
Academic Affairs Council 
MINUTES 9/16/11 9:10—12:31 COCOA LIBRARY 

 

MEETING CALLED BY Laura Dunn, Chair of AAC 

TYPE OF MEETING AAC 

FACILITATOR Laura Dunn 

NOTE TAKER Karyn Ott 

TIMEKEEPER Karyn Ott 

ATTENDEES 

Amy Rieger, Jill Simser, John Armstrong, William Fletcher, Warren Jones, Sue Campbell, Karen 
MacArthur, DeAnn Bohm, Joanne Connell, Christine McMurtrie, Deborah Eaton, Laura Earle, Joe 
Wakim, Lynn Spencer, Julie Derrick, Karen Eisenhauer, Linda Parrish, Stephanie Burnette 
(Registrar) Phil Simpson (Provost: Titusville campus) and Catherine Lally (Guest).  

 

9:10-9:15                 Approval of Minutes / Election of Vice-Chair and Secretary                       L. Dunn                                           

 

Change in minutes: Steven Johnson is not serving until 2018. He serves until 2012. 
To follow procedure outlined in AAC Procedures manual, Vice-Chair and Secretary positions need to be 
opened for nominations and a vote.   

Secretary: Karyn Ott - Show of hands/unanimous 
For Vice-Chair: Tony Akers - Show of hands/unanimous 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

Motion to approve minutes.  Motion by J.Armstrong, seconded by J.Simser.  All in favor.  Motion approved. 

 

 
9:15-10:20 OLD BUSINESS: CLO / HYBRIDS L. DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

A. Dr. Simpson’s new role.   Discussion concerning the need for a chief learning officer to work in 
tandem with the AAC.  We need a voice at the upper administration level.  It was noted that 
UFF-BCC is in agreement of the needed administrative support.  It was discussed that a CLO 
needs to be a dedicated position.  If AAC, TPD, and UFF-BCC were to make a unified statement 
complete with a job description, this might help.  Questions were raised about a “CLO” being a 
quasi- administrator, i.e. a faculty member with release time. 

 
The chair noted that if a faculty member is placed as a CLO, he or she would still be subordinate to a 
provost.  Would the faculty member have the freedom to do and say what would be needed in that role?  
There has to be administrative “buy-in.” 
 
Perhaps one dedicated administrator and a faculty with release time – working as a team. 
 
It was stated that we are the only community college in Florida without a CLO. 
 
It was noted that there are concerns about the amount of power our last CLO had.   
 

Is Dr. Drake concerned that by bringing in a CLO it would be perceived as “taking power” away from the AAC?  It was 
noted that this is a “shared governance” structure.  A written job description may help along with a justification/needs 
statement.  The justification would include both faculty and staff perspectives.  It would also contain possibilities for 
funding such a position. 
 
It was noted that we need to ask for both a CLO and an academic dean from the faculty.   
Do we form an ad hoc committee or assign a few people to write a draft?  Committee from both AAC and TPD 
  

 



CONCLUSIONS Create justification of need for a CLO and an academic dean. 

DISCUSSION 
B.  Hybrid Committee (ad hoc) has not yet met.  The ad hoc team is due to meet Monday, October 

3rd. 

Dr. Dunn had sent a document to the council that showed statistics regarding student success in online, hybrid, and 
traditional courses. It was discussed that in some programs there is inadvertent grade inflation in hybrid classes.  Other 
programs stopped hybrids due to low enrollment.  It was noted that other institutions have successful hybrid classes.  It 
was reported that many BCC students are not aware that they had signed up for a hybrid. 
 
The report was sent to L. Dunn to share with the AAC, but did not include direction.  The information concerned only BCC.  
We need to look at other institutions. We need to look at our marketing of hybrids and on-line course.  The “failure rates” 
in our hybrid or on-line tend not be failures but withdrawals.  So many variables need to be analyzed.  
 
In discussion at administrative levels – it has been suggested that an orientation for computer literacy might be placed in 
the Angel shells (voluntarily).  For on-line, hybrids, and companion sites, it would serve as attendance reporting for 
Hybrids and on-line courses. 
 
One of the possibilities concerning the drop rates is that students may be overwhelmed by the technology. 
There is currently a pilot one-hour course in Windows at Titusville. 
  
E-Brevard had its own policy (until this semester) of withdrawing students who did not report within the first three days. 
 
It was mentioned in our last meeting that “students don’t want hybrids.”  Many students are purposefully choosing 
hybrids.  It comes back to marketing.  A call was made for “What is a hybrid course” information to be placed on the home 
page. 
 
When the Nursing program went hybrid it was 40/60 split.  They are now at 50/50.  Perhaps easing into a 50/50 ration of 
instruction would help students and faculty.   
 
Ratios differ at different institutions. 
 
We need a CLO to promote our ideas to support students. 
 
S. Burnette will look into creating a pop up in the on-line schedule. 
 
Could there be a check box to signal understanding that the student understands that they have signed up for a hybrid? 
 
Anything other than a 50/50 model for a hybrid should go to the ad hoc Hybrid committee. 
 
It was noted that Dual Enrollment students are often not aware of hybrid courses.  
 
W. Brown in Health Science has already embedded an orientation into the course in his area (a hyper-tutorial – from Angel 
Support) 
  
It was noted that UCF has a very successful hybrid program. 

 

Conclusions: 
We support mixed delivery methods of instruction. 
We would like to see a computer literacy orientation for students (and the faculty). 
We support something on the website addressing hybrids. 
We support hybrid training for faculty. 
We support more than just a 50/50 model for hybrid instruction.  

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

J, Wakim will contact UCF for possible hybrid training for faculty.  
Consult with TPD.   

  

   

 

10:21-10:28 
24/7 SUPPORT / BARNES AND NOBLE 
AGREEMENT 

L. DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

A. Prosidium 
For the most part Prosidium has been good. 
 
If you do have a situation where Prosidium staff members were not helpful, rude, etc.  please contact 
Mark Mitchell.  Save documentation or send it to M. Mitchell.  M. Mitchell in Academic Tech. is the BCC 
contact to Prosidium. 



B. Barnes and Noble Agreement 
It was reported that we have an exclusivity agreement with Barnes and Noble. This came from CFO, Mr. Laird.   
 
Is the contract with Barnes and Noble public (in the Sunshine)?   
 
 

 

 
10:29-10:45 PREP MATH / COURSE LOAD  L. EARLE/L.DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

A. Prep Math 
L. Earle, chair of the Curriculum Committee, reported on the minor changes in the prep math courses.  
“College-wide” instead  MATV 0018, MATV 0028, and MATV 0022 

C. Course Load.  Possible free pilot program in E-Brevard.  If anyone is interested in learning more about Course 
load, send an email to L. Dunn. 
 
Is Course Load in conflict with our agreement with Barnes and Noble?  L. Dunn noted that they are coming in for 
an informational session.  Course Load could go through Barnes and Noble. 
 

D. Not everyone could open the link given to us via email concerning MH Campus.  It would have to be college-wide 
– but a faculty member could choose not to activate it in his or her shell. 
 
L. Dunn presented that McGraw-Hill will put a free nugget into all course shells.  If the nugget is activated, one 
would have access to all McGraw-Hill’s texts and supplemental materials, even if he or she is not using a 
McGraw-Hill text.  It was noted that there may be integration issues with Angel. 
 
This would have to be done through IT.  How much space would it take up on our server?  If it is a link, it wou ld 
not take up space on our server. 
 
L. Dunn asked if we would like them to present to the Council.   
 

 

CONCLUSIONS 
Motion made to approve changes to MATV 0018, MATV 0028, and MATV 0022.  D. Bohm motioned to 
approve, J. Derrick seconded, all in favor.  Motion approved. 

L.Dunn will ask if McGraw-Hill could come to the AAC and give a short presentation. 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

 

(After break) 11:00-11:24                  Curriculum Coordinators                                                                     L. Spencer 

DISCUSSION 

L. Spencer and R. Roberts have been working with P. Simpson on the issue of curriculum coordinators. 
 
L. Spencer explained with diagram about the overlap in cluster chairs and curriculum coordinators.  She 
also shared information from the contract (CBA).   
 
Changes need to be made to the CBA and Faculty Handbook.  Faculty members choose their cluster 
chairs, but note language in CBS regarding Curriculum Coordinators, which states that they are 
appointed.  
 
L. Spencer presented recommendations to resolve the issue.   
 
The AS side has Program Managers.  
 
We need to go to the clusters and ask them what they need. In Sociology and Behavioral Sciences 
cluster, Barbara Kennedy could serve as both and should be paid. 
 
The Prep coordinators are campus-based. 
 
It was noted that there is a need to make the language consistent.   
 
It was noted that the Biology program coordinator at Melbourne functions as a second department chair.  
 
 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 



Create Zoomerang surveys for faculty and provosts L.Spencer / R.Roberts  

   

 

11:25-11:35 SPRING SCHEDULE S. BURNETTE 

DISCUSSION 

S. Burnette presented the final exam schedule.  Hybrid final exam scheduling is still problematic.  
 
S. Burnette asked for input. 
 
One suggestion was to have the time for evening class to read “normal class time” instead of 6:00pm as 
many classes start at 4:30. 
 
MW 2:15 courses need to be addressed as well. 

Discussion about why we have a mandatory, college-wide final exam schedule. 
 
 

 

CONCLUSIONS  

Early Alert window– March 1-12 

 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Ms. Burnette will review and make changes discussed S. Burnette  

   

   

11:36-12:02 
SLS MANDATORY FOR STUDENTS WHO TEST IN 
TO ALL 3 PREP COURSES 

C. LALLY 

DISCUSSION 

C. Lally presented the statistics gathered from the DOE by M. McBride concerning retention and prep 
students who took SLS and research.  A new DOE study will be published soon. 
 
To make SLS mandatory for all prep students would be overwhelming for our college.  That is not the 
proposition at hand.   
 
C. Lally presented the impressive guidelines used by advisors at Palm Beach Community College.  

BCC statistics of BCC prep students who took SLS – only 30% of BCC students who tested into all three preps had taken 
SLS. 
 
C. Lally presented the SLS and Prep faculty proposal.  This proposal would require any student testing into all three Prep 
classes to take SLS in their first semester.  It would require 3 to 4 more SLS sections per campus.  Students should not 
take more than 12 credit hours.  Prep math should be taken after prep reading and prep writing.  
 
Can we say a prep student can only take 12 credit hours?  Can this be enforced? 
 
It was noted that this proposal addresses only SLS. 
 
P. Simpson brought the proposal to the Executive Council.  Members supported it if the AAC and Financial Aid supported it. 
 
Would all students in all programs benefit from SLS?  K. Eisenhauer explained that statistics show that students are 
positively impacted if they take SLS. 

Discussion about adding “Students must be advised to take SLS 1101 and take no more than twelve hours.”  
 
Discussion concerning a mandatory 3 hours of SLS and impact on Financial Aid.   
 
LIS 2004 and the intro to Windows course can be listed as one-credit hour options that a prep student could take. 

CONCLUSIONS  

Motion of support for a recommendation of mandatory SLS for prep student in three prep classes made by A. Rieger, 
seconded by W. Jones.  Most in favor. Bill Fletcher voted no until he can learn more about impact on his program. Motion 
passed.  



 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Talk with Financial Aid for exemption policy C. Lally  

   

 
12:03-12:07 DUAL ENROLLEMENT ISSUES L. DUNN 

DISCUSSION 

L. Dunn sent all members a copy of a white paper concerning Dual Enrollment students written by Debra 
Marshall. 
Reminder: if you have an issue with a D.E., call Lynn Demetriades. 

ACTION ITEMS PERSON RESPONSIBLE DEADLINE 

Read the Dual Enrollment white paper All members of the AAC Next meeting 

   

 
12:08-12:25 SUB-COMMITTEE REPORTS SUB-COMMITTEE CHAIRS 

DISCUSSION 

L. Dunn, SACS:  A QEP sub-committee was created.  Last spring a survey went out to all stakeholders in 
the college and the data was collected.  Over the summer, white papers were written.  Last Friday the 
sub-committee chose basic skills as the QEP topic.  Basic skills incorporated the four white papers.  The 
author of the basic skills white paper, Ramona Smith, is the new chair of the sub-committee.  There is 
still a great deal of work to do to focus the topic into a QEP.  It was noted that C. Lally’s SLS/Prep 
proposals would feed into the topic.  Denise Young, UCF, suggested thinking about circles  of emphasis.  
All committee members were tasked with reviewing the events of the meetings and the circles – then 
respond. 

SLS was brought up as a possible focus of the basic skills topic. 
 
L. Earle, Curriculum and Diversity Sub-Committees:  New forms are up on ACE!  Academic Tech will help with curriculum 
issues.  Academic tech and Ms. Woolley will review at the first level, then to the CC sub-committee, and then back to 
Academic tech and Ms. Woolley – then it comes before AAC. 
 
Cluster chairs need to let L. Earle know if there is any curriculum changes coming through this semester.  
 
L. Earle, member of the Diversity sub-committee, called for volunteers.  A. Rieger volunteered to serve on the Diversity 
sub-committee. 

L. Spencer, Assessment Sub-Committee: Humanities and Science are running pilot programs.  Two more scheduled 
meetings for the sub-committee.  The pilots will launch in Spring 2012.  Holistic scoring will occur after Spring semester. 
Summer and Fall 2012 will be a time to review data. 
 
Discussion about the Core Abilities as a way to assess the program.  We may need to revisit  the Core Abilities. 
 
L. Spencer reminded the AAC that in terms of Assessment – we have to start somewhere. 
 
LRS Committee: They are looking for another member. 
 
 

12:26-12:31                        For the good of the cause 

DISCUSSION 

K. Ott requested a sub-minutes taker for the October meeting as she will be presenting at a conference.  
K. MacArthur volunteered. 
 
K. Ott asked that the Administrative interns (Dexter Thomas and Guillermo Capote) be allowed to visit the 
AAC. 

 

Move to Adjourn made by J. Derrick, seconded by L. Earle.  All in favor.  Motion approved.  
 
Next meeting is October 21 in Melbourne Building 7, room 100. 
 
 
 
 
Minutes for Sept. 16, 2011 respectfully submitted by Karyn Ott 



 
 


