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March 15, 2026 
 
Meryl Sultanik 
Montgomery County Community College 
340 Dekalb Pike 
Blue Bell, PA 19422 
  
Dear Meryl Sultanik: 

This letter describes the recent decision of the NAEYC Commission on the Accreditation of Early Childhood 
Higher Education Programs regarding the A.A. Education in the Early Years: Birth through Fourth Grade program 
at Montgomery County Community College. The program’s accreditation status is changed from Accredited to 
Accredited with Probation due to significant concerns that the program does not have adequate opportunities 
for students to learn, practice and/or demonstrate their competence as related to the accreditation standards. 
The accreditation decision is based on the Commission’s review of the Self-Study Report, the Peer Review 

Report, and Written Response. The Decision Report (beginning on p. 3) provides the rationale for the 

Commission’s decision based on its evaluation of the evidence regarding the program’s ability to support 

positive student outcomes in relation to the accreditation standards and offers feedback on program strengths 

and areas for consideration. Special attention is given to the use of student assessments and performance data 

to increase program effectiveness, capacity and innovation.  

 

We recognize that this is not a decision the program was hoping to receive, and we welcome the opportunity to 

assist the program in addressing the probation terms outlined in the Decision Report. At the end of this letter, we 

highlight some resources that the NAEYC higher education accreditation system offers that can support your 

efforts to address the probation terms. 

 

Currently, the program’s period of accreditation with probation is set from March 2026 through March 2028. 

Following are the steps to remove the probationary status and return the program to full accreditation: 

 

Steps During the Probation 
Period 

Date Notes 

The program will submit a 
Focused Report using the 
enclosed template. 

March 31, 2027 This report template will be used as the basis for a 
virtual site visit. 

The program will have a virtual 
site visit. 

Fall 2027 This will be a truncated site visit in which the peer 
review team is focused solely on reviewing and 
gathering evidence related to how the program has 
addressed the probation terms.  The cost of the virtual 
site visit, which covers indirect costs similar to other 
site visits as well as technology support from NAEYC, 
has been set at $2,500.  

The program receives a 
Commission decision regarding 
its accreditation status. 

March 2028 Under current policy, the Commission may return a 
decision of "accredited,” "accredited with conditions,” 
or “accreditation expired.” With regard to an 
“accredited with conditions,” the program would have 
an additional year to further address any remaining 
concerns identified by the Commission. 
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During the probation period, the program will continue to pay the regular Annual Fee and adhere to 
accreditation policies. As described in the Accreditation Handbook (p. 44), if the program is unable to submit a 
complete Focused Report by March 31, 2027, an extension may be requested. The program is encouraged to 
contact staff if any adjustments to the timeline above are anticipated. If the program anticipates being able to 
submit the report prior to March 31, 2027, it may be possible to accelerate the above timeline for possible earlier 
removal of the probationary status. 
 
NAEYC’s higher education accreditation system offers multiple professional development opportunities that may 
be helpful to you, including free webinars, guidance documents, on-demand trainings, and more. Another 
resource that may be helpful to your program is the day-long pre-conference workshop that we host prior to 
each NAEYC Annual Conference. This year it will be on Friday, December 4, 2026 in Washington, D.C. As always, 
we encourage faculty to continue to use the online Accreditation Resource Library (password: highered) to 
maintain compliance with the accreditation standards, prepare reports, and sustain a culture of evidence-based 
quality improvement. 

 
Please contact Pamela Ehrenberg, Director of Accreditation Services (pehrenberg@naeyc.org), if you have any 
questions or if we can be of assistance as you prepare to respond to the probationary status. We very much look 
forward to supporting your program. 
 
Sincerely, 

  
Mary Harrill Wei Qiu 
Senior Director Commission Chair 
Higher Education Accreditation & Program Support 

cc: Dr. Victoria Bastecki-Perez, President 

  

https://airtable.com/appWg4RmwR1CXqKUD/tblSWAa5xG6Ln9hfC/viwClsdbqRwTCT8f2?blocks=hide
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Accreditation Decision Report 

 

 
This report presents the decision of the NAEYC Commission on the Accreditation of 

 Early Childhood Higher Education Programs. 
 

 
Institution Name:   Montgomery County Community College State: PA 

Dates of Site Visit:  October 5 - 8, 2025 

Degree program(s):   A.A. Education in the Early Years: Birth through Fourth Grade 

Date of Decision:  February 2026 

 

Decision:  Accredited with Probation 

Commission review of evidence indicates that the program is found to have not met one or more accreditation 
standards: notably, both indicators of Accreditation Standard D as well as one indicator each within Accreditation 
Standards C, E, and F. The concerns identified are serious enough to compromise the program’s ability to deliver 
professional preparation that supports candidates’ developing proficiency in the Professional Standards and 
Competencies. In addition, information in the program’s Self-Study Report, the Peer Review Report and/or the 
program’s Written Response identify challenges in the program’s ability to address the concerns. 
 
In particular, the Commission identified the following as the primary evidence that would be needed to 
document meeting the standards: 
 

1. (Standard C6) Ensure the program is transparent with the public about its effectiveness in preparing 
early childhood educators. 

 
2. (Standard D1) Ensure that collectively the program’s learning opportunities and key assessments address 

the competencies articulated in the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies for preparing 
candidates for the relevant ECE II designation. 
 

3. (Standard D2) Ensure the program’s key assessments accurately evaluate candidate performance related 
to the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies. 

 
4. (Standard E1) Ensure the program accurately and consistently administers key assessments and collects 

and reviews candidate performance data from these assessments. 
 

5. (Standard F1) Ensure the program requires candidates to complete field experiences across a variety of 
early learning settings and with a variety of early childhood age groups sufficient to support candidates’ 
proficiency in the Professional Standards and Competencies. 

 

The Commission offers the following rationale for the decision:  

 

Concern #1 was cited because, while the program website includes an accreditation tab with Program Outcome 
Data, as is required by Standard C, Indicator 6b, evidence was not provided that the program publishes its 
program objectives and evidence of meeting these objectives on its website (Standard C, Indicator 6a). For more  
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information regarding this requirement, the program is encouraged to visit the Focus in Fifteen: Accreditation 
Requirements for Program Websites training at: https://sway.cloud.microsoft/rdY7R7snCltsz1aS?ref=Link 

 

For Concern #1 to be removed, the program must: 

• C6a: Provide evidence the program publishes its program objectives and evidence of meeting these 
objectives on its website, in a place that is easily accessible to current and prospective candidates and 
the public. 

 

Concern #2 was cited because the learning opportunities and key assessments provided in the Self-Study Report 
(pp. 72-159) are aligned with the NAEYC 2010 Professional Preparation Standards. The learning opportunities and 
key assessments found within the Canvas courses onsite were also aligned with the NAEYC 2010 Professional 
Preparation Standards. 
  
The Peer Review Report (PRR, p. 5) noted that updated key assessments for fall 2025 were provided during the 
site visit: rubrics for five of the six key assessments had been modified to address the 2020 Professional 
Standards and Competencies, but the assignment instructions had not yet been fully aligned to the current 
standards. Within the rubrics, it was difficult to see the alignment to the depth and breadth of the competencies 
across the knowledge, comprehension, and application continuum. The learning opportunities embedded within 
the coursework have not yet been aligned with the Professional Standards and Competencies. Therefore, 
evidence is not yet available to support that the learning opportunities and key assessments address the 
Professional Standards and Competencies. 
 
In its Written Response to the Peer Review Report, the program acknowledges that the Self-Study Report 
addresses the 2010 Professional Preparation Standards, noting that “alignment in the sixth key assessment is a 
work in progress. The rubrics of these updated assessments have been aligned to the Professional Standards and 
Competencies…. These key assessments have not been implemented at this time.” 
 
For Concern #2 to be removed, the program must: 

• D1a: Provide evidence that the learning opportunities and key assessments address the cognitive 
demands and skills requirements (i.e., the “know,” “understand” and “do”) aspects of the 2020 
Professional Standards and Competencies. 

• D1b: Provide evidence that the learning opportunities and key assessments address the components that 
make up the continuum of the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies (e.g., the different 
disciplines addressed in Standard 5 are reflected in the learning opportunities and key assessments). 

 
Concern #3 was cited because of instances throughout the rubrics where the distinction between the “Meets the 
Standard” and the “Does Not Yet Meet the Standard” columns are solely based on the presence or absence of an 
item, or on the number of components present, as opposed to the quality of the item.  For example, in the Self-
Study Report on page 116, in the row measuring 1b, the difference between the “Meets the Standard” and the 
“Does Not Yet Meet the Standard” columns is whether or not the student includes “all 6 of the listed 
components” or “at least 3 of the 6 components.” The next row also distinguishes these two columns by whether 
all domains have been identified or have not been identified. The same issue can be seen in the rows addressing 
3b on page 117. More examples of this can be found throughout the other key assessment rubrics. As the 
program works on new key assessments to address the 2020 Professional Standards, while the  
 
 

https://sway.cloud.microsoft/rdY7R7snCltsz1aS?ref=Link
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descriptions of performance expectations can include quantitative language, the primary focus should be on 
providing qualitive descriptions distinguishing these two columns. Within the Accreditation Resource Library, the 
Focus in Fifteen: In-Depth Focus on Rubrics for NAEYC Higher Education Accreditation 
(https://sway.cloud.microsoft/CFF8kH5MODDezOnx?ref=Link) may be especially helpful, along with the Creating 
Key Assessments guidance document that will accompany this Decision Report. 
 
For Concern #3 to be removed by the second report, the program must: 

• D2a: Provide evidence that primarily objective, qualitative descriptions of candidate performance 
expectations for meeting and not meeting the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies are 
included in the key assessments. 

 
Concern #4 was cited because the program does not currently have a dependable system for collecting and 
housing candidate performance data, or a process for regularly reviewing the data with all faculty (which 
includes two full-time and 13 part-time faculty members); currently, part-time faculty are not involved in the 
data review process.  
 
In its Written Response to the Peer Review Report, the program notes: “As stated in the PRR, the program does 
not currently have a dependable data collection (software tool) to collect and house the data. We are currently 
researching extensions offered by Canvas, our Learning Management System, that will allow for proper and more 
meaningful data collection using the current rubric system. We are expected to finish this research in the Spring 
2026 semester so that a more efficient data collection model will be in place for the Fall 2026 semester.” The 
Commission supports this effort and notes that the requirement can be met via a data collection system that is 
or is not tied to a particular software tool. 
 
The Written Response also notes, “As also stated in the PRR, ‘The Program does not currently have a process in 
place for regularly reviewing the data with all faculty.’ We have already planned to begin this review with faculty 
starting in the Spring 2026 semester at the discipline meetings. We will engage in cooperative review of the data, 
discussions about the significance of the data, and steps to improve courses/program as needed.” The 
Commission is supportive of this effort as well and encourages the program to provide updates in the Focused 
Report along with evidence during the virtual site visit.  
 
For Concern #4 to be removed, the program must: 

• E1d: Provide evidence the program has a dependable system to collect and house the candidate 
performance data. 

• E1e: Provide evidence the program has a process in place for regularly reviewing candidate performance 
data with faculty. 

 
To do this, the program needs to describe the process and resources (such as software or other methods) the 
program uses for collecting candidate performance data on key assessments. To meet E1e the program could 
supply sample minutes or summary notes from department/program meetings showing the review of candidate 
performance data and the assessment system that clearly identifies the participation of both full-time and 
adjunct faculty. 
 
Concern #5 was cited because: 
 
The chart on page 179 of the Self-Study Report identifies four fieldwork experiences where candidates engage in 
a total of 23 observation hours: Field Experience #2 requires candidates to observe preschool-aged children in an 
Early Learning/Care Center, and the other three field experiences indicate “varies, candidate choice” for both the 
age group and the setting. Similarly, in the Self-Study Report, the chart on page 180 identifies two fieldwork 
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experiences where candidates engage in practice with children: Field Experience #5 consists of one hour of 
tutoring with preschoolers in an Early Learning/Care Center, and Field Experience #6 consists of 210 hours and 
indicates “varies, candidate choice” for both the age group and the setting. 
 
Thus, it is clear from Field Experience #2 and the brief Field Experience #5 that all candidates observe and 
practice with preschool-aged children in an Early Learning/Care Center. In addition, some candidates may make 
choices that result in observing and practicing with a second age group (infant/toddler and/or ages five through 
eight) and in an additional type of setting (Head Start or equivalent, home-based setting, and/or early school 
grades). However, the program’s current systems for tracking individual candidates’ field placements do not 
seem to ensure that all candidates observe as well as practice with a second age group and second type of 
setting. 
 
In the program’s Written Response to the Peer Review Report, on page 4, the program states: “The Program 
Coordinators absolutely track the candidates field experiences when student teaching, as they are the student 
teaching supervisors as well.” The Commission concurs that the current tracking system ensures that the 
program knows where students are in each experience; however, evidence was not provided of an overall 
tracking document that summarizes each candidate’s five field experience placements to ensure their choices 
meet the requirements of observing and practicing with at least two early childhood age groups and within at 
least two types of settings. 
 
For Concern #5 to be removed, the program must: 

• F1a: Provide evidence that all candidates have opportunities in field experiences to observe and practice 
with at least two of three age groups [infant/toddler, preschool age, and early elementary (through third 
grade)]. 

• F1b: Provide evidence that all candidates have opportunities to observe and practice within at least two 
of four types of early learning settings (home-based programs, center-based programs, early elementary 
grade settings, and comprehensive service settings (e.g., Head Start, Educare). 

 
When addressing F1a, if early-elementary aged children are selected, the program should ensure that fourth-
graders (i.e., within the scope of the program but outside the early childhood age span) are not considered. 

---- 

Timeline and Process for Addressing Probation 
 
The program has two years to address the probation status. The program is required to submit a Focused Report 
using the enclosed template, by March 31, 2027. The Commission reserves the right to schedule a conference 
call with the program for the purpose of asking clarifying questions. 
 
A detailed timeline is provided on page 1. 
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Accreditation Decision Report: The Accreditation Standards 

 

 
Notable strengths in relation to Accreditation Standards A, B, C, and/or F: 
 
For Standard A (Indicator 1a), one notable strength is that both the Pottstown and Blue Bell campuses provide 
associate and certificate credentials along with workforce training relevant to the local region (Self-Study Report, 
p. 6, and on-site tour). 
 
For Standard B (Indicator 3a), as noted in the Self-Study Report and through faculty and candidate interviews, 
faculty members develop close connections with candidates and meet often with them to guide them on their 
path of progression or timeline of completion. Full-time faculty hold a minimum of three office hours per week. 
Part-time faculty often engage in similar discussions and support for candidates even though it is not required by 
the college. It was evident throughout the onsite visit that the faculty (full and part-time) are student-centered 
and invested in the development of these future educators (Self-Study Report, p. 28).  
 
The program requires 36 credit hours of early childhood coursework. Pennsylvania Early Learning Standards and 
Pennsylvania Key Core Knowledge Competencies are evident in each course syllabus (Self-Study Report, p. 32). 
The program of study and the coherence of the courses (Standard C) and field experiences (Standard F) provide a 
framework designed to develop candidate proficiency.  
 
----- 

 
Notable strengths in relation to the Professional Standards and Competencies as addressed through 
Accreditation Standards D and E: 
 
A strength of Standard E (Indicator 1a) is that the program requires all instructors who teach courses with a 
NAEYC key assessment to follow the prescribed instructions and rubric within the key assessment (Self-Study 
Report, p. 46).   
 
Part-time faculty were provided with an opportunity in the spring 2025 semester to consult with faculty who 
teach the same course in order to discuss learning opportunities embedded within their courses.  
 
The Learning Opportunities Chart clearly describes a wide array of learning opportunities that seem to be 
appropriately chosen with regard to introduction, practice, and assessment opportunities. (As noted above, 
updates are required to address the 2020 Professional Standards and Competencies.) 
 
---- 
 
Suggested Areas for Consideration: 
 
Data Reporting and Analysis: 
As the program designs its data system in response to Concern #3, the program is encouraged to review current 
and forthcoming materials in the Accreditation Resource Library with regard to data reporting and analysis, as 
well as the instructions within the Focused Report template. Within the Self-Study Report, the Commission noted 
that data are not disaggregated within the data tables for the standards measured in more than one key 
assessment, so it is difficult to tell how candidates met the standard aligned within the key assessment. In  
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addition, individual lines within the data tables include up to three applications of data for a single key element: 
this inflates the N, which makes it difficult to determine how many candidates “Did Not Yet Meet,” “Met,” or 
“Exceeded” expectations. It is difficult to determine the percentage of candidates who “Did Not Yet Meet,” 
“Met,” or “Exceeded” expectations for a standard indicator from a particular key assessment. It is also difficult to 
identify which specific key assessment is an area where continuous improvement efforts may be needed (Self-
Study Report, pp. 161-177). 
 
Breadth of Field Experiences: 
When looking at the two experiences for the practice component, the Commission noted that Experience #6 
appears to be robust; however, Experience #5 consists of only one hour of tutoring. Although Standard F does 
not require a particular number of hours in the different age groups and settings, the program is strongly 
encouraged, when responding to Concern #4, to consider the intended spirit of the standard with regard to 
preparing candidates for a wide variety of age groups and settings they may encounter during a long career in 
early childhood education.  
 
 
 
 




