
AAC Meeting March 19, 2010 

 

In attendance: Cheryl Renee, Lynn Spencer, Julie Derrick, Jill Simser,  Karen MacArthur, John 

Armstrong, Yoshi  Yamamoto, Amy Rieger, Laura Earle, Victoria Candelora, Steve Johnson, Tony 

Akers, Cher Woolley, Stephanie Burnette, Sasan Kermani, Rose Foss, Joe Wakim, Salli DiBartolo,  

Judi Schatte, Michael Moats, Robert Lambm; Laura Dunn 

 

Meeting called to order at 9:10am. 

 

I. Curriculum Discussion 

A. Cher Woolley presented SCNS Field Review items to the AAC. These are state 

mandated discipline field reviews and have been disseminated to the appropriate 

curriculum chair for review and action. Changes will not be effected for a year. So, for 

example, changes approved 11/09 will not be in effect until August 2011. After Cher 

reviews they go to Dr. Drake and then back if approved. These are just handled by Cher, 

unless there are course revisions,--as a service to faculty. Cher makes the necessary 

changes at which point faculty may appeal. They were presented to AAC for approval. 

Laura Earle made a motion to get the SCNS FR approved and on record. 

John Armstrong seconded. 

Motion carried by voice acclamation. 

 

B. Review of Patient Care Program-Laura Earle presented and explained that double 

verbs and grammar errors were corrected.  Laura Dunn stated that 8 members had 

approved the changes via e-mail. Tony Akers motioned to approve the curriculum 

changes. Amy Rieger seconded. All were in favor. Laura Earle noted that there were no 

lab fee changes associated with this program. 

 

C. Nursing 2930  Laura Dunn explained the initial package was presented as change in 

course description. Laura Earle submitted the corrected “Request for Action” to reflect 

the elective options. Laura Dunn pointed out that the competencies which originally 

reflected cardiac care are now included under the new trans-cultural nursing option. 

Tony Akers said it sounds like 2 courses. Laura Earle suggested that it be a special topics 



course. Sasan Kermani provided a math example, where one course covered 

competencies for more than one elective option. In that case the instructor chose the 

appropriate competencies from a list. Cher Woolley reminded us that the state has 

frameworks for the sake of transferability. Cher Woolley has the frameworks. If the 

course is submitted as written it may come back as a different number. There was some 

further discussion of the problem. Dr. Miedema had wanted to remove the sentence 

about cardiac care but it impacted the rest of the course. Special Topics tend to be less 

specific. It may be that the state would want 2 separate numbers for each option. Cher 

Woolley pointed out that if there is too much detail it is no longer a special topics 

course. Laura Dunn suggested that internally the specific options could be created. Both 

Laura Dunn and Laura Earle noted that the course outcomes should be general, but 

internally(in the specific classroom) could be specific. Cher Woolley will pull state 

frameworks on Monday and compare other state courses similarly numbered. 

Discussion of Nursing 2930 was tabled until further clarification per Cher Woolley. 

 

D. Phlebotomy- Cher Woolley noted that course descriptions on forms 4, 5, and 6 do not 

match. Laura Earle said the correct description was on form 4. Laura Dunn amended the 

other forms to match. 

 

E. ENT Packet- Laura Dunn introduced the packet from Pat Fuller. Jill Simser reported 

that she reviewed and worked with Pat Fuller. Jill went in and made changes to the 

three courses for Pat Fuller. There was a discussion of the changes made. Jill made a 

motion to approve. Laura Dunn noted that some AAC members had spoken about the 

need to keep the standards we set, and that some committee members were not 

holding Pat Fuller to the same standards with this packet. Jill Simser said the edits had 

improved the packet. Amy Rieger said this was a good lesson. Jill Simser asked what are 

our priorities?  Laura Dunn, noted that the format and standards are important. The EAP 

program discussion is next. Some things have to be absolutely right per state issues and 

internal standards. If the AAC is comfortable with the course program going forward we 

can continue to work on it. Amy Rieger asked how much review the program had at the 

discipline level. Julie Derrick said she was not certain there was any review. Sasan 

Kermani said he assumed packages had already been approved by the discipline. Julie 



said the discipline is very small and approved going forward with the program. Sasan 

Kermani said he thought the signature page would indicate that the programs were 

ready to go forward. Laura Dunn noted that this is a work in process. Yes, the intentions 

was approval at the discipline level before proceeding further. Amy Rieger noted that 

this was a provisional kind of process. Sasan Kermani said that if we looked back at the 

minutes of the AAC that we had already  agreed to a provisional process: discipline 

approval and then campus-based approval. Laura Dunn pointed out that the discipline in 

question consists of only 4 people college-wide, in contrast to the 35 person math 

department. Julie Derrick noted that at the discipline level there was discussion of the 

basic ideas of the course content.  Only after the packet reached the AAC was there any 

review of the domains. And at that point almost no one fully understood the way to 

handle the formatting. Sasan Kermani suggested that as a general program we approve 

and the remaining changes can be done at the college or discipline level. John 

Armstrong noted that in a perfect world we would want the packets to be perfect. But 

now we are swamped. In future we can take greater care to see that formatting meets 

SACS criteria. It will be smoother in the future. Laura Dunn argued that as we develop 

our procedures we can be precise. Laura Earle suggested we place the packet in on-

going or continuing business, noting that these were just course outcome summary 

revisions. Amy Rieeiger asked if we are going to approve or not? Julie Derrick said we 

ought to. However since we don’t really understand the SACS components we should 

find out and then get it back to Pat Fuller for example. Set aside what we don’t have a 

clear grasp of ourselves. Laura Dunn led a review of the packet for the committee 

beginning with signature page, request for action. Cher Woolley noted that this is a 

unique program. Only one other community college has these. All others are upper 

division. She recommended these numbers in the interest of transferability. Laura Dunn 

proceeded with the individual course review( on screen) beginning with ENT 2010, 

noting that the titles don’t match. Changes and minor revisions were made with the 

consent of the committee. Cher Woolley and Stephanie Burnette asked whether these 

new courses will be listed as part of the AAS in Business? If so they must be 

reflected/amended in the AAS degree. The catalog page and program of study check 

sheet must also be amended. Cher Woolley is doing hand edits now just to stay on top 

of things. A lLong discussion and review of ENT 2010 and ENT 2011, the first two courses 



in the packet followed. Committee reviewed changes which had been made for Pat 

Fuller by Laura Earle and were satisfied with those changes. Discussion was tabled at 

11:36am by Laura Dunn who moved to discussion of EAP. 

 

F. EAP( English for Academic Purposes) Program-  Laura Dunn informed the committee 

that Rose Foss, Dean of English Language Studies, had been tasked with this program. 

Most of the courses  are already in the state system. Rose Foss had already presented 

her program in Palm Bay and yesterday to the Prep Faculty. There are 18 courses: some 

for institutional credit, some for college credit, some for transfer. Palm Bay campus 

leadership was unable to review all 18 courses, but believed the program has 

tremendous potential.  Some of the courses still need some work on objectives, 

etc.made a decision to “approve” the program. Rose Foss explained that the goal of the 

program is to move Intensive English(IE) from IBITSE to EAP where students will pay 

$2000 less a term. The current IE instructors would probably move with the students. 

Cheryl Renee asked who would be teaching the college credit courses? Rose Foss 

explained there would be 4 levels of English proficiency and that the program would 

enroll 3 or 4 times the number of students now ( currently there are  25 students). She 

noted the program would help with the college’s Equity Report. Tony Akers asked if 

there was any merge of programs in terms of faculty. Both Tony Akers and Cheryl Renee 

noted that no one in the Communications discipline was aware of or had been 

approached about this new program. Both pointed out that the discipline chair should 

be contacted before anything further was done with the program. Lynn Spencer made a 

motion to table the EAP discussion. Cheryl Renee seconded. There was further 

discussion of the timeline for implementation of the EAP program. Amy Rieeiger asked if 

the packet could be reviewed by the discipline electronically. Both Cheryl Renee and 

Tony Akers agreed that the earliest possible date for consideration was probably August 

at the discipline meeting. Sasan Kermani raised the issue of cluster jurisdiction. Where 

does prep fall with respect to math and communications clusters? Laura Dunn noted the 

importance of defining and establishing timelines and noted the time constraints. The 

motion to table the EAP discussion/program for now was approved. Sasan Kermani 

voted “present” noting that the committee needed clear procedures. Rose Foss said 

that the EAP packet was ready February 18 and was not a new program as it had been 



taken from successful programs at Broward, Seminole and Valencia. She said she would 

like to be informed of important deadlines, and would be glad to be kept in the loop so 

the program could properly be considered. Laura Dunn advised that the next step for 

the EAP would be to contact Bob Von Achen, who is the Communications discipline 

chair. 

 

G. Discussion Curriculum Review Procedures/Timelines (12:10pm) 

John Armstrong noted that our procedures had yet to be clearly established. Laura Dunn 

noted that with respect to the EAP packet they had approached it as a prep issue but 

missed the necessity of including the Communications cluster. Victoria Candelora asked 

if the packet could be opened again at a later date. Robert Lambm suggested that  

curriculum could be reviewed on a rolling basis, instead of waiting until fall semester. 

Cher Woolley said there is no state reason that courses could not come through for 

January 1. Both Laura Earle and Cheryl Renee thought it possible the EAP could be ready 

by January 1. Laura Dunn resumed discussion of the ENT packet. 

 

H. ENT Packet Review (resumed)  Amy Rieeiger suggested that the AAC continue review 

online via e-mail. Cheryl Renee made a motion to approve the first two courses in the 

packet-- ENT 2010 and ENT 2011. She also suggested that the remaining two courses be 

reviewed and approved(or not) on line by Thursday, March  25 2010 assuming a  missing 

page 4 were located. Victoria Candelora seconded the motion to approve ENT 2010 and 

ENT 2011. Motion approved.  

Amy Rieeiger motioned to review ENT 2020 and ENT 2021 by Thursday, March 25 for 

approval. Cheryl Renee seconded the motion. Motion approved.  

Stephanie Burnette noted that program and catalog pages will also need to be revised. 

Laura Dunn volunteered to work with Cher to get the necessary paperwork. Laura Dunn 

asked if we had agreed to be finished with curriculum for the term, as the EAP’s 18 

courses were not ready. Stephanie Burnette said that with a whole big program there 

were a host of necessary items to consider including advisory committees and cut 

scores, for example. Tony Akers noted that the Prep meeting where Rose Foss 

presented was not called to address the program. It was called to address exit exams. 



He noted that only 4 faculty members had seen the proposal. Victoria Candelora 

motioned to see some of the new business on the agenda distributed by the chair. 

 

I. Lab Fees  Laura Dunn explained that Dr. Chen had met with Mark Cherry and Richard 

Laird. Dr. Chen did a complete analysis of costs and comparisons. It was a thorough 

analysis. He put together a package of lab fee increase proposals. The outcome of the 

meeting : Mark Cherry and  Richard Laird were receptive to Dr. Chen’s proposal. The 

question to be resolved is how fees are tied to budgets. Judi Schatte said she talked with 

Mark Cherry and Richard Laird. She said there is a state statute which says lab fees must 

come back to and be used for the purposes for which they were assessed in the first 

place. John Armstrong asked how far Dr. Chen’s proposal had gone? Laura Dunn said it 

was still preliminary and to be presented. Dr. Chen laid the groundwork for future 

action. Sasan Kermani noted that Dr, Chen’s intention with respect to lab fees was good; 

but the AAC as a body must request accountability on the issue. Laura Dunn said the fact 

that we have different voices, union and faculty, approaching administration would be 

helpful in getting some administrative movement on the issue. 

 

J. SACS Report  Laura Dunn said that Linda Meidima Miedema and Kathleen Peters have 

been invited to educate us about SACS. 

 

K. Overloads  Questions about overloads are more of a union  issue. Judi Schatte said 

she was working with the Banner and I.T. people so that overloads would be calculated 

automatically. She said she would keep the AAC posted on progress. She also noted that 

she was working on getting the e-mail size increased for the committee members. She 

said some, not a lot, was possible. 

 

L. Clusters (12:38pm)  Laura Dunn visited some of the concerns over the preliminary 

organization of the clusters. Is it  the AAC responsibility to define the clusters.  

Consensus was “Yes”-- through the AAC Handbook. Question was raised whether 

curriculum coordinators are the same as Cluster chairs. The answer depends on the 

discipline.  

 



M. Miscellaneous   

1. Tony Akers asked about the Angel Grading and Attendance issues that had 

been raised by faculty members. He thought that at some future date Angel and 

Banner would be “talking” to each other so that Angel might in fact be 

mandatory. Discussion followed. The conclusion is that Angel is not mandatory 

for full-time faculty for gradebook or attendance reporting per Dr. Drake’s initial 

statement at the formative AAC meeting. Some committee members thought 

the AAC should vote on the issue for the record. Michael Moats said that since 

the issue was not bargained it remained one of academic freedom. Amy 

Rieeiger said it would be helpful to have some clarification—an e-mail from Dr. 

Drake which could inform the faculty. Judi Schatte said she would see if she 

could get a joint e-mail sent out from the herself and Dr. Drake—to that effect.  

Laura Dunn said that Steve Johnson would continue to work on issue of those 

who do use Angel for attendance losing attendance data when a student is 

dropped from the course. The LDA then is no longer available if that is the 

faculty member’s only record. John Armstrong said that as a member of the 

Angel Steering committee that there were no plans to link Angel to Banner for 

attendance records. 

 

2. Victoria Candelora asked about textbook selection issues. Amy Reiger noted 

that this was spelled out in the contract article 6.3. Victoria asked about forms 

for textboook adoption then. Laura Dunn suggested using the previous forms 

which required the Discipline Cluster/Department chair to approve and send to 

the bookstore. There were questions about procedure and order of the forms. 

Laura Dunn said she would send an e-mail to clarify. 

 

3. Remaining Agenda Items: 

a. Laura Earle suggested the formation of a SACS subcommittee for the 

AAC. Rieeiger seconded. Motion approved. Laura Earle suggested 

sending out a general e-mail for volunteers. 

b. John Armstrong said Dr. Chen would get the paperwork together for 

signatures. 



c. Lynn Spencer suggested members review the PHC’s work before the 

next meeting. Amy Rieeiger suggested that members please hold 

comments for the face to face meeting. Tony Akers noted that the 

Handbook Committee was not making policy with this draft, but putting 

possible rudders on the boat. 

d. Joe Wakim said that Angel was available for AAC use. 

e. Laura Dunn said that part of the PHC discussion should address 

additional officers for the AAC—a secretary for example. 

 

N. Next meeting will be April 9 in Melbourne, location TBD.  

Meeting adjourned at 1pm 

 

Minutes respectfully submitted by Lynn Spencer 4/10/2010 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


