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Purpose

This Task Force was developed to study and critically examine the compensation for program coordination in the College of Education.  We were charged with examining compensation, reviewing the program coordinator duties and to make recommendations for ways to adjust compensation.

In order to complete our charge, we followed a specific methodology and plan for data analysis.  This report represents the summary explanation and analysis.

We should note that many people and committees contributed to this effort.  Program coordinators gave of their time and answered many questions individually and collectively.  Student Services also provided invaluable data, effort and time.  Executive Council provided critical feedback and support including asking Personnel Committee to take on a parallel analysis of other CSU College of Education organizational structures.  This report is the result of a community effort.

 Rationale for the Study

As a task force, we agreed to the following guiding principles:

• the COE Mission statement is the center of our work; 

• we respect and validate the good work that all coordinators do; 

• we want to ask questions about how coordination is structured and accomplished in the COE.  

• this effort is data driven

We adopted a perspective that we would examine coordination as a “position” and not examining the individual currently holding the position.  We also assumed that ultimately program coordination is done in the service of students and student success.  

To this end, we modified our original charge and broadened our consideration of program coordination compensation to consider alternative models for program coordination.  

Process 

The taskforce considered quantitative and qualitative data sources.  We established a multi-stage process for data collection and analysis that included numerous perspectives and voices.  We began by reviewing existing data on program coordination compensation.  These data sources included student numbers by program, coordinator job descriptions, and the overall coordinator compensation framework.  Based on our initial assessment of existing data we developed the following process.

Stage One-Interview question development: The task force met and developed questions for individual interviews with current program coordinators.  

Stage Two-Interviews with coordinators: The taskforce interviewed current coordinators individually.  The responses to the questions served as data for the first level of analysis.  In addition to the interviews, the taskforce collected information about the college from administration.  Personnel Committee was tasked by Executive Council to collect data regarding college structures from other CSU campuses to serve as a basis for comparison to our own current practices. 

Stage Three-First level of analysis: The taskforce met to discuss and analyze the data from the first interviews to identify trends, common perceptions, suggested interventions, and other relevant comments.  From this analysis the task force identified the need to interview Student Services personnel.  We reframed initial interview questions to reflect Student Services perspective and interviewed individuals responsible for program specific support.

Stage Four- Second Interviews: Each current program coordinator was re-interviewed. Based on the initial interview data the task force developed a second round of clarification questions as well as a draft list of Common Coordination Responsibilities. 

Stage Five- Second level analysis:  In the final analysis the taskforce evaluated the data generated by the second interview.  These data framed the following recommendations. 

Stage Six- Recommendation to the community and the dean: The taskforce will delivered a report first to the Dean and Associate Dean and Executive Council and then to the Governance Community.  

Findings

Table 1 – Assigned Time for COE Program Coordination

	Program
	Compensation

	Multiple Subject 2042


	6 units per semester – 50% AY

	Integrated Credential Program


	3 units per semester – 25% AY

	Middle Level – 2042 and Middle Level Certificate


	2 units per semester – 16% AY



	Single Subject – 2042
	3 units per semester – 25% AY



	Special Education

Education Specialist Credentials

· Concurrent

· Mild/moderate

· Moderate/severe

· Intern

· Add-on credentials


	4.5 units per semester – 37.5% AY

	BCLAD/CTEL

Multicultural Certificate


	3 units per semester – 25% AY

	Educational Administration

(Admin. Services Credential)


	2 units per semester – 16% AY



	Communicative Disorders


	3 units per semester – 25% AY

	Reading/Language Arts Credential


	3 units per semester – 25% AY

	Teacher Recruitment Program


	3 units per semester – 25% AY



	General MA Option* – All non-credential options


	3 units per semester – 25% AY


*This coordinator was added to the COE after we began this analysis

Table 1 shows the assigned time associated with each program coordinator position.  The data indicate that the COE currently allocates 71 assigned time units for program coordination.  At the time we began the review the COE allocated 65 assigned time units to coordination.  This can be seen as 6-7% of the faculty in the COE are engaged in administrative duties.  65 assigned time units divided by our workload of 24 units (with MAP) equates to 3.1 FTEF or three faculty lines.

Table 2 – Program Student Enrollment Report
	Program
	Fall

2006
	SPRING 

2007
	FALL

2007
	SPRING

2008

	Multiple Subject


	210
	213
	168
	172

	Middle Level (MS)


	24
	24
	24
	24

	ICP (MS)


	216
	218
	201
	210

	Concurrent (MS)


	23
	28
	24
	30

	Single Subject


	62
	62
	34
	54

	BCLAD


	66
	66
	62
	65

	SPED ADD-ON
	22
	29
	16
	21



	Ed Admin 
	71
	49
	57
	48



	MA – all other options
	120
	110
	96
	110




Table 2 shows that between Spring 2007 and Fall 2007, teacher education credential programs experienced a drop in enrollment.  The number of BCLAD candidates remained consistent even through this decline.  Educational Administration has also experienced a drop.  All other MA options have remained fairly consistent in overall enrollments.

Table 3 – New MA admits by Semester

	Program
	Fall

2006
	SPRING 

2007
	FALL

2007
	SPRING

2008

	Ed Admin (MA)


	38
	4
	30
	0

	Literacy (MA)
	10


	0
	5
	0

	General Option (MA)
	22*


	1
	35
	7

	Special Education (MA)
	37


	26
	79
	23

	Communicative Disorders (MA)
	XXX


	XXX
	XXX
	XXX


* This number reflects all students enrolled in previously designated options of Teaching, Learning and Leadership, Math, Science and Technology, and Critical Studies in Schooling Culture and Language.

Table 3 illustrates the number of new students admitted to each MA option.  Literacy and Educational Administration only admit students in Fall semester while the other options have rolling admissions.  The Literacy option admitted very few students in Fall 2007.  It should be noted that the General Option MA only began in Spring 2007 and remains in a growth phase.  As well, Communicative Disorders is in a program development stage seeking accreditation and licensure.  There are students in an undergraduate pipeline who are currently being advised about our nascent program.

Table 4 – Program Coordinator Responsibilities Matrix

	
	Admissions
	Advisement
	Communication


	Field Placement
	Course

Scheduling
	Instructor Support
	Program 

Documents
	Program Coordinator Committee
	Other

	Multiple Subject
	X
	X


	X


	*
	X


	X


	X


	X


	X

(Taskstream)

	Single Subject
	X
	X


	X


	X*


	X


	X


	X


	X


	

	ICP
	X


	X


	X


	X

(Field Prac.)
	X


	X


	X


	X


	X

 (COAS)

	Middle Level
	X


	X


	X


	X


	X


	X


	X


	X


	

	Special Education
	X


	X


	X


	*
	X


	X


	X


	X


	

	Ed. Admin
	X


	X


	X


	
	X


	X


	X


	X


	

	CLAD/

BCLAD
	
	X


	X


	X

(supervises)
	X


	X


	X


	X


	X

(BCLAD testing)

	Literacy

MA program
	X


	X


	X


	X

 (America Reads)
	X


	X


	X


	X


	X

(RICA)

	Communicative

Sciences/Disorders
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

(KASA/COAS)


Admissions – Recruit, review applications, conduct interviews, make admission decisions, follow-up with orientations

Advisement – Recruit, pre-program, during program, problem-solving, handling “problems” 

Communication – every coordinator handles multiple constituencies – students, faculty, administration, community members, etc.  Coordinators are often the face and voice of the college in public relations.  Facilitation of communication among students and faculty is paramount and critical.

Field Placement – arrange placements, work with on-site and University supervisors

Course Scheduling – review and revise each semester’s schedule.  Coordinate faculty/adjuncts to teach courses according to COE policy

Instructor support – support and mentor new and continuing adjunct faculty.  This involves sharing shell syllabi, assistance with ordering books, working with students, problem solving, introduction to Taskstream, as well as serving as the instructor’s liaison to all COE policies and University policies.

Program documents – periodic review and update of program documents as needed by CCTC.  These changes can range from minor additions to major revision/rewrite of the existing programs.

Program Coordinator Committee – all coordinators sit on this COE standing committee and attend bi-weekly meetings

Other –The MS coordinator organizes all cohorts within Taskstream.  The ICP coordinator works with faculty in COAS to maintain program quality through regular meetings, Brown bag lunch events, and periodic retreats.  The literacy coordinator monitors the student pass rates on RICA and responds accordingly.  The BCLAD/CLAD coordinator advises students regarding the tests, monitors test administration and test scoring and facilitates test results communication to students

* Single Subject, Multiple Subject, and Special Education currently have a Field Placement Coordinator.

Table 4 illustrates broad areas of coordinator responsibilities.  These areas represent broad brushstrokes and overlapping activities.  Table 3 does not illustrate any specific and unique responsibilities that contribute to the specialized nature of a program.

Interview Analysis

We interviewed each program coordinator and asked a series of questions and subsequent follow up questions.  The interview protocols are attached in Appendix A.  Table 5 illustrates the themes identified in the data analysis.

Table 5 – Summary of Program Coordinator Interview 1

	Interview Question/Prompt
	Identified Themes

	What do you consider absolutely essential to being a good coordinator?
	Communication

Understanding the program; knowing unique features; state licensure requirements

Flexibility, accessibility, commitment



	What are the most difficult and time- consuming tasks?
	Working with faculty and meetings

Student advisement

Communication

Keeping track of state licensure requirements

Admissions



	What tasks can be distributed among the faculty?
	Cohort Advisors

Student Advisement

Program Interviews



	What responsibilities would you eliminate?
	Program assessment

Meetings

Duties that seem to be divided inequitably between programs – why do some coordinators do them but not others?



	Is there anything else you would like us to know?
	Positive feelings/contributions

Compensation issues – not all coordinators compensated equally

Clarity of responsibilities – Clarify authority of the Associate Dean and keep coordinators free of administrative responsibilities

Ideas for restructuring

Ideas for future program success

TRP has special needs and concerns

CDis is in a class by itself




The themes identified indicate that Program Coordinators engage in important work that supports a variety of programs and meets student needs.  They believe that communication is a critical skill and task.  Indeed, communication is cited as one of the most time-consuming tasks along with admissions, student advisement, keeping track of state licensure requirements and working with other faculty.  The Program Coordinators believe it is possible for other faculty to become more involved in supporting students and the programs through roles such as the cohort advisors.  PC also voiced a desire to have clearly outlined and defined roles and responsibilities for the PC’s and the Associate Dean with regard to program coordination.  A strong overriding concern was that the compensation be appropriate for the duties and responsibilities and be equitably distributed.  For example, not all program coordinators receive compensation for work during the summer, yet issues and problems arise that need program coordinator input.

The task force developed a set of follow-up questions based on the data analysis from the first interview.  We re-interviewed most of the program coordinators.  The themes from the second interview are illustrated in Table 6.

Table 6 – Summary of Program Coordinator Interview 2

	Interview Question/Prompt
	Identified Themes

	Do you agree with the themes identified from the first analysis?
	Accurate

Assessment/Mentoring

Duties vary

Compensation



	Are you willing to rethink and restructure what we do as a College in relation to Program Coordination?
	Challenges

Principles

Yes



	Response to Draft Coordinator Responsibilities
	Good idea, but more complex than the list describes

Avoid standardization

Other



	Accountability
	Yes, we should have some system of accountability

Yes, be clear about responsibilities

Yes, be careful about form and function




Program coordinators generally believed the themes identified in the first set of interview data were accurate and comprehensive.  They identified other overarching issues including assessment and mentoring, equitable and appropriate compensation and the notion that duties among coordinators vary depending upon program needs.  

This last seems to contradict an earlier theme about equitable duties (Why do some coordinators do some tasks that others do not?).  One theme that emerged in response to the Draft Coordinator Responsibilities was the notion of avoiding standardization of duties.  Some programs have unique features that require a coordinator to do a specialized kind of work.  In order to maintain individual program integrity it may be necessary to maintain a level of specialized duties and responsibilities.  Indeed, some of the same duties may have added complexity in specific programs.  For example, admissions in the Single Subject involves identification of “viable candidates” which is a complex process that requires close examination of test scores, transcripts and subject matter competency.  This has implications for compensation – do we compensate the lowest common denominator of duties and responsibilities or do we acknowledge special needs and compensate accordingly?  In either case, what does equitable compensation look like?

Another theme identified in the second set of interviews was the notion that any discussion or plan for restructuring should be undertaken for the “right reasons.”  PC’s believe we need to be clear about our goals and mission with regard to program coordination and that we need to maintain a student centered focus.  Any restructuring plans should be focused on program improvement.

Finally, Program Coordinators believe accountability is important.  There were a number of caveats to this idea.  Accountability should be meaningful and provide a way for a PC to account for their activity in their RTP files.  Any system should not simply be another piece of added work and should be tied to clearly defined roles and responsibilities.  One 

Overall, the PC provided invaluable data.  Clearly defined roles and responsibilities is a priority.  Communication lines and patterns need to be developed and maintained.  Support of students through program coordination can be shared by all faculty.  Transparency in compensation and expectations for accountability is important.

The Task Force also conducted interviews with Student Services personnel.  We modified the first set of Program Coordinator interview questions.  The results of the interviews are illustrated in Table 7.

Table 7 – Summary of Student Services Interviews

	Interview Question/Prompt
	Identified Themes

	What are your perceptions of what it takes to be a good coordinator?
	Accessible/Communication

Flexibility

Consistency

Language



	What are the most time consuming and difficult tasks you currently undertake when working with coordinators?
	Communication

Admissions

ICP Specific

Thesis advising/completion



	What tasks do you do that could be take over by faculty?
	None

Advising students in the middle of their program

Admissions

Other



	Is there anything else you want us to know?
	Program Coordination is a transient position

Program changes can be bothersome

Personality/Personal agenda

Awareness of staff contributions

Student concern about seminars  




The interview themes generally reflect the themes identified from the Program Coordinator interviews although with a slightly different focus.  Student Services personnel believe accessibility, communication and flexibility are key skills for program coordinators.  They noted that much of their time is used “tracking down” a program coordinator to respond to a question or a student.  Admissions is also a time-consuming task that Student Services believe could be shared by other faculty.  Student Services noted that all faculty could be more helpful in advising students already in the program as well as knowing the appropriate processes to support MA students in completing their theses.

Student Services personnel shared that it is important for faculty to understand that program coordination is a transient position and changes often.  Student Services have been there for many years and know a great deal about the programs and processes.  Program changes can be bothersome for students and Student Services.  They wish to have faculty know about their contributions.  

Conclusion

The data indicate that program coordination in the COE is a complex and time-consuming task.  Program Coordinators and Student Services personnel are committed to student success and seek to provide an excellent learning environment for future and current teachers. 

The overarching issues are:

· Appropriate compensation for roles and responsibilities

· Equitable compensation across coordinators while maintaining individual program uniqueness

· Clearly defined roles and responsibilities for program coordinators, the Associate Dean and Student Services personnel

· Clearly defined patterns and responsibilities for communication between program coordinators, the Associate Dean and Student Services

· Accountability

· Faculty wide support and participation in student support activities and processes

Finally, any discussion that occurs needs to be based within a theoretical framework that is grounded in the COE Mission statement, core values and conceptual framework.  If we decide to create organizational changes they must be done to improve the delivery of our programs.  

Recommendations

We will outline three options for the Governance Community to consider with regard to organizational structure.  We also offer one suggestion to support the form and function of any organizational structure.   We offer these as discussion ideas based on our analysis of the data.  

1. Maintain the current PC system and configuration with the following changes:

a. Distinguish between teacher education programs and graduate programs. Rationale:  The roles and responsibilities are qualitatively different in that graduate programs must meet specific program standards that are different from teacher education program standards.  Re-evaluate membership configuration of the Program Coordinator Committee and Graduate Program Committee.

b. Develop common roles and responsibilities for program coordinators and outline the role and responsibilities for the COE Associate Dean in relation to program coordinator committee. See Appendix B. Rationale:  Scope of responsibilities repeatedly emerged in the interview data as a concern.

c. Develop a system of “accountability” whereby program coordinators can be supported and acknowledged for their work.  The system should reflect the roles and responsibilities and should provide individuals with a way to describe their work for their RTP files.  In addition, the system should not be an undue burden.  Rationale:  Because the role of a program coordinator is not widely recognized in the University system, it is important for individuals to have the means to describe the scope and importance of their work.  In addition, coordinators will have a means to identify areas/responsibilities where they may need support from administration or other coordinators.

d. Maintain a cohort advisor model across ALL programs with compensation and roles and responsibilities clearly outlined.

e. Identify Student Services personnel who support each program and clearly outline the scope of support duties.

f. Eliminate the Literacy coordinator position and responsibilities and redistribute the units among other coordinators.

Rationale:  The literacy coordinator was mostly responsible for managing supervision of graduate students seeking a reading specialist credential or reading certificate.  There are currently 5 students enrolled in practicum classes for the reading certificate or reading credential in Spring 2008.  As well there are 4 other Literacy students in other Literacy classes in Spring 2008.  There are no discernible plans to increase enrollment.  The number of new applicants for Fall 2008 is approximately 2. 

2. Reduce the number of program coordinators to seven coordinators.  Program coordination remains a leadership opportunity and responsibility for tenure-line faculty and adjunct faculty.  Cohort advisors are a necessary part of this model.  A configuration might be:

a. Multiple Subjects Coordinator/BCLAD – Teacher Education

b. Single Subject Coordinator/BCLAD – Teacher Education

c. Special Education Coordinator/BCLAD/CTEL – Teacher education & graduate

d. Educational Administration/BCLAD/CTEL – Graduate 

e. Communication Disorders Coordinator - Graduate

f. MA General Option - Graduate

g. Teacher Recruitment Project – Specialized

· Distinguish between teacher education programs and graduate programs. Rationale:  The roles and responsibilities are qualitatively different in that graduate programs must meet specific program standards that are different from teacher education program standards.  Re-evaluate membership configuration of the Program Coordinator Committee and Graduate Program Committee.

· Maintain a cohort advisor model across ALL programs with compensation and roles and responsibilities clearly outlined.

· Identify Student Services personnel who support each program including expertise in BCLAD/CTEL and clearly outline the scope of support duties.

· Develop common roles and responsibilities for program coordinators and outline the role and responsibilities for the COE Associate Dean in relation to program coordinator committee and the graduate program committee.  See Appendix B. Rationale:  Scope of responsibilities repeatedly emerged in the interview data as a concern.

· Develop a system of “accountability” whereby program coordinators can be supported and acknowledged for their work.  The system should reflect the roles and responsibilities and should provide individuals with a way to describe their work for their RTP files.  In addition, the system should not be an undue burden.  Rationale:  Because the role of a program coordinator is not widely recognized in the University system, it is important for individuals to have the means to describe the scope and importance of their work.  In addition, coordinators will have a means to identify areas/responsibilities where they may need support from administration or other coordinators.

· Redistribute assigned units to reflect roles and responsibilities.

Rationale:  This configuration collapses responsibilities and acknowledges that we have definitive programs.  BCLAD/CTEL are separate programs but this model emphasizes the integration of the program across the organization.  Knowledge and responsibility for BCLAD/CTEL students will be placed on all program coordinators and not just one individual.  

3. Implement a Director of Teacher Education model.  

a. Single Director – faculty position with appropriate release time.

b. All the caveats of the other models apply.

4. Employ WebCT as an operational resource to assist in the coordination of programs and as a means to enable more efficient communication with the college between program coordinators and faculty.  Suggestions:

a. Devise a shell in which the Associate Dean can serve as the primary supervisor (instructor). 

b. The WebCT shell can be divided into sections, each section within the shell would represent a given cohort.  

c. Each section would be assigned a cohort supervisor who would facilitate the communication within the section.  Faculty teaching in a given cohort would be registered as a “student.”   

d. The following is a list of suggested activities that could be conducted with a WebCT shell:

· Syllabus synchronization: Cohort supervisors can ask faculty to download syllabi into the shell so that the faculty can review assignments, due dates, and other aspects of the curriculum. This could encourage streamlining assignments within a cohort.

· Weekly check-in:  Cohort supervisors can assess the WebCT for weekly check-ins with faculty.  This can help with the week-to-week situations that arise in cohorts.

· Calendar: The cohort supervisor could develop a cohort calendar that would post assignments, group activities, etc.

· Cohort specific activities-Some cohorts have special projects, such as the Arts Cohort and the Poway group.  These cohorts would be able to use WebCT as a point of information, process, etc.  

· Associate Dean can use the WebCT shell to work with program coordinators.  The discussion board feature of WebCT is a powerful tool that can be used to conduct meetings in real time or over a given number of days.  

Rationale: Using this tool would provide program coordinators an optional meeting structure.  They would not have to be physically gathered for a meeting on campus.  Instead, a meeting can conducted virtually over time thereby assuring that everyone has a voice in conducting coordination, etc.

A useful feature of WebCT is the course content link.  In this link faculty, staff, and administrators could find documents that describe the various procedures and expectations of faculty and program coordinators.  For example, one of the items within this link would be a flow chart of how program coordination is conducted in the College of Education.  The link could also include descriptions of roles and responsibilities of program coordinators, cohort supervisors, faculty, etc.    

Other useful features of this program can be determined by program coordinators and the Associate Dean on how to use this technology to best facilitate a consistent flow of communication.  

Respectfully Submitted:

Patricia Prado-Olmos

Alice Quiocho

Gilbert Valadez

Appendix A – Interview Protocols

Introduction

This committee was developed to take a frank look at the units coordinators receive in the College of Education to accomplish their assigned duties.  Our guiding principles are: the COE Mission statement is the center of our work; we respect and validate the good work that all coordinators do; we want to ask questions about how coordination is structured and accomplished in the COE.  

Please understand that this is not a personal thing; that we are analyzing the situation by looking at actual data.  Because it has always been our goal to involve the voices of the coordinators in the process, we will interview each of you. 

Once we have gathered the data from a budget standpoint as well as from interviews, we will analyze the data to identify trends and patterns.  Our recommendations will be based on tangible evidence that is observable and identifiable.  

You may contact any of the committee members at any time if you have any concerns. Committee members include:  Patricia Prado Olmos, Alice Quiocho, Gilbert Valadez and Glen Brodowsky.

Interview Questions:

	Interviewer:

Coordinator:



	1.  What do you consider absolutely essential to being a “good” coordinator?



	2.  What are the most difficult and time-consuming tasks that you currently undertake?



	3.  What tasks do you currently undertake that you believe could be distributed among the faculty?



	4.  If you had to eliminate responsibilities from your duties, what would it be?



	5.  Is there anything else you’d like for us to know?




Follow-up Interview

As we described in our earlier interviews, the Task Force members wish to review our findings and analysis with each of you.  In addition, we have some follow-up questions.

Interview Questions:

	Interviewer:

Coordinator:



	1. In our analysis, “time” is one of the megathemes.  All coordinators are committed to meeting the needs of students and providing a quality program that supports students and results in highly prepared, reflective and thoughtful teachers.  

Additionally, there is a quiet commitment in the responses that shows our dedication to one and one communication with ourselves and with our students.  There also exists a clear call for clarity in responsibilities and duties.

Do you agree with these ideas? In your estimation, what are the overarching themes presented in the summary?



	2. Are you willing to rethink and restructure what we do as a College in relation to Program Coordination?  Are you willing to rethink and restructure what you do as an individual coordinator?  Do you have any suggestions in this area?  What do you believe will be the challenges as we move forward with this kind of cultural shift?



	3. As a beginning to a cultural shift, we’ve utilized the interview data as well as the coordinator responsibilities documents you produced to create the Draft Program Coordinator Core Responsibilities.  We realize these do not reflect what you currently do, but we are attempting to respond to the need for clarity in responsibilities and duties as well as managing time more efficiently.  Please share your thoughts.



	4.  The one gap we noticed is accountability.  How might program coordinators be held accountable for their performance?




Questions to Ask Student Services

What are your perceptions of what it takes to be a good coordinator?

What are the most time consuming and difficult tasks you currently undertake when working with coordinators?

What tasks do you do that could be taken over by faculty?

Is there anything else you want us to know?

Appendix B – Draft Program Coordinator Roles and Responsibilities

Core Responsibilities of a Coordinator:

Admissions -

Program coordinator will participate in one level of admissions interviews.  

The Program Coordinator will develop and sustain a fair and equitable admissions interview process.  

PC will solicit and organize faculty participation in the interview process.

The Program Coordinator will support and orient other faculty to the process.

The program coordinator will make final decisions on admissions of students who do not meet minimum criteria.
Course Scheduling of pertinent courses

The PC will be responsible for managing the course sequence and course scheduling for the program.

The PC will work with designated content area faculty to staff specific courses.

The PC will work with the Associate Dean to finalize course schedule each semester.

The PC will work with the Associate Dean to update the course schedule templates at least once a year.

Management of Cohort Advisors

The PC will maintain a current list of cohort advisors.

The PC will distribute a job description to cohort advisors.

The PC will meet at least twice a semester with cohort advisors.

The PC will serve as the communication conduit between cohort advisors and the Associate Dean/Dean.

Student Advisement

PC will work with cohort advisors and faculty to respond to students in distress as needed

PC will directly advise students as needed about participation in the program.

PC will maintain communication with Student Services regarding students in distress and update files.

PC will organize Program Orientation in collaboration with Student Services and other program coordinators.

PC will work with Field Placement coordinator as student placement issues arise.

Meetings

PC will attend PC meetings

PC will hold regular meetings (at least once a semester) with cohort advisors

PC will meet with Associate Dean as needed 

Address program alignment with CTCC requirements

PC will monitor program alignment with CCTC requirements in collaboration with the Associate Dean and Director of Student Services

PC will participate in program document updates with other faculty and Associate Dean

Faculty Support

Program coordinator will review adjunct applications as needed in collaboration with other content area faculty as needed.

PC will support new faculty in program specifics.

Who will be responsible for final hiring decisions/contracts?

How will adjuncts be evaluated?  Who will be responsible?
Program Evaluation

PC will work with Associate Dean, other PC, Assessment Coordinator and faculty to sustain the COE program evaluation system.

COE faculty and staff, in collaboration with PC, will review program evaluation data annually.  

COE faculty and staff, in collaboration with PC, will recommend and plan for program or course adjustments as needed.

Candidate Assessment

PC will collaborate with Associate Dean and Assessment Coordinator to develop and sustain a candidate assessment system.

PC, in collaboration with all COE faculty, will administer and support the candidate assessment system.
Clinical Experience Placements

This seems to be specialized to specific programs.  What does a PC need to be reasonably responsible for?
Communications with Faculty, Students, Administration (Does this need to be a separate heading???)
Specialized Coordination Duties

BCLAD/CTEL

ICP

Teacher Recruitment Project

Literacy
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