate some courses that would have that fee attached.  It was 
noted that the fee would cover all technology not just the LMS – but Outlook, computer lab, etc. 
It was noted that hybrid courses require heavy use of the LMS.  If the fee were assessed per credit hour, it would penalize 
the student taking a large number of credit hours. 
 
Dr. Simpson noted that if the fee were charged per student instead of per course it would be cleared for state auditors. 
 
Discussion:  Since students are accessed $4.00 per credit hour, that could be (on average) $40.00 already.  If we include 
another fee in addition to the 4.00.  Who makes that decision?  Mr. Laird noted that it is a state decision.    
 
L. Spencer noted that the tech. fees should be shared equitably – We as the AAC can make this known to administration. 
 
Presidium: 
P. Simpson and R. Laird discussed Presidium.  The concern is that students have support issues after 5:00pm on Thursday 
– when the Helpdesk closes.  The Helpdesk does what they can – even off hours. Presidium is a service that would provide 
support in “off” hours.  There is also discussion about added staff to the Helpdesk.  Mr. Laird presented that Presidium is 
widely used by colleges and universities.  E-Brevard discovered the service and presented it to the administration.  About 
six months ago the subject came up again through AAC.  Mr. Laird and the operations side of the college thought it was a 
great idea.  Mr. Laird presented that a one year pilot program would cost $100,000.00 Mr. Laird asked the AAC if we would 
like to try this pilot for the next academic year. 
 
Question:  It seems that Angel/Blackboard charges enough to supply off hours support.  Mr. Laird noted that most o f our 
sister institutions use an outside support like Presidium. 
 
Question: Could we use computer support from the community?  Mr. Laird noted that they would have to be trained and 
supervised in house.  The training and supervision of the Presidium staff is dealt with by Presidium.  $90,000.00 is a very 
cost-effective number for the service provided. 
 
Question: Where is Presidium based?  Mr. Laird noted that the Presidium staff is based in Minnesota. 
 
Question: Does Presidium cover support for MathExcell?   J. Wakim noted that Mathexcell has 24 hour support. 
 
Question:  What are the types of questions fielded after hours? 
 
Discussion concerning how much support should the College provide?  What are the boundaries?  With this culture of 
entitlement, will this fuel it?  It was noted that we need after hours support to remain competitive and many of our 
students do their course work after hours. Currently, there is no support for night classes at the “brick and mortar” 
campuses. 
 
P. Simpson stated that Presidium’s company line is that they foster a culture of empowerment.  Other colleges have said 
that there are fewer support issues as time goes on. 
 
The Presidium logistics would be that the student would call the college number and the caller would be routed th rough a 
system. 
 
 



 
 

CONCLUSIONS  

Motion to do the Presidium pilot for a year made by Laura Earle. Seconded by V. Candelora.  All in favor – motion passed. 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

$10.00 fee to all students? Mr. Rich Laird  

   

 
10:02-10:35 TEXTBOOKS  LAURA DUNN AND RACHEL COSTA 

DISCUSSION 

L. Dunn noted that Courseload was one possible option.  Rachel Costa, general manager from Barnes and 
Noble, presented what they could offer.  It is not exactly what was offered by Courseload.  B and N would 
offer eBooks, hard copies, rentals, etc.   L. Dunn noted that Barnes and Noble is our bookstore vendor 
and they should have the opportunity to present. 

Rachel Costa noted that the B and N  NOOKstudy has 24/7 support.   NOOKstudy is B and N is their textbook platform.  
Student can drop and drag books, syllabi, etc. to “My Course.”  Electronic books through this service have the same page 
number, diagrams, and illustrations as the physical copy.  They can display two documents at one time (syllabus and 
textbook).  In NOOKStudy students can highlight areas of text and add tags and notes.  Notes can be sent to Microsoft 
Word and then printed. 
 
Question: How do students get electronic access?  Books can be downloaded twice.  Ebooks are about 60% less  expensive 
than a standard text.  Rentals are about 45% less than the hard copy.  One can rent eBooks as well.  If they rent, they are 
given the option to buy at the end of the semester. 
 
The eBooks are compatible with PC or net book (Nook Color and IPad).   Almost all of the eBooks on Nook Study are 
available for free for seven days. 
 
Are there going to be more books available on eBooks?  R. Costa noted that in a few years (soon) 60% of textbooks will 
be available as eBooks. 
 
Professors need to contact publishers directly for desk copies of eBooks.  

Once Blackboard/Angel releases the code, eBooks will be available through Angel by Fall.  A student can print 20% of a 
text per month. 
 
This presentation is available at www.blackboard.com/nookstudy. 
 
For visually impaired students - The eBooks through NOOKstudy have “read back” ability and the font size can be 
enlarged. 
 
 

CONCLUSIONS L. Dunn reminded us the Courseload will be coming to do a presentation for the AAC this fall. 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 
AFTER BREAK 11:05-11:10 TPD UPDATE LYNN SPENCER AND LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

L. Spencer presented the objectives of the TPD committee currently chaired by Dr. Katina Gothard.  
 
L. Spencer presented the work being done on the Assessment sub-committee of the AAC.  L. Spencer 
reported that the committee has created a timeline and is researching assessment at the college.  

 

http://www.blackboard.com/nookstudy


 

CONCLUSIONS  

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

   

   

 

OBSERVERS  

RESOURCE PERSONS  

SPECIAL NOTES  

11:15-12:25 
ASSESSMENT COMMITTEE UPDATE/STUDENT 
OPIONION SURVEYS/CENTER FOR TEACHING 
EXCELLENCE 

LAURA DUNN AND LYNN SPENCER 

DISCUSSION 

L. Spencer presented the work being done on the Assessment sub-committee of the AAC.  L. Spencer 
reported that the committee has created a timeline and is researching assessment at the college.  
 
Student Opinion Surveys – issues.  A. Rieger noted that the hard copy surveys are the old ones and the 
online ones are in the new (contractual) form.  The college will be moving completely to online opinion 
surveys. 
 
Apparently the student surveys are open until the day after finals. 
 

L. Dunn shared a document from Katina Gothard from the TPD Committee about what is being recommended in terms of the 
Student Opinion Surveys (SOS).   (Document to attach to Minutes.)    
 
Discussion: the role of administration in the SOS procedures.  L. Spencer noted that the use of SOS is for faculty and 
provost.  Concern about looking at other people’s evaluations as being problematic.   
 
Committee noted that SOS is first and foremost for administration and not comfortable with this information being in the 
hands of faculty. 
 
Discussion: Is the concept of a faculty senate still a possibility at BCC?  Is the TPD the closest to a faculty senate?    
The mentoring program puts faculty in a role that is quasi-administrative.  Sometimes it is not advisable to take on a role 
that is “to guide faculty” improvement.  L. Spencer noted that there is a standing committee according to the contract. The 
global view is being veered away from.  The performance evaluation questions require including input that could be 
considered administrative.   
 
It was noted that there seems to be an interpretation issue in what is necessary for mentoring.  
 
T. Akers spoke from the department chair perspective.  A chair is not a supervisor but a facilitator.  He noted that on the 
chair evaluation forms, questions concerning accessibility are valid. 
 
L. Dunn presented a statement that she crafted with K. Gothard about the lack of formalized professional development at 
BCC.  We as faculty cannot set up the program – it is the responsibility and needs the oversight of administration.  This 
statement was directly from Dunn and Gothard – not as a statement from the AAC. 
 
Discussion concerning issues about the mentoring program.  It was noted that there need to be other options.  L. Earle 
brought up needs of different areas such as Health Sciences – such as needing instructional coaching. 

K.  Eisenhauer noted that in her research for a Center for Excellence, a mentoring program is a service that can be sought 
out by a faculty member. 
 
L. Dunn stated that having a mentoring program available is her vision – not a prescriptive mentoring program. 
 
P. Simpson noted that we have the opportunity to move into a program with options – not to lock into a particular model. 
 
V. Candelora shared her experience with her UCF student assistant.  The opportunity benefitted both parties.  She noted it 
was a “win-win” situation. 
 
T. Akers noted that we have talented people but we are compartmentalized.   



 
P. Simpson was invited by UCF and Dr. Denise Young to attend their Center for Teaching and Learning next week.  
Possibility grants make something similar for BCC cost-effective. 
 
It was noted that we need a committee to address this issue.  It was also noted that this exists in the contract already – the 
TPD Committee.    
 
Discussion: K. Eisenhauer presented her understanding that the mission of the TPD committee is to set up the procedure for 
professional development – not the mechanism.  
L. Earle needs to set up the sub-committee to address this. 
 
  K. Eisenhauer inquired about a Center for Excellence under the AAC, as AAC is the academic body.  
 
It was noted that it should be one’s supervisor reviewing one’s work. The TPD’s role is mapped out in the contract. 
 
The AAC and guests reviewed the contract for language concerning TPD. 
 
Question: Is any of this in our purview?  
 
Should we (AAC) “nudge” the TPD to develop a more formalized program?  It was noted that a TPD program and a faculty 
enrichment program are two different elements.  
 
We should have a joint committee between AAC and TPD to support a Center for Excellence.    
 
P. Simpson noted that he sees developing a Center for Excellence as a cross-over between AAC and TPD. 
 
Ad hoc committee between AAC and TPD to research to prepare a memo for administration.  P. Simpson noted that we will 
need a budget of some sort.  Budget discussions for the next academic year are happening soon. 
 
R. Laird was not familiar with S&PD line item.  P. Simpson. 
 
P. Simpson noted aspects of a Center for Teaching Excellence budget would include supplies, stipends, and hospitality.  
 
  
 
 

CONCLUSIONS 
We need a committee to address this issue.  It was noted that this exists in the contract already – the TPD 
Committee.    

Should we (AAC) “nudge” the TPD to develop a more formalized program?  It was noted that a TPD program and a faculty 
enrichment program are two different elements.   

Motion to create a joint committee (ad hoc) between AAC and TPD to research a Center for Teaching Excellence made by L. 
Earle.  Seconded by T. Akers.  All in favor – motion passed  
 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Attach TPD Assessment recommendations to formal minutes. Karyn Ott May 3, 2011 

T. Akers will draft a letter to P. Simpson about budget for creating a 
Center for Teaching Excellence for the next academic year 

Tony Akers soon 

 

   

   

   

   

12:26-12:59 TEXTBOOK STATEMENT IN CONTRACT  LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

Textbook adoption guidelines: Instead of AAC creating guidelines for textbook adoption.   L. Dunn 
suggested that each AAC member read Contract Sections 6.2 Academic Freedom and 6.3 Textbook 
Selection and share any comments with the Bargaining Team. 

Discussion concerning textbooks: Textbook mandates - if there is a mandatory textbook, who enforces mandatory usage? 
Adjuncts must use the same text.  Input from adjuncts about textbooks is important.  As an institution we need to have a 
statement/baseline language that says a textbook must be at the correct collegiate level.  
 
It was noted that this goes back to the need for curriculum coordinators and/or offer a stipend to a cluster chairs.  
 
Discussion of definitions of curriculum coordinators, program coordinators, program managers.  Cluster chairs are elected, 



curriculum coordinators are appointed by administrative.  It was noted that we are not in the position to write job 
description – that is the responsibility of administration. Job descriptions are written by administration. 

It was noted that these issues are important in terms of bargaining and budget.  

CONCLUSIONS 
In terms of faculty non-instructional roles: We need to figure out what we need now – not what was done 
before. 

 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Julie Derrick will draft language addressing textbook standards to send 
to Lynn Spencer, Chief Negotiator, UFF-BCC 

Julie Derrick  

Read Contract Sections 6.2 Academic Freedom and 6.3 Textbook 
Selection and share any comments with the Bargaining Team. 

All members of AAC ASAP 

 
 
1:00-1:05 OTHER NOTES / NEXT MEETING…. LAURA DUNN 

DISCUSSION August 26, the second Friday of the new semester? 

 

Meeting adjourned at 1:05pm 

CONCLUSIONS  

Motion to declare that Laura Dunn is a spectacular leader made by T. Akers.  Seconded by All.  Approved by all.  Motion 
passed. 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Email to all AAC members about August 26, the second Friday of the 
new semester as the next meeting. 

Laura Dunn ASAP 

   

 


