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Overall Strengths and Areas for Consideration 
 
Brief Summary of Overall Program Strengths and Commendations:  
The peer review team learned a great deal about both the AAS and the BS programs at Weber State University during the site visit. The peer review 
team will note the many strengths of the BS program here. A focus on support for candidate well-being came through clear and strong. A strength 
the peer review team found for Standard A2b was outlined in the Self-Study Report (p. 17). This fall, both BS degrees are being offered fully online 
to support the needs of all candidates. The courses will also be translated into Spanish after a two-year evaluation period. For Standard B3a, the 
peer review team learned during the interview with the program director that faculty are highly involved across campus, contributing in ways that 
support their growth as well as enhance the program. Faculty serve on a wide variety of standing and ad hoc committees including Tenure and 
Promotion, Curriculum, Hiring, and IRB. The Peer Review Team observed a collaborative faculty who described multiple instances of meaningful 
collaboration toward program improvement during both the interview with the Program Director and in the Faculty Interview. This was a strength 
of Standard C1a. The peer review team saw many strengths related to Standard D1a, where learning opportunities and key assessments address 
the cognitive demands and skills requirements of the standards. For example, candidates use skills learned in coursework related to Key 
Competency 4b throughout their various placements. For Standard E, faculty reported that they are consistent in how they administer key 
assessments (faculty interview). An asset the peer review team found is that every candidate takes every key assessment as they are all in required 
courses. Finally, for Standard F3a, a strength of the program at Weber State is their Lab School, which the peer review team visited. The Lab School 
provides quality time and space for ECE candidates to work closely with their assigned mentor teachers as well as with the director. Candidates 
receive thoughtful feedback and write self-reflections on their engagement each week. 
 
 
Brief Summary of Overall Areas for Commission Consideration:  
The peer review team identified concerns related to Key Assessment 4 and 6. The peer review team noted some discrepancies where some key 
competencies were not included in the identified rubrics and some misalignment was present between rubrics and assignment directions. These 
discrepancies are included in this report; however, corrections provided by the program coordinator are noted. 
 
The peer review team learned in our interviews with the program director and administrators that there is currently a hiring freeze or “pause” until 
college-wide budgets and potential cuts are determined. This freeze impacts open positions in the Early Childhood Education Program. Time and 



 

 

B4 
BS 
10/2022 Version 

workload also came up as an issue during faculty interviews. The faculty shared that there are expectations for them to provide service across the 
campus and this is time consuming. 
 
In reviewing the Self-Study Report, the peer review team noted that retention rates for the ECE program were lower than those of the college as a 
whole. During the program director interview, the peer review team learned that the research for the Self-Study Report identified a contextual 
issue regarding the change of state Grade Point Average (GPA) for licensure. Once this occurred, the program saw numerous candidates switching 
from the non-licensure to the licensure program, which had an impact on retention. 
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The Accreditation Standards 

Program Context (Standards A, B, and C) 
 
The accreditation standards are meant to provide a shared vision for early childhood professional preparation that is developed and implemented in programs that are 
responsive to particular candidates, faculty, and communities. This unique program context is addressed primarily through Accreditation Standards A, B, and C. This section of 
the Peer Review Report offers feedback on the program’s areas of strength (for each sub-standard) and areas for consideration (if any) in each of these standards.  

Standard A: Program Identity, Candidates, Organization and Resources  
(pp.10-13 of Accreditation Standards; Part One of Self-Study Report) 
 

A1. Mission and Conceptual Framework: The early childhood degree program demonstrates a clear sense of identity and purpose that is consistent with the 
institution’s mission and responsive to the community it serves.  
A2. Candidate Characteristics: The program demonstrates a clear understanding of its current and potential candidate population. 
A3. Program Leadership: The program’s chair or lead administrator (NAEYC primary or secondary contact) has the necessary knowledge, experience, and skills to lead 
the program. 
A4. Program Governance and Organization: The program’s organization and guidance are aligned to its mission and are participatory, placing the needs of candidates 
as its first priority. 
A5. Program Resources: The institution provides resources to the program that are sufficient to support candidates’ proficiency in the Professional Standards and 
Competencies and for the program to meet its program objectives.  
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Accreditation Standard Evidence Reviewed Findings Related to Accreditation Standard Sub-Indicators 

A1a, A1b, A1c  Self-Study Report 
Candidate interview 
Community stakeholder interview 

 

Strengths: 
 “The mission of the Early Childhood and Early Childhood Education (ECED) Programs 
at Weber State University is to provide a comprehensive curriculum that enables 
candidates to seek employment in any of the various areas of the field of Early 
Childhood Care and Education, working with children and families from diverse 
backgrounds through knowledge gain, skill development, and applied practice” (Self-
Study Report, p. 11). The Conceptual Framework informs all curricular design and its 
“three aspects, theory, research and practice occur across almost every course” 
(director interview).  
 
The Self- Study Report states, “Our goal is to mobilize early childhood professionals 
within our communities to “teach against the grain” in ways that are responsive to 
current and future early educators, and the children and families they serve. 
Grounded in NAEYC Professional Standards and Competencies, our programs 
emphasize a culturally sensitive and relationship-based approach” (Self-Study 
Report, p. 14). This concept was supported in the candidate interview with 
statements such as this one, noting a “Really big part is they want to support you in 
finding your own way of teaching, your personality and how that affects the 
classroom. I become better with each feedback” (candidate interview). 
 

Areas for consideration (if any): 
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A2a, A2b  Self-Study Report 
Program director interview 
 

Strengths:  
Advising is a value for the Early Childhood Education programs. According to the Self-
Study Report, “faculty work with Academic Advisor in the CHF Department, Recruiter 
in the College of Education, WSU High School Dual Enrollment officers, and 
marketing and media departments. The goal is to recruit candidates currently 
enrolled at WSU or in community high schools who have a strong interest in working 
with children” (Self-Study Report, p. 15). Once enrolled, candidates are assigned a 
faculty advisor who will aid them in designing a program tailored to their goals 
(director interview). 
 
“To better support the diverse needs of candidates, the program has kept the course 
schedule flexible and class size small. In Fall 2020, the 100% asynchronous online AAS 
Early Childhood program was launched, to address the needs of early childhood 
practitioners working in the field and having challenges to commute to campus to 
take classes in person” (Self-Study Report, p. 17).  
 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
“The Early EdU and TEACH partnerships provide funding and soft entry for 
professionals currently employed in the field” (Self-Study Report, p. 15). Faculty are 
currently looking at ways to support retention of these candidates. It was noted that 
retention rates for the ECE program were lower than that of the college as a whole. 
During the director interview, the peer review team learned of changes to the state 
GPA for licensure. Once this occurred, the program saw many candidates switching 
from the non-licensure to the licensure program which had an impact on retention. 
Furthermore, some candidates are impacted by military moves. 
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A3a, A3b, A3c  Self-Study Report 
Community stakeholder interview 

Strengths:  
 “The program chair is responsible for coordinating faculty directors of each degree 
program in the planning and evaluation of each degree program outcomes, 
maintenance of accreditation and institutional reviews, delivery of key assessments 
and learning opportunities, and coordination of teaching, research, and community 
outreach among ECED program faculty and staff” (Self-Study Report, p. 17). 
 
Community stakeholders noted a “genuine care for learning and preparing students” 
(stakeholder interview). 
 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
 

A4a, A4b, A4c, A4d, A4e  Self-Study Report  
Faculty interview 

Strengths:  
“At the university level, there are several committees and organizations that impact 
the ECED Programs. Some of these university committees include due process, 
curriculum, salaries and benefits, academic resource and computing, faculty senate, 
and several other committees. All faculty are eligible to serve on these committees 
and are selected by vote or appointment” (Self-Study Report, p. 20). 
“At the end of the semester, students are asked to complete an online evaluation on 
every course they are enrolled in” (Self-Study Report, p. 20). 
The peer review team learned of expanding opportunities for collaboration across 
the College of Education, with the understanding that every subject area in the 
department is doing something that impacts the lives of children (administrator 
interview). 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
  
 



 

 

B9 
BS 
10/2022 Version 

A5a, A5b, A5c, A5d, A5e  Self-Study Report  Strengths:  
“The designated College of Education Librarian is an incredible resource to support 
faculty curricular and research efforts, in addition to student learning in the 
classrooms. There is an annual budget for the Child and Family Studies Department 
including ECED Programs that has been sufficient to fulfill most orders” (Self-Study 
Report, p. 21).  
 
“In the dual/concurrent enrollment program for high school students enrolled in 
child development courses the ECED program has increased the number of courses 
offered at the high schools. The benefit of this has been to give these candidates the 
opportunity to almost fully complete the AAS in EC while still in high school”  
(Self-Study Report, p. 24). 
 
The peer review team learned through multiple interviews a deep excitement exists 
about the future opening of the renovated College of Education building and Lab 
School. The team observed the future site on our tour, where children and families 
will enter through an accessible first floor entryway and be surrounded by active 
classrooms with children, faculty and candidates. As noted by an administrator, “The 
Lab School is one of the most powerful ways to engage the community, and for them 
to see the excellent work faculty, staff and students are doing in this space” 
(administrator interview). The team noted this anticipation was echoed by faculty 
multiple times, as they imagined being back together on one floor and collaborating 
closely again. Beyond the physical space, one candidate stated, “WSU feels like a 
community, and our program is a safe space. Another said, “WSU gets a bad rap as a 
commuter school, but you find your cohort here and the professors create a real 
community” (candidate interview). 
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Areas for consideration (if any):  
The Early Childhood Education Program is a “small program with a lot of ambition” 
(faculty interview). In addition, there are many demands on faculty for service to the 
college and in the community (faculty interview, administrator interview). According 
to the Self-Study Report, “The current 5 full-time faculty is not sufficient to meet 
programs’ needs. Every faculty is overloaded with high service demands and teaching 
loads. As we continue to support our multiple degree programs, on-campus child 
development lab, and community outreach, we are hiring adjunct faculty to cover 
some teaching tasks and part-time coaches to support coaching needs in online 
courses” (Self-Study Report, p. 23). 
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Standard B: Faculty Characteristics and Qualifications, Professional Responsibilities and Professional Development  

(pp.14-17 of Accreditation Standards; Part One and Exhibit One of Self-Study Report)    
 

B1. Faculty Characteristics and Qualifications: The program’s faculty (full- and part-time) hold sufficient education credentials and prior professional experiences to 
meet the institution’s requirements and that are congruent with effectively preparing candidates in the Professional Standards and Competencies.  
B2. Faculty Recruitment, Retention and Evaluation: The program makes an intentional effort to recruit and retain a diverse and effective faculty that, if possible, 
reflects the candidate population.  
B3. Faculty Responsibilities: Faculty responsibilities allow them to effectively support candidate proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies.  
B4. Faculty Professional Development: Full-time and part-time faculty have access to professional development to support their ability to meet their professional 
responsibilities and to stay current and involved with the early childhood education profession.  
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Accreditation Standard  Evidence Reviewed  Findings Related to Accreditation Standard Sub-Indicators 

B1a, B1b, B1c  Faculty qualifications chart 
 

Strengths:  

Review of the faculty qualifications chart reveals credentials and professional 
experience congruent with effectively preparing candidates to meet the Professional 
Standards and Competencies and significant contributions to the community and the 
profession. 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
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B2a, B2b, B2c  Self-Study Report  
Administrator interview  
Director interview 
Faculty interview  

Strengths:  
According to the Self-Study Report, “An effort is made to attract a diverse faculty 
through national advertising and incentives from the university office of affirmative 
action and equal opportunity to hire diverse faculty.” Once they arrive on campus, 
“New faculty members are provided with several resources to support their success 
and retention. These include mentoring from administrators and senior faculty 
regarding teaching, research, and service activities” (Self-Study Report, p. 27). Further, 
“support is provided to new faculty for scholarship and research activities” (Self-Study 
Report, p. 27) and faculty are awarded merit pay for accomplishments in teaching, 
research, and service activities. Additional efforts to retain quality faculty include 
recognition awards and monetary compensation for highly accomplished faculty (Self-
Study Report, p. 28). 
The college and or Dean’s office supports program work in a variety of ways:  

• Accreditation 

• Programs and applications for data analysis 

• Ideal spaced for research and building an evidence-based program 

• Professional development dollars 

• Pre-funding for time sensitive training in advance of grants 

• A helpful and responsive Office of Institutional Effectiveness (administrator 
interview) 
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Areas for consideration (if any):  
According to the Self-Study Report, “new faculty are offered salaries and benefits that 
are comparable with other departments in the college, however, lower than national 
averages for comparable universities with similar programs” (Self-Study Report, p. 
27). The peer review team learned that there is currently a hiring freeze or “pause” 
until college-wide budgets and potential cuts are determined. This freeze impacts 
open positions in the Early Childhood Education Program (director interview, 
administrator interview). 
 
The faculty described themselves as a small program with a lot of ambition. “We want 
to make a difference in Early Childhood in Utah. We have a lot of irons in the fire. The 
challenge is to roll those out with the quality we expect. We need to be sure to draw 
on people’s strengths. Time and workload will always be an issue” (faculty Interview). 
Further, there are expectations for faculty to provide service across the campus, 
which is valuable, but takes a lot of time (faculty interview). 

B3a, B3b  Self-Study Report 
Faculty interview 
Administrator interview 

Strengths:  
Program faculty “get involved in the service we love outside the college (faculty 
interview). According to the Self-Study Report, “each member of our ECED faculty is 
involved in various projects and committees at the university, community, and state 
level that motivate keeping current with research and appropriate practices in the 
early childhood field as well as contributing to our engagement in the profession” 
(Self-Study Report, p. 28). Faculty serve on a variety of standing and Ad Hoc college 
committees including, but not limited to: Faculty Mentor, Tenure and Promotion, 
Concurrent Enrollment, Curriculum, Graduate Studies in Education, Endowment, 
Hiring, Charter Academy, and Internal Review Board (faculty interview). 
 
It was noted in the administrator interview that class sizes are capped campus wide as 
a philosophy of the university.  
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Areas for consideration (if any):  
  

B4a, B4b  Self-Study Report 
Faculty interview 
 
 

Strengths:  
“ECED faculty take advantage of various opportunities for professional development. 
For example, they serve on committees and boards for national, state, and local 
organizations and agencies, pursue professional credentials such as the Infant and 
Early Childhood Mental Health Endorsement, apply for federal and state grants, and 
participate in accreditation processes…” (Self-Study Report, p. 29). To support these 
efforts, faculty may apply for up to $2,000-3,000 annually from the Jerry and Vickie 
Moyes College of Education Endowment travel grant, the department provides up to 
$500 annually to cover the cost of conference registration, and additional travel funds 
are available through university resources (Self-Study Report, p. 29). 
 
It was noted by the newest faculty member that they are in frequent communication 
with other faculty, are being mentored by a member of the program faculty, have an 
assigned mentor by the university, participate in new faculty meetings and have 
frequent check-ins with the program chair (faculty interview).  
  

Areas for consideration (if any):  
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Standard C: Program Design and Evaluation  
(pp.18-23 of Accreditation Standards; Part One and Exhibits Two, Three, and Four of Self-Study Report) 
 

C1: Program Coherence: The program of study is a coherent series of courses and field experiences designed to support candidates’ proficiency in the Professional 
Standards and Competencies, to meet the program objectives, and to prepare early childhood educators (as defined in the Unifying Framework for the Early Childhood 
Education Profession) 
C2: Pipeline Partnerships/Articulation/Transfer: The program of study is designed to allow early childhood professionals to build on prior credentials and prepares 
them for future education opportunities. 
C3: Teaching Quality: The teaching practices used by faculty promote candidate learning in relation to the Professional Standards and Competencies, are responsive to 
the candidates in the program, and reflect the current professional knowledge base. 
C4: Academic and Non-Academic Supports: The institution and program provide reasonable advising and other supports (academic and nonacademic) to candidates to 
promote completion of the program. 
C5: Program Effectiveness: The program annually evaluates its effectiveness in meeting program objectives and makes changes based on feedback from faculty, 
candidates, community partners, and other stakeholders. 
C6: Public Accountability: The program is transparent with the public about its effectiveness in preparing early childhood educators.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

https://powertotheprofession.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Power-to-Profession-Framework-03312020-web.pdf
https://powertotheprofession.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/03/Power-to-Profession-Framework-03312020-web.pdf
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Accreditation Standard  Evidence Reviewed   Findings Related to Accreditation Standard Sub-Indicators 

C1a, C1b, C1c  Self-Study Report 
Director interview 
Faculty interview 

Strengths:   
The program is aligned with multiple relevant standards and skill areas. “The NAEYC 
Professional Standards and Competencies for Early Childhood Educators (2020) are 
the primary student learning objectives of the Weber State University ECED 
programs. The professional standards are used in every ECED course to guide 
instruction and assessment. Student learning objectives are also aligned with the 
skill areas in the Utah Association for Infant Mental Health (UAIMH) Infant and Early 
Childhood Mental Health Endorsement (I/ECMH) for Culturally Sensitive, 
Relationship-focused Practice. In courses required for ECE licensure track students, 
learning objectives are cross aligned with the 2022 Utah Effective Teaching 
Standards (UETS) (Self-Study Report, p. 32). 
 
The peer review team learned that the required non-early childhood education 
methodology and other education courses in the program are leveraged to allow 
candidates to flexibly design their career trajectory. AAS candidates may use these 
credits to work toward their bachelor’s degree. The BS Early Childhood candidates 
may use these credits toward an advisor- approved minor or focused area of 
interest such as social service. For the BS Early Childhood Education, these credits 
allow candidates room for specialization to teacher education courses (director 
interview). 
 
The faculty continually work as a team to make adjustments and modifications to 
key assessments, curriculum and the degree pathway (faculty interview).  
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Areas for consideration (if any):  
Based on encouragement from the State, the program is currently considering 
additional options for candidates including a three-year applied bachelor’s degree 
pathway. Additionally, the program is working toward a goal of all candidates 
earning the AAS on the way to the bachelor’s degree (director interview).  
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C2a, C2b   Self-Study Report Strengths:  
The Early Childhood Education program has cultivated multiple pathways in building 
an early childhood education pipeline that serves the local community and the 
state. C2a “The Weber State University ECED programs have high school CTE dual 
enrollment pathway and AAS online that expanded access to 18 credits in courses 
articulated across USHE institutions for an AAS early childhood, child development 
minor or specialization, and ECE I certificate for over 900 students annually”  
(Self-Study Report, p. 34). 
 
“After completing the bachelor program, ECED graduates may pursue an MEd in 
Inclusive Early Childhood Education & Care in the College of Education Graduate 
Studies in Education Program, or study for a Post-Baccalaureate Certificate in 
Teaching in Elementary, Secondary, or Special Education” (Self-Study Report, p. 35). 
 
Faculty participate in a variety of committees to facilitate articulation. “USHE 
includes the eight public higher education institutions in the state providing support 
to “facilitate articulation and the seamless transfer of courses within the state 
system of higher education” (Self-Study Report, p. 34). Further, “The USHE Early 
Childhood Education (ECE) Major Committee meets annually to discuss articulation 
for state funded programs. A common course numbering system is used to facilitate 
the transfer of credits between programs” (Self-Study Report, p. 34). 
 
One candidate noted that their intent is to go on and get their master’s degree 
because they “want to take the NAEYC Standards and everything I have 
experienced…out to centers and adults who don’t have access to them” (candidate 
interview). 
 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
  



 

 

B20 
BS 
10/2022 Version 

C3a, C3b, C3c, C3d  Self-Study Report 
Faculty interview 

Strengths:  
The peer review team learned of the ongoing collaboration among faculty to 
improve the candidate learning experience (faculty interview). “Program content is 
regularly reviewed to ensure consistency with contemporary research and current 
trends. Examples of recent updates include instructional designs and revisions of 
ECED courses for the Online AAS Early Childhood program that launched in Fall 
2020, integration of NAEYC position statements, MEd in Inclusive Early Childhood 
Education and Care program that started in Fall 2023, and the Online BS Early 
Childhood and Early Childhood Education programs that will launch Fall 24”  
(Self-Study Report, p. 36).  
 
“Respect for diversity is a key element of our conceptual model. Examples of 

teaching strategies include using discussion strategies that create opportunities for 

faculty and candidates to learn about the beliefs and cultures within the class 

community of learners. This facilitates trust and openness. Provocations are posed 

to foster discussion of diverse perspectives. Case study problem solving is used to 

consider ethical dilemmas dealing with potential cultural conflicts. Classroom 

activities such as role-play and guest speakers foster exploration of culturally 

diverse values and experiences. Professional cultural competence and culturally 

responsive practices are taught” (Self-Study Report, p. 36). New courses have been 

added in Early Intervention Early Childhood Special Education, Inclusive Curriculum, 

and Assessing and Observing Children in Context (faculty interview). 

“Faculty use a variety of teaching strategies that reflect current research about their 
role as facilitators. These include in-class discussions, reflective assignments, 
experiential learning and application, peer review, collaborative group assignments, 
and critical analysis of research and advocacy issues” (Self-Study Report, p. 37 and 
faculty interview). 
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Areas for consideration (if any):  
  

C4a, C4b, C4c, C4d  Self-Study Report 
Faculty interview 
Candidate interview 

Strengths:  
”A full-time Academic Advisor employed by the Child and Family Studies 
Department assists candidates with planning their academic coursework” (Self-
Study Report, p. 37). “The program ensures that all candidates have equitable 
access to a comprehensive support system including appropriate academic 
advisement, career counseling, financial aid information, academic support services, 
and other resources from admission to the completion of their education. Advising 
is viewed as an ongoing process aimed at helping candidates utilize the University’s 
resources to succeed in reaching their academic goals” (Self-Study Report, p. 37).  
 
“On a regular basis, program faculty review the performance of candidates in 
relation to learning outcomes (including NAEYC standards) and provide candidates 
with advice and counseling regarding their progress and potential in the program 
and early childhood profession” (Self-Study Report, p. 38). According to the faculty, 
they are working as a team to “find more information earlier and share it” and 
consider how to meet an individual’s specific needs (faculty interview). 
Candidates described their professors as helpful, always trying to help them become 
better, and very open and comfortable communication (candidate interview).  
 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
Candidates shared concerns about non-faculty advising. They expressed concerns 
about miscommunication and lack of communication around changes in the 
program which resulted in taking unnecessary classes and studies extended for a 
semester or the entire year. It is the team’s understanding that the advisor these 
candidates were working with is no longer with the university (candidate interview). 
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C5a, C5b, C5c  Self-Study Report 
Administrator interview 

Strengths:  
The peer review team observed a collaborative faculty who described multiple 
instances of collaboration toward program improvement (director interview, faculty 
interview). “At the end of each semester faculty, adjunct faculty, concurrent 
enrollment faculty, lab school staff meet to review assessment data and adjust” 
(Self-Study Report, p. 39). Additionally, “year-to-year retention in the program and 
graduation rates are examined annually. Key assessments’ data are reviewed at the 
end of each semester” (Self-Study Report, p. 39). 
 
“Faculty performance evaluation, progress towards tenure, and promotion includes 
assessment of quality teaching. Faculty document progress towards quality teaching 
through analysis of student evaluations, use of innovative teaching practices, peer 
observations and feedback, development of skills through ongoing professional 
development, and use of community engaged learning strategies” (Self-Study 
Report, p. 39). The Chair receives student evaluation reports which are reviewed in 
one-on-one conversations with faculty. These evaluations are also a significant part 
of the tenure process narrative (administrator interview). 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
As noted in other sections of this report, “several challenges have also appeared as 
the degree program continues to adjust requirements for candidates. This has 
contributed to some confusion and frustration among all stakeholders”  
(Self-Study Report, p. 39).  
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C6a, C6b, C6c    Strengths:  
The program publishes the following information on its public website: 

• NAEYC Annual Reports 
• Biennial Program Assessments 

o Assessment Plan 
o Student Achievement 
o Key Assessment Data 
o Faculty Qualifications 
o Major Demographics 

  

Areas for consideration (if any):  
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Candidate Proficiency (Standards D and E) 
The Professional Standards and Competencies for Early Childhood Educators (PS&Cs) describe what candidates should know, understand, and be able to do in 
order to be effective early childhood educators. Candidate proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies is addressed through Accreditation 
Standards D and E. This section of the Peer Review Report offers feedback on the program’s areas of strength (for each sub-indicator) and areas for 
consideration (if any) in relation to developing and assuring candidate proficiency.  

Standard D: Developing Candidate Proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies  
(pp.24-26 of Accreditation Standards; Part One and Exhibits Three and Five of Self-Study Report) 

D1. Collectively, the program’s learning opportunities (in required courses) and key assessments comprehensively address the competencies articulated 
in the Professional Standards and Competencies expected for preparing candidates for ECE II or ECE III designations. 
D2. The program’s key assessments accurately evaluate candidate performance on the Professional Standards and Competencies. 

Overall strengths related to the program’s Learning Opportunities and Key Assessments 

With regard to Standard D, the program provides candidates with strong learning opportunities that are aligned with all six competency-based standards. For 
example, deep engagement opportunities with faculty, community, families, and classmates are provided for Standard 6 over a wide variety of Learning 
Opportunities and Key Assessments. The Cycle of Inquiry assignment provides candidates the opportunity to engage with children and their mentors as well as 
university supervisors through a wide variety of tools. The Advocacy Project includes candidates identifying a cause they believe in, researching laws and policies, 
developing a contact list of experts and culminating in their presentation of their advocacy project in a poster format at the Utah Early Childhood Conference. 
Also, Key Competency 4b is thoroughly addressed through the learning opportunities and the key assessments, with candidates using skills learned in 
coursework in their various placements. 

 

Overall areas for consideration related to the program’s Learning Opportunities and Key Assessments 

The peer review team identified concerns related to Key Assessments 4 and 6. The peer review team noted some discrepancies where some key competencies 
were not included in the identified rubrics and misalignment was present between rubrics and assignment directions. These are noted in this Peer Review 
Report, along with corrections provided by the program coordinator during the visit. The peer review team also noted alignment concerns in Key Competency 4c 
with the Learning Opportunities and the Key Assessments. 

https://www.naeyc.org/sites/default/files/globally-shared/downloads/PDFs/resources/position-statements/standards_and_competencies_ps.pdf
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Standard E: Assuring Candidate Proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies (pp. 27-30 of Accreditation Standards; 
Part One and Exhibit Six of Self-Study Report) 

E1. Key Assessment System Quality: The program accurately and consistently administers key assessments and collects and reviews candidate 
performance data from the key assessments. 
E2. Collecting, Analyzing and Using Candidate Performance Data: The program reports and analyzes candidate performance data on each key 
competency within the Professional Standards and Competencies and makes changes to improve teaching and learning based on the analysis. 
E3. Candidate Success on the Professional Standards and Competencies: Candidate performance data from the learning opportunities and key 
assessments indicate that candidates are proficient in the Professional Standards and Competencies. 

Overall strengths related to the program’s data collection system, data analysis, and use of data to improve teaching and learning related to the 
Professional Standards and Competencies 

 
The program administered and collected data for key assessments across all six standards. Overall, most candidates met the majority of the key competencies 
that make up the standards. The faculty report consistent use of the key assessment data to make program improvements. Faculty reported that they are 
consistent in how they administer key assessments. Every candidate takes every key assessment as they are all in required courses.  
 

 
Overall areas for consideration related to the program’s data collection system, data analysis, and use of data to improve teaching and learning related 
to the Professional Standards and Competencies 
 

In reviewing Key Competency 5c, the peer review team found that it was not fully aligned with Key Assessments 3 and 5. Further, these Key Assessments had a 

large number of candidates who only partially met the standard. Another example is that for Key Assessment 1, the rubric language does not match the 6E 

competency language, making it difficult to see how it would be scored (Self-Study Report, p. 112). 
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Candidate Proficiency in Each of the Professional Standards and Competencies 
 
The following section of the report focuses on Accreditation Standards D and E in relation to each of the Professional Standards and Competencies for Early Childhood Educators 
(PS&Cs). The Peer Review Team has provided findings related to each of the Professional Standards and Competencies in the checkboxes and narratives below to assist the 
Commission in determining whether Accreditation Standards D and E have been met.  

 

Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 1: Child Development and Learning in Context  
(pp.11-13 and 34-35 of PS&Cs) 
 
Each key competency of Professional Standard 1 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 1. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 1. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
 X  
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Evidence reviewed included learning opportunities and key assessments. The strength of this area is the variety of learning opportunities that 

are available for candidates. Candidates are introduced to the standard and given the opportunity to practice their learning through reading, 

activities, video analysis and discussion. Learning opportunities that assess candidate proficiency were all hands-on. With the benefit of a lab 

school on campus, candidates are able to collaborate with mentor teachers and faculty on behalf of children. 

 

A challenge of this standard is the lack of focus on children over the age of 5. Only one learning opportunity under Key Competency 1a, Module 

3 Physical-Brain Development, addresses children over the age of 5 years. In the peer review team’s interview with the program director, she 

shared several classes that had identified sections in which candidates engage with content related to working with children over the age of 5 

years. However, none of the learning opportunities identified or key assessments chosen require candidates to know, understand or 

demonstrate their proficiency in working with older children. 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 1a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 x  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 1b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

 Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 1c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 x  
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Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 1d. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

Key Competency 1a: the area for consideration is the apparent lack of inclusion of children over age 5 in learning opportunities and key 

assessments. Key Assessments 2 and 3 appear to have candidates focus only on preschool age children. Key assessment 6 is listed as one in 

which Key Competency 1a is addressed. However, in looking at Key Assessment 6, Key Competency 1a was not listed in either the directions or 

rubric.  

 

Key Competency 1b was effectively addressed and aligned in Key Assessments 3 and 5. Although the report listed Key Assessment 6 as having 

Key Competency 1b included, the peer review could not find evidence of the competency in either the assessment or rubric. 

 

Professional Key Competency 1c: the area for consideration is a concern of the alignment of Key Competency 1c in Key Assessment 1. This 

appears to be the only key assessment in which Key Competency 1c is addressed. Although the report listed Key Competency 1c as being 

addressed in Key Assessment 6, the peer review team could not find reference to the competency in the assignment or rubric. 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 1. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
 x  

Key assessments were not always accurately aligned to Professional Standard 1. Although the program listed Key Competencies 1a, 1b and 1d in 

Key Assessment 6, they were not found in the assessment directions or the rubric. There was also a concern as to how Key Competency 1c was 

aligned in Key Assessment 1 and whether that covered the full breadth and depth of the standard. For example, Key Competency 1c was 

addressed by one assignment only, the Personal Rationale. This leaves the meeting of the standard to the past experiences of individual 

students, which will be varied and not necessarily aligned. 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 1 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a 
X   

All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 1. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.)  
X   

The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) appropriately 

disaggregated candidate performance data from all key assessments that 

evaluate Professional Standard 1. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 1 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 

as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 

struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accred.Standard E2b.) 

X   

The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 1 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 1. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E3a.) 
 X  

If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency 

on Professional Standard 1 (leave row response blank if N/A). 
 X  
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During the faculty interview, faculty reported that they are consistent in how they administer the key assessments. Every candidate takes every 

key assessment as they are in all required courses. Candidates who transfer into Weber are required to demonstrate proficiency on the key 

assessment before they can claim transfer credit. The challenge of data reporting for the program is the low number of candidates who 

completed the key assessments over the reporting period. It is challenging to aggregate data and engage in analysis to improve outcomes when 

there may only be 3 candidates in a class. 
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Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 2: Family–Teacher Partnerships and Community Connections  

(pp.13-14 and 36-38 of PS&Cs) 

Each key competency of Professional Standard 2 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 2. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
 X  

    
Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 2. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
 X  

It was challenging for the peer review team to evaluate whether the cognitive demand and skill requirement for professional Standard 2 were 

aligned with the indicated key assessments: the connection between what is listed as measuring Key Competency 2a in Key Assessment 1 and 

what is listed on the assignment is unclear. This is addressed in the section below. 
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Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 2a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 2b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 2c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

For Key Competency 2a, the connection between the competency and the way it is assessed in Key Assessments 1 and 4 was unclear. For 

example, while Key Competency 2a is about understanding and valuing the diversity of families, Key Assessment 1 requires selecting a critical 

issue in the early childhood field, not necessarily related to families. Learning opportunities were aligned.  

For Key Competency 2b, learning opportunities and key assessments were aligned. 

For Key Competency 2c, learning opportunities were aligned. However, the peer review team found the rubrics for Key Assessments 4 and 6 

unclear (Self-Study Report, p. 133 and p. 150) and did not appear aligned to the assignment directions. An example can be found on pp. 152-153 

in the rubric for Key Assessment 6. For Key Competency 5a, the Meets Expectations column has nine separate items that are not specifically 

outlined in the assignment directions. 

 

 

 



 

 

B33 
BS 
10/2022 Version 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 27 (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
 X  

The connection between concept measurements in Key Assessments 1 and 4 for Key Competency 2a was unclear. The peer review team noted 

discrepancy between assignment directions and the rubrics for Key Assessments 4 and 6, measuring Key Competency 2c (Self-Study Report, Pp. 

133 and 150). 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 2 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a.) 
X   

All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 2. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.) 
X   

The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) appropriately 

disaggregated candidate performance data from all key assessments that 

evaluate Professional Standard 2. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 2 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 

as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 

struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accred. Standard E2b.) 

X   
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The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 2 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 2. (Addressing Accreditation 

Standard E3a.) 
X   

If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency on Professional 

Standard 2 (leave row response blank if N/A).    

No concerns were noted; all candidates met the threshold for Standard 2. 
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Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 3: Child Observation, Documentation, and Assessment  
(pp. 15-16 and 39-41 of PS&Cs) 
 
Each key competency of Professional Standard 3 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 3. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 3. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
X   

The peer review team witnessed strong engagement with knowing and understanding across the learning opportunities and key assessments 

(Self-Study Report, p. 36). This was also discussed by the candidates and faculty during interviews. It is evident that faculty “use a variety of 

teaching strategies that reflect current research about their role as facilitators. These include in-class discussions, reflective assignments, 

experiential learning and application, peer review, collaborative group assignments, and critical analysis of research and advocacy issues” (Self-

Study Report, p. 37). Further, candidates practice and refine what they learn in their courses in their varied field placements: “Mentor teachers 

provide weekly focused observation feedback that candidates reflect on and use to plan next steps. The program coach meets individually with 
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all online students at least three times a semester. Peer community of practice and instructor reflective supervision are integral components of 

several courses” (Self-Study Report, p. 37). 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 3a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 3b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 3c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 3d. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
x   

A review of learning opportunities and key assessments provided evidence that candidates are provided multiple opportunities to learn, practice 
and apply the key competencies. In Key Assessment 3, Making Learning Visible, students engage with Key Competencies 3b, 3c and 3d. These 
key competencies are further addressed in Key Assessments 2, 5 and 6.  
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 3 (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
x   

 

The peer review team found evidence that the program used the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies to guide their program 

outcomes as well as course development: “The NAEYC Professional Standards and Competencies for Early Childhood Educators (2020) are the 

primary student learning objectives of the Weber State University ECED programs. The professional standards are used in every ECED course to 

guide instruction and assessment” (Self-Study Report, p. 32). 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 3 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a.)  
X   

*All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 3. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.) 
X   

* The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) 

appropriately disaggregated candidate performance data from all key 

assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 3. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 3 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 
X   
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as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 

struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard 

E2b.) 

The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 3 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 3. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E3a.) 
 X  

If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency 

on Professional Standard 3 (leave row response blank if N/A). 
 X  

Regarding analysis to improve teaching and learning, the Self-Study Report (p. 163) noted, “Standard 3 used to be a challenge at the beginning 

of our programs’ last accreditation cycle but distinctive improvement has been made since then. This includes a wider variety of observation 

assignments in practicum courses (e.g., ECED 2600, 2610, 2620, and 3570) before student teaching, emphasis on authentic assessments and 

inquiry approach in pre-K student teaching, the implementation of standardized assessment tools (e.g., DRDP, ASQ, CBCL, PPVT, PEEP, KEEP, and 

other psychometric assessments) in our on-site lab, and the new ECED 4230 Assessing and Observing Children in Context course that was first 

taught Spring 2023 when KA5 was initially implemented.” The program also identified the candidate's specific struggles related to Standard 3 

and are engaged in continuous improvement to build those competencies (Self-Study Report, p. 163). 

 

The small number of candidates assessed makes it challenging to meet the 80% threshold. As noted in the Self-Study Report (p. 162), in Spring 

2024 there were instances in courses 4710 and 4720 in which 67% of candidates met the threshold. However, only 3 candidates completed the 

key assessment. However, “At the end of each semester faculty, adjunct faculty, concurrent enrollment faculty, lab school staff meet to review 

assessment data and adjust” (Self-Study Report, p. 39).  
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Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 4: Developmentally, Culturally, and Linguistically Appropriate 
Teaching Practices (pp. 17-19 and 42-43 of PS&Cs) 
 
Each key competency of Professional Standard 4 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 4. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 4. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
X   

There are many strong and meaningful learning opportunities and key assessments that address both the cognitive demand and the skill 

requirements. As per discussion with faculty, “A strength of our program is we get them into classrooms early and often, so they are regularly 

practicing the skills and knowledge associated with the standards.” This is also evident in the detailed and in-depth Weekly Feedback and 

Reflection Form (artifacts folder). 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 4a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 4b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 4c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Key Competency 4a is not listed in Key Assessment 6 rubric (Self-Study Report, pp. 151-152).  

Key Competency 4b is thoroughly addressed through the learning opportunities and the key assessments, with candidates using skills learned in 

coursework in their various placements. The peer review team witnessed high quality interactions including differentiating instruction, 

incorporating play as a core teaching practice, and supporting the development of executive function skills during the visit to the College of 

Education Lab School. 

Key Competency 4c, the learning opportunities and Key Assessments 3 and 6 lack candidate exposure to and assessment on the principles of 

universal design for learning. 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 4. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
x   

Key Assessment 2: Integrated STEM Lesson Plan is well aligned with Standard 4, as evidenced by the assignment guidelines and Grading Rubric 

(Self-Study Report, pp. 116-120). 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 4 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a.)  
X   

All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 4. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.)  
  X 

The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) appropriately 

disaggregated candidate performance data from all key assessments that 

evaluate Professional Standard 4. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 4 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 

as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 

struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard 

E2b.) 

X   
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The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 4 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 4. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E3a.) 
  X 

If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency 

on Professional Standard 4 (leave row response blank if N/A). 
X   

 

Key Competency 4a: Student Outcomes indicate struggles with Key Assessment 6, with fewer than 80% of students meeting the standard (Self-

Study Report, p. 164). 

Key Competency 4b was not assessed, as the course was not offered from Fall 2022 to Spring 2024 (Self-Study Report, p. 164). 

Key Competency 4c:  since the course was not offered, Key Assessment 3 was not measured from fall 2023 to spring 2024 (Self-Study Report, p. 

164).  

Also, only three candidates were assessed on Key Assessment 6 (1 not met: 67%, Self-Study Report,  p. 164). 
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Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 5: Knowledge, Application, and Integration of Academic Content in the 
Early Childhood Curriculum (pp.20-23 and 43-44 of PS&Cs) 
 
Each key competency of Professional Standard 5 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 5. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 5. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
X   

The program addressed the continuum of content required to meet Standard 5 (Self-Study Report, p. 169) and also their plans for ongoing 

improvement in this area: “We have worked hard on learning opportunities in various courses to strengthen the depth and breadth related to 

Standard 5 content knowledge and resources in academic disciplines (Key Competency 5a) and pedagogical content knowledge (Key 

Competency 5b). Preparing candidates for early childhood curriculum planning will continue to be one of our primary goals in future program 

improvement. A required new course ECED 4260 Inclusive Early Childhood Curriculum has been taught since Spring 2023 and will address gaps 

in preparing candidates for expectations of Standard 5. “ECED 4130 Emergent Literacy course required for B.S. Early Childhood program will go 

through revisions of instructional design by our new faculty” (Self-Study Report, p. 169). 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 5a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 5b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 5c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
X   

Candidates struggle with Key Assessment 2 in the EC program and with Key Assessment 3 in the ECE program, with fewer than 80% of students 

meeting the standard (Self-Study Report, pp. 166-67). This may be an area for additional consideration to prepare candidates for Key 

Competency 5a. Candidates also do not reach the 80% mark for Key Competency 5b.  

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 5. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
 X  

 Finally, Key Assessment 3 and Key Assessment 5 are not well-aligned with Key Competency 5c. A large number of candidates have only partially 

met this standard (Self-Study Report, pp. 167-168). 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 5 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a.) 
X   

All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 5. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.)  
X   

The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) appropriately 

disaggregated candidate performance data from all key assessments that 

evaluate Professional Standard 5. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 5 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 

as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 

struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard 

E2b.) 

X   

The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 5 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 5. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E3a.) 
  X 
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If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency 

on Professional Standard 5 (leave row response blank if N/A). 
X   

Key Competency 5a: Candidate performance reflects difficulty with Key Assessment 2 in the EC program and Key Assessment 3 in the ECE 

program, with fewer than 80% of students meeting the standard (Self-Study Report, pp. 166-67). 

Key Competency 5b: Candidates across programs appear to be challenged with this key competency, as fewer than 80% of them met the 

standard (Self-Study Report, pp. 166-67). 
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Professional Standards and Competencies - Standard 6: Professionalism as an Early Childhood Educator  
(pp. 24-25 and 45-47 of PS&Cs) 
 
Each key competency of Professional Standard 6 is addressed at least once within the key assessments:  

 

x Yes  No 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

cognitive demand (i.e., “know/understand”) aspects of Professional Standard 6. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part one) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the skill 

requirement (i.e., “do/use”) aspects of Professional Standard 6. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1a part two) 
X   

Many aligned opportunities are provided for candidates. One powerful example is that students are provided with the opportunity to present 

their advocacy project in a poster format at the Utah Early Childhood Conference (Self-Study Report, p. 109). 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in 

learning 

opportunities or key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 6a. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 6b. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
X   

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 6c. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 6d. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
 X  

Collectively, the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 

components that make up Professional Key Competency 6e. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D1b.) 
X   

Key Competencies 6a, 6c, and 6d are not included in the rubric for Key Assessment 6 (Self-Study Report, pp. 150-153). 
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 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed in key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

The key assessments are accurately aligned to the concepts of Professional 

Standard 6. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D1c.) 
X   

 

The rubric language does not match the Key Competency 6e competency language (Self-Study Report, p. 112). 

 

 Indicator addressed 

with no concerns; 

see explanation 

below 

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration; see 

explanation below 

Indicator not clearly 

addressed; see 

explanation below 

Faculty consistently administer the key assessment(s) that evaluate 

Professional Standard 6 across all sections of courses that include the key 

assessment(s). (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1a.) 
X   

All candidates take all key assessments that evaluate Professional Standard 6. 

(This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard E1b.)  
X   

The program collects (and has provided in the Self-Study Report) appropriately 

disaggregated candidate performance data from all key assessments that 

evaluate Professional Standard 6. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standards E1c/E2a.) 

X   

Analysis of candidate performance data for Professional Standard 6 reflects an 

understanding of strengths and challenges related to candidates’ performance 

as well as identifies if particular groups of candidates are disproportionately 
x   
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struggling with this standard. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard 

E2b.) 

The program uses the analysis to improve teaching and learning in relation to 

Professional Standard 6 such as through course changes, revising/creating new 

assignments, resequencing learning opportunities, changing field experiences, 

and implementing new academic supports. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E2c.) 

X   

*Candidate performance on key assessments demonstrates that at least 80% of 

candidates have met Professional Standard 6. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard E3a.) 
X   

If No: The program has established a plan to improve candidate proficiency 

on Professional Standard 6 (leave row response blank if N/A). 
   

Candidates demonstrated strong performance on Standard 6 across programs. Deep engagement opportunities with faculty, community, 

families, classmates over the wide variety of learning opportunities and Key Assessments. The Advocacy Project is an excellent example of a 

wide-ranging and meaningful assignment (BS Artifacts File) as is the Cycle of Inquiry. In this assignment, candidates engage with children and 

their mentors as well as university supervisors through developing observation records, interpreting children’s thinking, curriculum action plans, 

provocations plans, reflections on the inquiry process and its impact on their practice (Artifacts File). 
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Characteristics of Key Assessment Quality (Accreditation Standard D2 – p.26 of accreditation standards) 
 
This section describes whether each key assessment demonstrates the following characteristics that will enable it to be used for collecting meaningful data aligned 
with the Professional Standards and Competencies.  

 

Yes for all key 

assessments; see 

explanation below  

Indicator addressed 

with areas for 

consideration in one 

or more key 

assessments; see 

explanation below 

Inconclusive/ 

unsure; see 

explanation below 

Descriptions of candidate performance expectations for meeting and not 

meeting the standard are included in the key assessment (KA) rubrics, and 

are primarily qualitative and objective (rather than quantitative and/or 

subjective) in nature. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation Standard D2a.) 

X   

The key assessments display consistency between the tasks in the 

instructions and what is being evaluated within the rubric. (This indicator is 

addressing Accreditation Standard D2b part one) 
 X  

The key assessments display consistency in the tasks being evaluated at 

each level of performance across rubric rows. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard D2b part two) 
 X  

The rubrics define and distinguish candidate performance expectations 

between levels of candidate performance. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard D2c) 
X   

The “met” (or equivalent) rating level on the rubrics requires candidates to 

show evidence that they fully meet the proficiencies in the key competency 
X   
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(rather than partially meeting the proficiencies). (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard D2d) 

Each task in the student instructions and each rubric row is assigned only 

one key competency (not multiple key competencies from either the same 

standard or from different standards).  
 X  

The rubric categories (and category headers) of candidate performance 

expectation clearly indicate in which columns a candidate’s performance 

has met or not met the standard. 
X   

If the key assessment is a portfolio or a similar large, comprehensive 

assignment, the assignment follows NAEYC’s guidance related to portfolios 

(leave row response blank if N/A). 
   

The rubric measures individual candidates’ performance with regard to the 

standards (as opposed to evaluating groups of candidates together)—even if 

some portions of the assignment involve collaboration. 
X   

For D2a, rubrics are primarily qualitative and objective, as seen clearly in those for Key Assessments 1 and 4. In general, the key assessments 

display consistency between the tasks in the instructions and what is being evaluated on the rubric, however, the learning opportunities for Key 

Competency 5c are not well aligned with Key Assessments  3 and 5 (Accreditation Standard D2b part I). Regarding D2b part 2, the rubric rows 

contain multiple areas for assessment, and this does not allow for consistency in the tasks being evaluated at each level of performance across 

rubric rows. This issue is across Key Assessment 6, where clustering of multiple competencies is present across the rubric. There is a consistency 

across rubrics for all KAs that distinguishes candidate performance expectations between levels of candidate performance (Accreditation 

Standard D2c). Rubric categories are clear, however, and indicate whether the standard is met; see Key Assessment 2. Also, the “met” level 

requires candidates to fully, not partially, meet the proficiencies in the key competency. This can also be seen in Key Assessment 4. Rubrics are 

also consistent in measuring individual candidates’ performance, not groups. 
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Standard F: Field Experiences 
  

Overall Strengths and Areas for Consideration Related to Field Experiences (pp. 31-34 of Accreditation Standards; Part 
One and Exhibit Seven of Self-Study Report) 
 

F1. Breadth of Field Experiences: The program requires candidates to complete field experiences across a variety of early learning settings and with a variety of age 
groups sufficient to support candidates’ proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies. 
F2. Quality of Field Experiences: The program has intentional partnerships with early learning settings that support candidates’ growth in the Professional Standards 
and Competencies. 
F3. Supporting Mentor/Supervisor Teacher Quality: The program provides training to cooperating/mentor/supervising teachers and faculty in the field experience sites 
to ensure candidates are provided with positive models of early childhood practice consistent with the Professional Standards and Competencies and to ensure 
consistency in the mentoring and evaluation of candidates. 

 

Overall strengths related to Accreditation Standard F 

The peer review team read about and witnessed many strengths related to the program’s required Field Experiences. The Field Experience Tracker document is a 

powerful data collection tool as well as self-reflection journal for candidates (Self-Study Report, p. 50). “Every candidate is required to use the template Field 

Experience Tracker to track field experiences that meet NAEYC Accreditation Standard F requirements for breadth.” The peer review team witnessed this in 

action during the team’s visit to the Lab School. 

As indicated in the Self-Study Report (p. 53), “In addition, the lab school mentor teachers have completed a series of Coaching Credential Courses, and 

performance evaluation is being strengthened to align with NAEYC standards… We have an ECE coach who works with candidates individually in addition to their 

onsite mentor.” Also worth noting is the website for their community partners. It is a strong and valuable information and support resource: 

https://www.weber.edu/chfam/Offcampus_ECLab.html 

Overall areas for consideration related to Accreditation Standard F 

One area for consideration is that community field placements are significantly more diverse than lab school. “Most of our students complete their field 

experience in our on-campus early learning laboratory” (Self-Study Report, p. 50). A second area is meeting the age group requirements for field experiences 

when candidates are working full-time. In an interview with the Program Director, she indicated that if a candidate is working in an infant and toddler setting, 
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they don’t want to pull them out and interrupt the quality of care. Instead, they are focused on using a Perkins Grant to develop more quality assurance in FE 

sites. 

Evidence of Meeting Accreditation Standard F 
 
Accreditation Standard F1 (Breadth of Field Experiences)  
 

 All candidates 

have the same 

experiences 

Program tracks 

individual 

candidates’ 

experiences 

Other or 

inconclusive/ 

unsure 

Regarding F1a and F1b, please indicate whether field experiences that meet 

these requirements occur in the same way for all candidates, or whether the 

program tracks individual candidates’ experiences to ensure each individual 

candidate has the required combination of observation and practice in two 

age groups and two types of settings.  

 X  

 Yes No Inconclusive/ unsure 

All candidates have opportunities in field experiences to observe with at 

least two of three age groups [infant/toddler, preschool age, early grades 

(kindergarten through 3rd grade)]. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standard F1a part one) 

X   

All candidates have opportunities in field experiences to practice with at 

least two of three age groups [infant/toddler, preschool age, early grades 

(kindergarten through 3rd grade)]. (This indicator is addressing Accreditation 

Standard F1a part two)   

  X 

All candidates have opportunities in field experiences to observe within at 

least two of four types of early learning settings [home-based programs, 

center-based programs, early grade (K-3) settings, and comprehensive 
X   
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service settings (e.g., Head Start and Educare)]. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard F1b part one) 

All candidates have opportunities in field experiences to practice within at 

least two of four types of early learning settings [home-based programs, 

center-based programs, early grade (K-3) settings, and comprehensive 

service settings (e.g., Head Start and Educare)]. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard F1b part two) 

 

X   

The program ensures candidates have opportunities to observe and practice 

with diverse (e.g., cultural, linguistic, race/ethnicity, socio-economic status, 

ability) populations of young children. (This indicator is addressing 

Accreditation Standard F1c) 

X   

The peer review team witnessed the Field Experience Tracker in action at the Lab School and the program outlined it in the Self-Study Report (p. 

50); “Every candidate is required to use the template Field Experience Tracker to track field experiences that meet NAEYC Accreditation 

Standard F requirements for breadth.” The peer review team also reviewed a sample document that was provided. It was also evident in the 

course work that candidates are provided diverse age and setting opportunities: “ECED 2610 and ECED 2620 have 24 hours of field experience as 

part of the course learning experiences, and candidates are placed in a different age group for each course whenever possible” (candidate 

interview, Self-Study Report, p. 51). 

The program director highlighted clear efforts at improving the variety and breadth of experiences and this was reiterated in the Self-Study 

Report (p. 55); “Since our initial accreditation, we have ensured diversity in age groups for field experiences, have defined competencies for 

each field experience, and have revisited our orientation content and processes. Tracking and intentionally placing candidates so that they have 

well-rounded experiences in different age groups across their field experiences.” 
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Accreditation Standards F2 (Quality of Field Experiences), F3 (Supporting Cooperating/Mentor/ Supervisor Teacher Quality), and F4 
(Candidate Supports) 
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Accreditation Standard  Evidence Reviewed Findings Related to Accreditation Standard Sub-Indicators 

F2a, F2b, F2c, F2d    Strengths: The stakeholders shared the value of the website that was created for 
them by the program (Stakeholders Interview). It is a strong resource for field site 
placements, providing valuable information in an accessible and efficient manner: 
https://www.weber.edu/chfam/Offcampus_ECLab.html 

Areas for consideration (if any): 

F3a, F3b, F3c     Strengths:  
As evidenced in the program Self-Study Report (p. 53); “In addition, the lab school 
mentor teachers have completed a series of Coaching Credential Courses, and 
performance evaluation is being strengthened to align with NAEYC standards… We 
have an ECE coach who works with students individually in addition to their onsite 
mentor.” 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
  

F4a, F4b, F4c, F4d     Strengths: The program indicated in the Self-Study Report (p. 54) “Contact with 
mentor teachers occurs three times during the semesters and additionally as 
needed.” The peer review team also witnessed a close rapport between mentors and 
faculty during the team’s visits to field sites. 
 
The program director described the importance of the field experience orientation. 
“The orientation for field experiences has been streamlined into an asynchronous 
online format to ensure all candidates can participate. Candidates walk through 
messages from faculty, the early learning program director, and their assignment 
mentor teacher, covering policies, processes, expectations, and logistics. Candidates 
interact by answering questions and guiding their attention to critical content. This 
has led to candidates having the same information and feeling more prepared” (Self-
Study Report, p. 55). 

Areas for consideration (if any):  
  

https://www.weber.edu/chfam/Offcampus_ECLab.html
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Clarifications Related to Other Aspects of the Self-Study Report or Unusual Circumstances 
Not applicable 

Closing Statement from the Peer Review Team 
 

In closing, the peer review team would like to extend our sincere recognition and gratitude to those who have supported the accreditation process. We thank 
the administration, particularly the College of Education, for recognizing the importance of this accreditation and for steadfastly supporting the program in 
pursuing this significant designation. A special acknowledgement goes to the program coordinator and all department faculty for their dedicated efforts in the 
self-study process over the past seven years and in preparing the current accreditation report. The peer review team also appreciates the college's hospitality, 
and the welcoming workspace provided to us during the site visit. 

The time at Weber State University allowed us to experience first-hand the outstanding campus community that has been cultivated. From the exceptional golf 
cart tour with a student ambassador to meeting candidates who were visibly moved as they spoke about the invaluable support they received from faculty; we 
were consistently impressed. One community stakeholder described Weber as “an atmosphere where students can learn who they are, what they want to do, 
and get good at it,” which perfectly encapsulates the ethos we observed. 

From the faculty, the peer review team heard, “We are a small program with a lot of ambition. We want to make a difference.” This dedication was reflected in 
the voices of your candidates as well. One candidate shared, “We got a lot of exposure to materials and theory. I was learning to become an observer. Then we 
got to practice. We learned how we could support the whole child in the classroom. We became great observers and [learned] how to foster an even better 
environment for them to learn in.” 

A community member reinforced this sentiment, stating there is a “massive difference in the employees who come from Weber.” Another described them as 
having the “applicable real-world connection,” highlighting the practical, hands-on experiences provided by the program. Finally, a candidate who is soon to 
graduate summed up the experience by saying, “It was nothing but a great experience.” 
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Next Steps 
 

The program has 30 days from receipt of this Peer Review Report to submit a Written Response to NAEYC at highered@naeyc.org (unless an extension is granted 
because the college will be closed on the originally assigned due date or if there are extenuating circumstances). In the program’s Written Response to the Peer 
Review Report, the program may not introduce new pieces of evidence. Programs may note any factual inaccuracies in as well as clarifications to the Peer 
Review Report; programs may also provide updated written information related to the NAEYC Higher Education Accreditation Standards in the Self-Study 
Report, as evidence of the program’s capacity for continued growth. 

The program’s Self-Study Report, Peer Review Report, and Written Response will be delivered to the Commission, which will make an accreditation decision at 
an upcoming meeting. Typically, programs hosting spring site visits will be reviewed by the Commission during its summer meeting, with a decision sent to the 
program by late summer or early fall; programs hosting fall visits will typically be reviewed by the Commission during its early spring meeting, with a decision 
sent to the program by late spring or early summer. However, the Commission reserves the right to postpone decision deliberations to future meetings if 
needed.  

Please see the Accreditation Handbook for information about possible accreditation decisions the Commission may issue.  

For questions, please email NAEYC staff at highered@naeyc.org.  

 

mailto:highered@naeyc.org
https://www.naeyc.org/accreditation/higher-ed/accreditation-resources
mailto:highered@naeyc.org

