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[bookmark: _Toc212551471]Online Program Self-Assessment
Aligned to the National Standards for Quality Online Programs — Third Edition (2025)
[bookmark: _Toc212551472]About
In February 2025, The National Standards for Quality Online Learning (NSQ) released the Third Edition of the National Standards for Quality Online Programs. These updated standards are freely available on the NSQ website at https://nsqol.org/the-standards/quality-online-programs/.
To create this self-assessment tool, Michigan Virtual used ChatGPT 5.0 to generate reflection prompts and to construct criteria for a four-point scale (3 to 0) for each indicator. Michigan Virtual staff then manually reviewed all reflection prompts and scoring criteria to adjust where needed.
[bookmark: _Toc212551473]How to Use
This self-assessment tool is meant to be completed by leaders of an online program. It is purely informative in nature; completing the self-assessment does not lead to certification or accreditation. Its value comes in taking the time to reflect and assess one’s program across each of the 14 standard areas and their 65 indicators.
Each indicator is listed verbatim from the standards. It is followed by a reflection prompt to get you thinking both about the indicators, but also the types of evidence you might produce for the indicator.
After that, a four-point scale (3 = Fully Met, 2 = Mostly Met, 1 = Slightly Met, and 0 = Not Met) is provided. Each point includes criteria to help you differentiate among them. You are asked to select a score rating that reflects your current degree of alignment with that indicator.
Finally, there is an area for you to jot down notes for that standard that may help to capture current thinking or to remind you of something when you revisit the standards later.
As this is a self-assessment, there is no “passing score.” Rather, use the tool both to reflect on and celebrate aspects of your online program that meet the standards as well as identify opportunities for future growth.
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[bookmark: _Toc212551475]Cluster 1 — Mission, Governance, and Leadership (Standards A–D)
[bookmark: _Toc212551476]Standard A — Mission Statement
A mission statement of a quality program clearly conveys its purpose and goals. It serves as the basis for the program’s day-to-day operations, as well as a guide for its strategic plans for the future. Communication between, and buy-in from, stakeholders are a critical component of a mission statement.
[bookmark: _Toc212551477]Indicator A1
The mission statement clearly and concisely conveys the program purpose and educational focus to the target audience.
Reflection: How does your mission statement communicate the purpose and educational focus of your program to its intended audience? What evidence—such as website language, promotional materials, or strategic documents—shows that the mission is clear, concise, and reflective of your program’s goals and values?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The mission statement is clear, concise, and effectively communicates the program’s purpose and educational focus to its target audience; it is easily understood, prominently displayed, and consistently referenced in program materials and decision-making.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The mission statement communicates the program’s purpose and focus but may be somewhat broad or lack precision; it is accessible but not consistently referenced or emphasized across all communications.
· 1 – Slightly Met – The mission statement exists but is vague, overly complex, or inconsistently aligned with the program’s purpose or educational focus; it may not be widely communicated or recognized by stakeholders.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program lacks a clear or cohesive mission statement, or the statement fails to convey the program’s purpose and educational focus to its audience.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551478]Indicator A2
The mission statement is made available to the public.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that the mission statement is accessible to the public and clearly visible to stakeholders? What examples—such as website pages, brochures, or public reports—demonstrate that the mission statement is shared openly and integrated into external communications?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The mission statement is prominently displayed and easily accessible to the public through multiple channels (e.g., website, publications, promotional materials); it is consistently represented across communications and reflects the program’s purpose and values.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The mission statement is publicly available through at least one channel, such as the website or printed materials, though visibility or consistency in presentation may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – The mission statement exists but is difficult to locate, not consistently shared, or limited to internal audiences.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The mission statement is not made available to the public, or there is no evidence of public access or visibility.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551479]Indicator A3
The mission statement is reviewed annually.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that the mission statement remains current and relevant to evolving goals and educational practices? What documentation—such as board minutes, leadership meeting agendas, or revision records—demonstrates that the mission statement is reviewed, discussed, and updated on a regular annual cycle?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The mission statement is formally reviewed each year through a documented process involving leadership and stakeholders; revisions are made as needed to reflect the program’s evolving purpose, priorities, and educational context.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The mission statement is reviewed periodically and generally updated as appropriate, though the annual review process may not be fully documented or consistently applied.
· 1 – Slightly Met – The mission statement is occasionally discussed or revised, but no consistent annual review process is in place, and changes occur only when prompted by external factors.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The mission statement has not been reviewed or updated in several years, and there is no established process for regular evaluation or revision.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551480]Overall Score for Standard A — Mission Statement
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551481]Standard B — Governance
A quality program will have a clear governance structure with transparent roles and responsibilities designed to ensure long-term success and sustainability. Governance members will be knowledgeable about K-12 online learning and will have a collaborative relationship with program leaders.
[bookmark: _Toc212551482]Indicator B1
Governance members are well-informed about K-12 online learning.
Reflection: How are governance members supported in developing and maintaining a strong understanding of K–12 online learning? What professional learning opportunities, briefings, or resources are provided to ensure they can make informed decisions about program direction, policy, and funding?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Governance members demonstrate a strong and current understanding of K–12 online learning; they engage in ongoing professional development, review relevant research and data, and use this knowledge to guide decision-making and strategic planning.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Governance members possess a general understanding of K–12 online learning and occasionally participate in learning or information sessions, though professional learning or knowledge updates occur irregularly.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Governance members have limited exposure to K–12 online learning concepts; awareness depends on informal updates from program staff or external sources, with little structured learning.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Governance members lack awareness or understanding of K–12 online learning, and no efforts are made to build or maintain this knowledge base.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551483]Indicator B2
Governance responsibilities include policy development or approval and budget allocation approval to ensure the program’s vision, mission, and strategic plan are met.
Reflection: How does your governance body actively influence and sustain the program through its decisions? What evidence shows that policies and budget allocations directly support your vision, mission, and strategic plan? Consider meeting minutes, policy documents, or examples of budget decisions tied to program priorities.
Write your response here
Scoring 
· 3 – Fully Met – Governance responsibilities are clearly defined and consistently executed; the governing body routinely develops, reviews, and approves policies and budgets that are explicitly aligned with the program’s vision, mission, and strategic plan.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Governance members regularly approve policies and budgets, though some connections to the vision, mission, or strategic plan are implied rather than explicit or not systematically documented.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Governance occasionally participates in policy or budget approval, but the process is inconsistent or lacks clear linkage to the program’s overarching goals and priorities.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Governance responsibilities related to policy development and budget approval are unclear, informal, or absent, with no evidence that these processes support the vision, mission, or strategic plan.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551484]Indicator B3
Roles and responsibilities of the governance and leadership teams are clearly defined and comply with all state and national regulations.
Reflection: How are the roles and responsibilities of governance and leadership teams documented, communicated, and reviewed? What evidence demonstrates compliance with applicable state and national regulations (e.g., organizational charts, bylaws, job descriptions, or policy manuals)?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Governance and leadership roles are clearly defined, formally documented, and consistently implemented in alignment with all applicable state and national regulations; documentation is reviewed and updated regularly to ensure ongoing compliance.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Governance and leadership roles are well defined and generally compliant with state and national requirements, though documentation or review processes may lack full consistency or periodic updating.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some roles and responsibilities are described, but definitions are incomplete, overlap, or lack clarity; compliance with relevant regulations is uncertain or inconsistently demonstrated.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Governance and leadership roles are not formally defined or documented, and there is no evidence of compliance with state or national regulations.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551485]Indicator B4
Governance members and program leaders collaborate to ensure successful implementation of vision, mission, strategic plan, and goals.
Reflection: How do governance members and program leaders work together to turn the program’s vision, mission, and strategic goals into actionable outcomes? What structures or processes—such as shared committees, planning sessions, or progress reports—demonstrate this collaboration in practice?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Governance members and program leaders collaborate consistently through structured communication and joint planning processes that ensure full alignment and successful implementation of the program’s vision, mission, strategic plan, and goals.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Governance and leadership teams collaborate regularly and demonstrate general alignment with the program’s guiding documents, though some communication or joint planning practices may be informal or unevenly applied.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Occasional collaboration occurs between governance and leadership, but it is ad hoc or limited to specific issues rather than an ongoing, structured effort tied to the vision, mission, or goals.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is little or no evidence of collaboration between governance and leadership teams to implement the program’s vision, mission, strategic plan, or goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551486]Overall Score for Standard B — Governance
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551487]Standard C — Program Leadership
The leadership of a quality online program is accountable to the program’s governance body and is responsible for setting and executing annual operational goals that align with the program’s strategic plan and support of the program’s vision and mission statements.
[bookmark: _Toc212551488]Indicator C1
Program leaders establish annual goals that are aligned with the strategic plan, implement action plans designed to meet goals, and monitor and communicate progress on goals to stakeholders.
Reflection: How do program leaders translate the strategic plan into specific, measurable annual goals? What systems are in place to track progress, evaluate results, and communicate outcomes to stakeholders throughout the year? Consider evidence such as goal-setting templates, progress reports, dashboards, or stakeholder updates.
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders consistently establish annual goals that are clearly aligned with the strategic plan, supported by detailed action plans; progress is systematically monitored, documented, and communicated transparently to stakeholders throughout the year.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Annual goals and action plans are aligned with the strategic plan and generally monitored and communicated, though documentation or stakeholder communication may be inconsistent or lack clear timelines.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some annual goals are created, but alignment with the strategic plan is weak or informal; progress monitoring and communication occur sporadically or lack structure.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Program leaders do not establish or communicate annual goals, or there is no evidence of alignment with the strategic plan, monitoring, or stakeholder communication.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551489]Indicator C2
Program leaders promote a collaborative environment for learning and work.
Reflection: How do program leaders foster collaboration and shared learning among staff, teachers, and stakeholders? What structures—such as professional learning communities, cross-functional teams, or shared decision-making processes—demonstrate a culture of collaboration and collective responsibility?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders intentionally cultivate a collaborative culture where staff, teachers, and stakeholders regularly engage in shared planning, problem-solving, and professional learning; collaboration is embedded in policies, supported by structures, and evident in daily practice.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Program leaders encourage collaboration and provide periodic opportunities for teamwork and shared learning, though participation or follow-through may be inconsistent across teams or departments.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Collaboration occurs occasionally or informally, often driven by individual initiative rather than leadership direction or organizational structures.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program environment is largely siloed, with minimal or no evidence of collaboration or shared professional learning fostered by leadership.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551490]Indicator C3
Program leaders verify that measures are in place to ensure the quality, integrity, and validity of information used to evaluate the program and measure learner success.
Reflection: How do program leaders ensure that data used for evaluating program effectiveness and learner success is accurate, reliable, and ethically collected? What systems, policies, or review processes are in place to validate data sources and protect data integrity throughout the evaluation cycle?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders have well-defined processes and controls ensuring that all data used for program evaluation and learner success measurement is valid, reliable, and consistently verified; integrity and accuracy are maintained through clear policies, staff training, and regular data audits.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Data quality and validation processes exist and are followed in most cases, though documentation or review cycles may not be fully consistent or comprehensive across all program areas.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some informal or partial measures for data quality and accuracy exist, but verification is irregular, and protocols for maintaining data integrity are underdeveloped or inconsistently applied.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There are no established processes to verify the quality, integrity, or validity of program or learner data, resulting in unreliable information for decision-making.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551491]Indicator C4
Policies and procedures are reviewed and updated annually.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that its policies and procedures remain current, relevant, and aligned with evolving laws, standards, and best practices? What evidence demonstrates that reviews occur on a defined annual schedule and that updates are communicated effectively to all stakeholders?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Policies and procedures are systematically reviewed and updated each year through a formal, documented process involving relevant stakeholders; revisions reflect changes in legislation, best practices, and program needs, and updates are clearly communicated and implemented across the organization.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Policies and procedures are reviewed and updated regularly, though the annual cycle may not always be consistently followed or fully documented; communication of updates occurs but may vary by department or topic.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Policies and procedures are reviewed sporadically or only when issues arise; there is limited documentation of review processes, and updates are inconsistently shared or implemented.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is no established process for reviewing or updating policies and procedures, and existing documents are outdated, incomplete, or not communicated to stakeholders.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551492]Overall Score for Standard C — Program Leadership
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551493]Standard D — Transparency and Accountability
Accurate information regarding program policies and outcomes is made available to prospective and current stakeholders.
[bookmark: _Toc212551494]Indicator D1
Learner assessments align with stated course, unit, or lesson-level objectives or competencies.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that assessments directly measure the intended learning objectives or competencies at the course, unit, or lesson level? What processes or tools—such as curriculum maps, assessment blueprints, or peer reviews—verify this alignment and consistency across courses?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – All assessments are intentionally designed or selected to align precisely with clearly stated course, unit, and lesson-level objectives or competencies; alignment is verified through documented review processes and regularly evaluated for consistency and effectiveness.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Most assessments align with stated objectives or competencies, though some minor inconsistencies or gaps in verification may exist across courses or instructional areas.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some assessments align with intended objectives, but alignment is inconsistent or informal, with limited documentation or review of how assessments measure stated outcomes.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is little or no evidence that assessments align with course, unit, or lesson objectives or competencies; assessments appear disconnected from stated learning goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551495]Indicator D2
Program leaders establish metrics for course quality, learner outcomes, and, if applicable, graduation requirements.
Reflection: What measurable indicators does your program use to evaluate course quality, learner performance, and progress toward graduation or completion? How were these metrics developed, and how are they communicated, monitored, and used to drive program improvement?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders have clearly defined, measurable metrics for course quality, learner outcomes, and graduation or completion requirements; these metrics are aligned with program goals, documented, and used systematically to evaluate performance and guide continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Metrics exist for most areas of course quality, learner outcomes, and graduation requirements and they generally align with program goals; however, some measures may lack clarity, consistency, or routine application across all courses or programs.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some metrics are informally identified or applied inconsistently; there is limited documentation or systematic use of these measures to evaluate or improve course quality, learner outcomes, and graduation requirements.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No defined metrics exist for course quality, learner outcomes, or graduation requirements, or the program lacks processes for using such measures to assess or improve performance.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551496]Indicator D3
D3: Program leaders complete an annual evaluation of metrics related to course quality, learner outcomes, and, if applicable, graduation rates.
Reflection: How does your program evaluate and interpret data on course quality, learner outcomes, and graduation rates each year? What processes or reports demonstrate that these metrics are systematically analyzed, shared with stakeholders, and used to inform decisions for program improvement?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders conduct a comprehensive annual evaluation of defined metrics for course quality, learner outcomes, and graduation rates; results are documented, analyzed for trends, shared with stakeholders, and used to guide strategic planning and continuous improvement initiatives.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Program leaders complete regular evaluations of key metrics, though the process may not occur consistently each year or lack full documentation or follow-up actions based on the findings.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some evaluation of course or learner data occurs informally or intermittently, but it is not part of a structured annual process or does not consistently influence planning or improvement.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No annual evaluation of course quality, learner outcomes, or graduation data is conducted, and there is no evidence of systematic data analysis to inform decision-making.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551497]Overall Score for Standard D — Transparency and Accountability
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551498]Cluster 2 — Planning, Resources, and Evaluation (Standards E–H)
[bookmark: _Toc212551499]Standard E — Planning
[bookmark: _Toc212551500]A quality program engages in regular strategic planning in order to reflect upon and improve program effectiveness.
[bookmark: _Toc212551501]Indicator E1
A strategic plan is developed and updated regularly to address long-term actions.
Reflection: How does your program develop and maintain its strategic plan to ensure alignment with long-term goals and evolving educational needs? What evidence shows that the plan is regularly reviewed, updated, and used to guide decision-making over multiple years?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program maintains a comprehensive, clearly documented strategic plan that outlines long-term goals and actions; it is reviewed and updated regularly through an inclusive process involving stakeholders, ensuring that it actively guides program decisions and continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – A strategic plan exists and identifies long-term priorities, but updates or reviews may not occur on a consistent schedule, or the plan is not fully integrated into regular decision-making processes.
· 1 – Slightly Met – The program has a partial or outdated strategic plan, with limited evidence of regular updates or use in guiding long-term planning and actions.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No formal strategic plan exists, or the plan is inactive, outdated, or disconnected from the program’s ongoing operations and goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551502]Indicator E2
The strategic plan addresses the resources necessary to support program priorities and achieve desired outcomes.
Reflection: How does your strategic plan account for the financial, human, and technological resources required to meet your program’s priorities and desired outcomes? What evidence demonstrates that resource needs are identified, prioritized, and aligned with strategic goals during planning and implementation?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The strategic plan clearly identifies and aligns financial, human, and technological resources needed to achieve program priorities and outcomes; resource planning is proactive, data-informed, and regularly reviewed to ensure alignment with strategic goals.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The strategic plan references the key resources required to support major goals, though some areas—such as staffing, technology, or budgeting—may lack detailed alignment or consistent monitoring.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Resource considerations are mentioned in the strategic plan but are limited in scope or disconnected from broader program priorities; there is little evidence that resources are systematically aligned with desired outcomes.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The strategic plan does not address or connect resource needs to program priorities or outcomes, resulting in unclear or ad hoc resource allocation.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551503]Indicator E3
Program goals are aligned to the strategic plan and updated annually.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that annual goals are directly connected to the broader strategic plan? What processes or documentation—such as planning templates, annual reports, or leadership reviews—demonstrate this alignment and the regular updating of goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Annual program goals are clearly aligned with the strategic plan and reviewed each year through a formal process; updates reflect progress, changing needs, and stakeholder input, ensuring coherence between short-term actions and long-term strategic priorities.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Annual program goals generally align with the strategic plan, though updates may not occur consistently each year, or documentation of the review and revision process may be limited.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some program goals relate to the strategic plan, but alignment is informal or inconsistent; annual updates are sporadic or lack clear connection to strategic priorities.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Program goals are not aligned with the strategic plan, and there is no evidence of annual review or updates to ensure consistency with long-term direction.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551504]Indicator E4
Program goals are shared and supported throughout the organization.
Reflection: How does your program communicate annual goals to ensure all staff and stakeholders understand and support them? What systems or practices—such as staff meetings, newsletters, dashboards, or shared documents—demonstrate that goals are visible, understood, and integrated into daily operations?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program goals are clearly communicated across the organization through multiple channels, and staff at all levels understand their roles in achieving them; leadership fosters ownership and alignment; staff awareness and support is consistent across the organization; progress toward goals is regularly shared and celebrated.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Program goals are communicated to most staff and stakeholders, and general support is evident, though messaging or engagement may not be consistent across all teams or communication methods.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Program goals are occasionally communicated but not widely understood or referenced in day-to-day work; staff awareness and support vary considerably across the organization.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Program goals are not shared broadly or communicated to staff and stakeholders, and there is little evidence of organizational understanding or support for them.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551505]Overall Score for Standard E — Planning
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551506]Standard F — Program Staff
A quality online program has appropriate levels of qualified, well-trained, and supported staff who have the resources needed to achieve personal and program goals.
[bookmark: _Toc212551507]Indicator F1
Sufficient qualified professional, administrative, and support staff are available to achieve the program’s mission and annual goals.
Reflection: How does your program ensure it has the right number and mix of qualified staff to meet its mission and goals? What evidence—such as staffing plans, job descriptions, recruitment practices, or workload analyses—shows that staffing levels and expertise are adequate and aligned with program priorities?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program employs enough qualified professional, administrative, and support staff to meet its mission and goals; staffing levels, roles, and expertise are regularly reviewed and adjusted to ensure effective operations and student support.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The program maintains an overall adequate number of qualified staff, though occasional gaps in staffing levels, role clarity, or workload distribution may impact efficiency or goal attainment.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Staffing levels or qualifications are inconsistent and occasionally insufficient to fully meet program needs; recruitment, retention, or workload management processes may be underdeveloped or reactive.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program lacks adequate qualified staff to fulfill its mission and annual goals, with significant gaps in expertise, staffing levels, or support functions.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551508]Indicator F2
Ongoing training and support are provided to the staff to carry out the vision, mission, and goals of the program.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that all staff receive ongoing professional learning and support aligned with the program’s vision, mission, and goals? What examples—such as professional development plans, onboarding sessions, mentoring programs, or skill-building workshops—demonstrate this commitment to continuous growth?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Comprehensive, ongoing professional development and support are provided to all staff, intentionally aligned with the program’s vision, mission, and goals; participation is consistent, needs-based, and supported by leadership to promote continual improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Staff receive regular training and support opportunities that generally align with the program’s priorities, though participation, follow-up, or direct connection to strategic goals may not be consistent across all staff groups.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Professional development is offered occasionally or focuses on compliance rather than growth; connections to the program’s vision, mission, and goals are limited or unclear.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program provides little or no ongoing training or support for staff, and there is no evidence of alignment between professional learning and the program’s broader mission or goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551509]Indicator F3
Clearly defined individual and team roles and responsibilities are evident.
Reflection: How are individual and team roles defined, documented, and communicated within your program? What evidence—such as organizational charts, job descriptions, process manuals, or meeting structures—shows that staff understand their responsibilities and how their work contributes to the program’s goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Individual and team roles are clearly defined, documented, and communicated; all staff understand their responsibilities, and alignment among roles supports effective collaboration and achievement of program goals.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Roles and responsibilities are generally clear and documented for most positions, though occasional overlap, ambiguity, or inconsistent communication may occur across departments or teams which may obscure direct alignment with program goals.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some roles are defined, but clarity and communication vary; staff may be uncertain about responsibilities or experience duplication or gaps in duties creating uncertainty about how various responsibilities contribute to program goals.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Roles and responsibilities are not clearly defined or documented, resulting in confusion, inefficiency, or lack of accountability across the organization. It is unclear how responsibilities contribute to program goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551510]Indicator F4
Evaluations of program staff occur on a regularly scheduled basis and use clear and consistent policies, measures, and procedures.
[bookmark: _Hlk212032921]Reflection: How does your program ensure that staff evaluations occur consistently and fairly? What documentation—such as evaluation policies, performance rubrics, or feedback schedules—shows that evaluations are conducted regularly using transparent, objective measures and procedures?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Staff evaluations occur on a clearly defined and regularly scheduled basis, following transparent, consistent policies and performance measures; evaluations include actionable feedback and are used to guide professional growth and program improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Evaluations are conducted for most staff on a regular schedule, and general policies and measures are in place, though implementation or documentation may not be fully consistent across all roles or departments.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some staff are evaluated, but the process is informal, inconsistent, or lacks clear criteria and documentation; feedback may not be systematically used to support improvement.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Staff evaluations are infrequent, inconsistently applied, or absent, with no clear policies or procedures guiding performance assessment.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551511]Overall Score for Standard F — Program Staff
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551512]Standard G — Financial and Material Resources
A quality online program plans for and expends financial and material resources using sound business practices to accomplish the program’s vision and mission.
[bookmark: _Toc212551513]Indicator G1
Resources are managed according to local, state, and/or national budget regulations and accounting principles.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that financial resources are managed responsibly and in compliance with all relevant regulations and accounting standards? What evidence—such as audit reports, financial procedures, or oversight documentation—demonstrates adherence to required fiscal policies and ethical practices?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Financial resources are managed with full compliance to all applicable local, state, and national budget regulations and accounting principles; processes are transparent, well-documented, regularly audited, and consistently demonstrate fiscal responsibility and accountability.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Resource management practices adhere to established financial and regulatory guidelines, though documentation, auditing, or internal review procedures may not be applied consistently across all areas.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some financial practices align with basic regulations or accounting principles, but procedures are informal, inconsistently applied, or lack systematic oversight.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Financial resources are not managed in accordance with recognized regulations or accounting standards, and there is little or no evidence of oversight or accountability.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551514]Indicator G2
Resources are adequate and allocated to help ensure sustainability over time, according to the program’s vision, mission, and strategic plan.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that financial and material resources are sufficient and strategically allocated to sustain operations over time? What documentation—such as budget plans, financial forecasts, or strategic funding priorities—shows that resource allocation supports long-term alignment with the program’s vision, mission, and goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Financial and material resources are sufficient and strategically allocated to sustain the program over time; budgeting and allocation decisions are data-informed, transparent, and directly aligned with the vision, mission, and strategic plan to ensure long-term stability.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Resources are generally adequate and support most program priorities, though long-term sustainability planning or explicit alignment with the strategic plan may not be consistently documented or reviewed.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Resource allocation covers basic operational needs but lacks clear connection to long-term sustainability goals; funding decisions are reactive or inconsistently tied to the vision and mission.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Resources are insufficient or allocated without consideration of sustainability or alignment with the program’s strategic direction, resulting in unmet needs or instability.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551515]Indicator G3
Program budget and resource allocation are determined by program leaders using projections established from trends in the educational and business environments.
Reflection: How do program leaders use data and trend analysis from educational and business environments to guide budgeting and resource allocation? What evidence—such as enrollment forecasts, technology trends, labor market data, or economic analyses—demonstrates that projections inform sound financial planning and resource decisions?	Comment by Kelly Cuccolo: this is, I believe, the only one that isn't phrased as "How do you..."
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders consistently analyze trends in education, technology, and the broader business environment to develop data-informed projections that guide budgeting and resource allocation; these projections are documented, regularly reviewed, and used to ensure financial stability and responsiveness to change.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Program leaders consider educational and business trends when planning budgets and allocating resources, though analysis or documentation of projections may be limited or not consistently applied across all budget cycles.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Budget and resource decisions are occasionally influenced by relevant educational or business trends, but the process is informal or lacks systematic data analysis to support projections or long-term planning.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Budgeting and resource allocation decisions are made without consideration of educational or business trends, resulting in reactive or short-sighted financial planning.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551516]Overall Score for Standard G — Financial and Material Resources
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551517]Standard H — Program Evaluation
A quality online program recognizes the importance of program evaluation and demonstrates a commitment to both internal and external evaluations. Internal evaluations are completed on an ongoing basis, for the purpose of tracking learner progress and identifying strengths and areas in need of improvement. External evaluations provide an objective perspective that adds credibility and validates internal findings. This dual approach creates a comprehensive framework for continuous improvement and accountability.
[bookmark: _Toc212551518]Indicator H1
Metrics that guide internal evaluation are clearly defined by program leaders and use valid data sources that include measures of learner performance.
Reflection: How does your program define and select metrics to evaluate performance, quality, and impact? What evidence—such as data dashboards, evaluation frameworks, or benchmark reports—shows that these metrics are clearly defined, use valid data sources, and include measures of learner performance?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program leaders have established a comprehensive set of clearly defined metrics for internal evaluation that rely on valid, reliable data sources; learner performance measures are integral to the process, and results are used to guide decision-making with the goal of continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Program leaders define and use appropriate metrics with valid data sources, including some learner performance measures, though definitions or applications may lack full consistency or regular review across all areas of evaluation.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some metrics and data sources are used for internal evaluation, but they are inconsistently defined, lack reliability, or include limited attention to learner performance measures.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There are no clearly defined metrics or valid data sources guiding internal evaluation, and learner performance data is not systematically included or analyzed.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551519]Indicator H2
Results of regular internal evaluations inform management decisions and continuous improvement plans.
Reflection: How does your program use findings from internal evaluations to shape management decisions and improvement initiatives? What documentation—such as evaluation summaries, action plans, or meeting notes—demonstrates that evaluation results are analyzed, shared, and intentionally applied to enhance program quality and learner outcomes?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Internal evaluation results are systematically analyzed and directly inform management decisions, strategic planning, and continuous improvement initiatives; evidence shows clear alignment between evaluation findings, action steps, and measurable improvements in program performance.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Evaluation results are reviewed and occasionally influence management or improvement decisions, though follow-through, documentation, or alignment with broader strategic goals may be inconsistent.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Evaluation data are collected but infrequently used to inform decisions or improvement planning; actions taken are sporadic or lack documentation connecting them to evaluation findings.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Internal evaluation results are not analyzed or used to guide management decisions or improvement efforts; no clear process links data to planning or program refinement.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551520]Indicator H3
Course review protocols are aligned with the National Standards for Quality Online Courses.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that course review processes align with the National Standards for Quality Online Courses? What documentation—such as course review rubrics, evaluation reports, or alignment checklists—demonstrates that these protocols are applied consistently and used to maintain high course quality?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Course review protocols are fully aligned with the National Standards for Quality Online Courses; reviews occur regularly using established tools and documented processes, and results directly inform course design improvements and updates.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Course review processes incorporate many elements of the National Standards for Quality Online Courses, though alignment or review frequency may not be consistent across all courses or subject areas.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Course review protocols exist but are informal, limited in scope, or only partially aligned with the National Standards for Quality Online Courses; implementation is inconsistent.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There are no established course review protocols aligned with the National Standards for Quality Online Courses, or course reviews occur rarely or without a consistent framework.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551521]Indicator H4
Periodic external evaluations are completed by objective parties with experience in online learning.
Reflection: How does your program engage external reviewers or accrediting bodies to evaluate its quality and effectiveness? What documentation—such as external evaluation reports, accreditation reviews, or third-party audits—demonstrates that independent experts in online learning assess your program on a regular cycle?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – External evaluations are conducted on a defined and regular schedule by qualified, objective reviewers with expertise in online learning; findings are comprehensive, documented, and used to validate quality and guide program improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – External reviews are completed periodically by qualified reviewers, though the evaluation schedule or scope may vary, or follow-up actions may not always be clearly documented.
· 1 – Slightly Met – External evaluations occur irregularly or focus on limited program areas; reviewers may not have specific expertise in online learning, or recommendations are not consistently acted upon.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No external evaluations are conducted, or reviews are informal and lack objectivity or alignment with best practices in online learning.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551522]Indicator H5
Findings of external evaluations are used to develop annual goals and long-term improvement plans.
Reflection: How does your program incorporate insights from external evaluations into its goal setting and improvement processes? What evidence—such as action plans, board presentations, or strategic updates—shows that evaluation findings are analyzed and directly inform both annual and long-term improvement efforts?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Findings from external evaluations are systematically reviewed, prioritized, and incorporated into both annual goals and long-term improvement plans; resulting actions are documented, tracked, and communicated to stakeholders to ensure accountability and continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – External evaluation findings inform program goals and planning, though integration into long-term strategies or documentation of follow-up actions may be inconsistent or incomplete.
· 1 – Slightly Met – External evaluation findings are acknowledged but rarely used to guide formal planning; connections between recommendations and improvement actions are limited or informal.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – External evaluation results are not reviewed or used to inform annual or long-term planning, and there is no evidence of follow-up or improvement based on external feedback.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551523]Indicator H6
Evaluation results are communicated to program stakeholders.
Reflection: How does your program share evaluation findings with stakeholders such as staff, families, partners, or governing bodies? What evidence—such as annual reports, data dashboards, newsletters, or meeting summaries—shows that results are communicated in clear, accessible, and actionable ways?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Evaluation results are communicated regularly and clearly to all relevant stakeholders through multiple formats; reports are transparent, data-informed, and designed to foster shared understanding and support for continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Evaluation findings are shared with key stakeholders on a periodic basis, though communication may not reach all audiences or may lack full clarity, consistency, or accessibility.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some evaluation information is shared, but communication is infrequent, limited in scope, or presented in ways that do not promote stakeholder engagement or understanding.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Evaluation results are not communicated to stakeholders, or dissemination is minimal, lacks transparency or purpose, and/or is presented in a way that does not promote engagement or understanding.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551524]Overall Score for Standard H — Program Evaluation
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551525]Cluster 3 — Curriculum, Instruction, and Assessment (Standards I–K)
[bookmark: _Toc212551526]Standard I — Curriculum and Course Design
A quality online program will adopt and implement instructional design methods that enable effective online instruction for both institutionally developed courses as well as licensed content from other sources.
[bookmark: _Toc212551527]Indicator I1
Course offerings are presented in a clear, descriptive, and easy to navigate format that provides sufficient information for decision making including course level, prerequisite requirements, cost of required materials, synchronous meeting requirements, and where a course is sourced.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that students, families, and partners can easily understand and compare course options before enrolling? What examples—such as an online catalog, course information pages, or enrollment guides—show that each course listing provides complete, accurate, and clearly organized details for informed decision-making?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Course offerings are consistently presented in a clear, descriptive, and easy-to-navigate format that includes all relevant details (course level, prerequisites, cost of materials, synchronous requirements, and course source); information is accurate, up-to-date, and accessible to all stakeholders.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Course listings are generally clear and include most required information, though some details (e.g., prerequisites or synchronous meeting times) may be incomplete, inconsistently formatted, or occasionally outdated.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Course information is provided but lacks clarity, organization, or completeness; stakeholders may need to seek additional details before making informed decisions.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Course offerings are unclear, incomplete, or difficult to navigate, with little or no information available to support stakeholder decision-making.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551528]Indicator I2
Course and lesson level learning objectives are presented in a clear, organized format.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that learning objectives are communicated clearly to students and educators at both the course and lesson levels? What artifacts—such as course outlines, lesson plans, or LMS pages—demonstrate that objectives are consistently stated, visible, and organized to support learner understanding?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Course and lesson-level learning objectives are consistently presented in a clear, organized, and easy-to-understand format; objectives are visible to students, align with standards or competencies, and guide instructional design and assessment throughout the course.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Learning objectives are provided at both the course and lesson levels and are generally clear, though formatting, visibility, or consistency may vary slightly across courses or modules.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Learning objectives are present but inconsistently written or organized; some lessons or courses lack clearly stated objectives accessible to learners.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Learning objectives are unclear, missing, or not communicated to learners, resulting in limited understanding of course expectations and learning goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551529]Indicator I3
Course content aligns with grade level and/or subject level content standards.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that course content is aligned with applicable state, national, or subject-specific standards? What documentation—such as curriculum maps, alignment matrices, or course design reviews—demonstrates that instructional materials and activities meet grade-level expectations and disciplinary rigor?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – All course content is clearly aligned with grade-level and/or subject-level standards; alignment is documented, verified through formal review, and ensures that instruction and assessments reflect appropriate rigor and expectations.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Course content aligns with most grade-level and subject standards, though some units or lessons may show minor gaps or lack full documentation of alignment.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some alignment to standards is evident, but it is inconsistent or incomplete; course materials may only partially address required grade or subject-level competencies.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Course content shows little or no evidence of alignment with established grade or subject-level standards.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551530]Indicator I4
A clear definition of high quality instructional materials exists. Materials used in the program are consistent with the definition and enrich learning.
Reflection: How does your program define “high-quality instructional materials,” and how is this definition communicated and applied in course design and selection? What evidence—such as policy statements, curriculum frameworks, or material review checklists—shows that instructional resources meet this definition and actively enhance student learning?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program has a clear, well-documented definition of high-quality instructional materials aligned with standards and best practices; all materials used are consistent with this definition, regularly reviewed, and demonstrably enrich learning through engagement, relevance, and rigor.
· 2 – Mostly Met – A definition of high-quality instructional materials exists and is generally applied, though some materials or courses may not be consistently reviewed or fully aligned with the established definition.
· 1 – Slightly Met – A loose or informal understanding of high-quality materials exists, but there is limited documentation, consistency, or evidence that materials are systematically evaluated or aligned with the program’s definition.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No definition of high-quality instructional materials exists, or course materials do not demonstrate alignment with quality expectations or contribute meaningfully to student learning.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551531]Indicator I5
Technology is evaluated on a regular basis to ensure the technology supports program goals and enhances learning experiences.
Reflection: How does your program assess whether the technologies used—such as the LMS, digital tools, and instructional software—effectively support learning and align with program goals? What evidence—such as technology audits, user feedback, or evaluation reports—shows that technology decisions are reviewed regularly and lead to continuous improvement?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program conducts regular, documented evaluations of instructional and operational technologies to ensure they effectively support learning and program goals; results inform updates, training, and adoption of tools that enhance the learner experience.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Technology is periodically reviewed for effectiveness and alignment with program goals, though evaluations may not occur on a consistent schedule or include all platforms and tools.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some informal reviews or feedback on technology occur, but evaluation processes are inconsistent, undocumented, or lack clear connection to decision-making and improvement.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Technology is not regularly evaluated for effectiveness or alignment with program goals, and decisions about tools or platforms are made without systematic review.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551532]Indicator I6
Courses provide opportunities for interaction that support relationships amongst peers and with teachers.
Reflection: How does your program design courses to foster meaningful interaction between students and teachers, as well as among peers? What evidence—such as discussion boards, group projects, feedback exchanges, or synchronous sessions—shows that course structures intentionally support relationship building and a sense of community?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Courses intentionally incorporate multiple, meaningful opportunities for interaction between students and teachers and among peers; these interactions are purposeful, promote engagement and collaboration, and contribute to a strong sense of online community and belonging.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Courses include regular opportunities for student–teacher and peer interaction, though the frequency, depth, or intentional design of these activities may vary across courses or instructors.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Interaction opportunities exist but are limited, inconsistent, or primarily transactional (e.g., assignment submission or brief feedback) rather than fostering authentic relationships.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Courses lack structures or activities that facilitate meaningful interaction between students and teachers or among peers.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551533]Indicator I7
Courses contain a variety of activities that include options for in-depth learning.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that courses include diverse and engaging learning activities that allow students to explore content deeply? What evidence—such as lesson samples, project descriptions, or student work examples—shows that learners have multiple pathways to demonstrate understanding and extend their learning beyond surface-level tasks?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Courses include a balanced variety of instructional activities that engage learners in critical thinking, application, and inquiry; options for in-depth exploration and personalized learning are intentionally designed and aligned to objectives.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Courses provide multiple activity types that promote engagement and some opportunities for deeper learning, though options for extended exploration or differentiation may not be consistent across all lessons or courses.
· 1 – Slightly Met – A variety of activities are present but focus primarily on basic recall or procedural tasks; opportunities for deeper analysis or creative application are limited or inconsistent.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Course activities are narrow in scope, repetitive, or fail to provide opportunities for learners to engage in in-depth or meaningful learning experiences.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551534]Indicator I8
Course development process includes criteria for inclusion of asynchronous and synchronous learning opportunities.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that both asynchronous and synchronous learning opportunities are intentionally included in course design? What documentation—such as course development guidelines, instructional design templates, or sample schedules—demonstrates how these opportunities are planned and balanced to support flexibility, engagement, and learner success?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The course development process includes clear, documented criteria for integrating both asynchronous and synchronous learning opportunities; these modalities are intentionally designed to complement each other, enhance engagement, and accommodate diverse learner needs.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Courses generally include both asynchronous and synchronous components, and design guidelines reference their use, though integration criteria or consistency across courses may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some courses include both asynchronous and synchronous elements, but their inclusion is inconsistent or lacks clear guidance in the course development process.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There are no established criteria or expectations for including asynchronous and synchronous learning opportunities in course design, and most courses rely solely on one delivery format.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551535]Indicator I9
Courses meet copyright law and fair use guidelines.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that all instructional materials comply with copyright law and fair-use guidelines? What documentation—such as copyright policies, licensing records, or staff training materials—demonstrates that teachers and course developers understand and follow proper procedures for using, sharing, or adapting content?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program has clearly defined policies and procedures to ensure full compliance with copyright law and fair-use guidelines; all materials are properly licensed or cited, and staff receive regular training on intellectual property and content use.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Copyright and fair-use practices are followed for most materials, and general guidance or policies exist, though some documentation, citations, or staff training may be incomplete or inconsistently applied.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some awareness of copyright and fair use exists, but practices are informal or inconsistently implemented; occasional materials may lack proper attribution or licensing.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program lacks clear policies or procedures to ensure copyright compliance, and materials are used or distributed without appropriate permissions or attribution.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551536]Overall Score for Standard I — Curriculum and Course Design
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551537]Standard J — Instruction
A quality online program takes a comprehensive and integrated approach to ensuring excellent teaching for its learners.
[bookmark: _Toc212551538]Indicator J1
The program establishes clear expectations for teaching practices that are guided by evidence-based practices and aligned with the program’s mission and educational goals.
Reflection: How does your program define and communicate expectations for effective online teaching? What documentation—such as instructional frameworks, teaching standards, evaluation rubrics, or professional learning plans—shows that teaching practices are grounded in research and aligned with the program’s mission and educational goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program has clearly defined and consistently communicated expectations for teaching practices that are explicitly grounded in evidence-based research; all instructional staff understand and apply these expectations, which align closely with the program’s mission and educational goals.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The program defines expectations for teaching practices that reflect evidence-based strategies and general alignment with its mission, though communication, documentation, or consistent implementation may vary across staff or courses.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Teaching expectations exist informally or inconsistently; some evidence-based practices are used, but there is limited documentation or clear alignment with the program’s mission and goals.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program has no defined expectations for teaching practices, or practices used are not guided by research or aligned with the program’s educational mission and goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551539]Indicator J2
Instructional leaders evaluate multiple sources of data to ensure teacher expectations support the program’s mission and educational goals.
Reflection: How do instructional leaders use data to evaluate and strengthen teaching practices across the program? What evidence—such as observation records, learner performance data, course evaluations, or teacher self-assessments—shows that leadership reviews multiple data sources to confirm that instructional expectations align with the program’s mission and goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Instructional leaders systematically collect and analyze multiple data sources—such as performance data, observations, and feedback—to evaluate teaching practices; results are used to verify that instructional expectations fully support the program’s mission, educational goals, and continuous improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Instructional leaders use various data sources to review teaching practices, though analysis or follow-up may not occur consistently or may only partially connect to the program’s mission and goals.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some data are reviewed to evaluate teaching expectations, but analysis is informal, limited in scope, or inconsistently tied to program goals or instructional improvement.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Instructional leaders do not use data to evaluate teaching expectations, or there is no evidence that evaluation processes connect to the program’s mission or educational goals.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551540]Indicator J3
Teachers reflect on learner performance and personal instructional practice, setting goals for continuous improvement.
Reflection: How do teachers use learner performance data and feedback to reflect on and improve their teaching practice? What evidence—such as teacher reflection logs, professional growth plans, or performance reviews—shows that educators analyze outcomes and set specific, measurable goals for continuous improvement?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Teachers regularly analyze learner performance data and feedback to reflect on their instructional effectiveness; they set clear, measurable goals for improvement and adjust their pedagogy accordingly, demonstrating a continuous cycle of reflection and growth.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Teachers engage in reflection and goal setting based on learner performance, though processes or documentation may vary in depth, consistency, or follow-up.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Reflection on instructional practice occurs occasionally or informally, with limited evidence of systematic goal setting or ongoing adjustment based on learner performance data.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Teachers do not engage in reflection or goal setting based on learner performance, and there is no evidence of intentional efforts toward continuous instructional improvement.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551541]Indicator J4
Instruction is inclusive and supports all learners.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that instruction is designed and delivered to meet the diverse needs of all learners? What evidence—such as course design frameworks, lesson examples, or accessibility reviews—demonstrates that teachers intentionally incorporate inclusive practices and Universal Design for Learning (UDL) principles to promote equitable participation and success?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Instruction consistently reflects inclusive practices that support the needs of all learners; teachers intentionally apply UDL principles, provide multiple means of engagement and expression, and proactively remove barriers to ensure equitable access and success for every student.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Instruction incorporates inclusive strategies and supports most learners effectively, though application of UDL principles or differentiation may vary across courses or instructional staff.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some inclusive practices are evident, but they are inconsistently implemented or limited to accommodations rather than proactive instructional design for diverse learners.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Instruction lacks intentional inclusive design and learning experiences do not adequately support the diverse needs of students.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551542]Indicator J5
Teaching standards include expectations for providing timely, effective feedback to learners.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that teachers provide feedback that is both timely and meaningful to support student growth? What evidence—such as feedback policies, LMS data, sample teacher communications, or student surveys—demonstrates that feedback expectations are clearly defined, monitored, and aligned with teaching standards?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Teaching standards clearly define expectations for timely, specific, and actionable feedback; teachers consistently meet these expectations, and feedback practices are monitored and reinforced through professional learning and evaluation.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Expectations for timely and effective feedback are established and generally followed, though consistency across teachers or clarity of feedback criteria may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some teachers provide feedback, but practices are informal, inconsistent, or lack alignment with established expectations for timeliness and effectiveness.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There are no defined expectations for feedback, or feedback to learners is minimal, delayed, or lacks instructional value.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551543]Overall Score for Standard J — Instruction
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551544]Standard K — Assessment and Learner Performance
A quality online learning program values positive learner outcomes and takes a comprehensive, integrated approach to measuring and monitoring progress toward defined learning objectives.
[bookmark: _Toc212551545]Indicator K1
Multiple methods of assessment are used to determine learner progress.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that a variety of assessment methods are used to measure learner progress and mastery? What evidence—such as assessment maps, sample assignments, or course rubrics—shows that students have multiple opportunities and formats to demonstrate understanding of learning goals?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Courses intentionally employ a variety of assessment methods—such as formative, summative, performance-based, and self-assessments—to measure learner progress; assessments are aligned with objectives and designed to capture multiple dimensions of learning.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Multiple assessment types are used across most courses, though the range or consistency of methods may vary, and not all assessments fully align with learning objectives.
· 1 – Slightly Met – A limited variety of assessment methods are used, with a primary focus on one type (e.g., quizzes or written tests); opportunities for students to demonstrate learning in diverse ways are minimal.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Courses rely on a single or narrow type of assessment, with little or no evidence of varied methods to determine learner progress.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551546]Indicator K2
Formative assessments provide ongoing feedback to improve learning and inform teaching strategies.
Reflection: How are formative assessments designed and used within your program to support both teaching and learning? What examples—such as progress checks, exit tickets, teacher feedback loops, or data dashboards—show that formative assessments are used to provide timely feedback to students and guide instructional adjustments?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Formative assessments are systematically embedded throughout instruction to provide ongoing, actionable feedback; teachers use results to adjust strategies, personalize learning, and help students monitor their own progress toward mastery.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Formative assessments are used regularly to provide feedback and inform instruction, though consistency in their use or documentation of how results guide teaching may vary across courses or instructors.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some formative assessments are present, but their purpose or use is limited; feedback to learners is occasional, and results are rarely used to inform instructional changes.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Formative assessments are not used to provide feedback or inform teaching, and instructional decisions are made without evidence of ongoing learner progress.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551547]Indicator K3
Assessments and other activities that measure learner performance are aligned to learning objectives.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that all assessments and performance activities directly measure the intended learning objectives? What documentation—such as curriculum maps, assessment blueprints, or crosswalks—demonstrates that each assessment task aligns with what learners are expected to know and do?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – All assessments and performance activities are explicitly aligned with course, unit, and lesson learning objectives; alignment is documented and verified through formal review, ensuring that learners are evaluated on the knowledge and skills they were intended to master.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Assessments and activities generally align with learning objectives, though occasional gaps or inconsistencies exist between what is taught and what is assessed.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some alignment between assessments and objectives is evident, but connections are inconsistent, informal, or not clearly documented across courses or lessons.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Assessments and activities do not align with stated learning objectives, leading to unclear or inaccurate measures of learner performance.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551548]Indicator K4
The program utilizes strategies to ensure the integrity of course assessments and validity of learner work.
Reflection: How does your program safeguard academic integrity and verify the authenticity of learner work? What systems or procedures—such as plagiarism detection tools, proctored exams, honor codes, or identity verification protocols—demonstrate that assessments accurately reflect each learner’s own performance?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program employs comprehensive, well-documented strategies to ensure assessment integrity and validate learner work, including technological tools, clear academic honesty policies, and consistent enforcement practices across all courses.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The program uses several methods to promote academic integrity and verify learner work, though application or consistency across courses or instructors may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Limited or informal measures are in place to maintain assessment integrity; policies may exist but are inconsistently communicated, monitored, or enforced.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program lacks defined strategies to ensure assessment integrity or verify learner work, resulting in unreliable or unverified measures of student performance.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551549]Overall Score for Standard K — Assessment and Learner Performance
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551550]Cluster 4 — Access and Stakeholder Support (Standards L–N)
[bookmark: _Toc212551551]Standard L — Equity and Access
[bookmark: _Toc212551552]A quality online program’s policies and practices support learners’ ability to access the program. Accommodations are available to meet a variety of learner needs.
[bookmark: _Toc212551553]Indicator L1
Policies clearly state learner eligibility criteria for the program and are communicated to stakeholders.
Reflection: How does your program define and communicate learner eligibility criteria to ensure transparency and equitable access? What artifacts—such as program handbooks, website descriptions, or enrollment policies—demonstrate that eligibility requirements are clearly documented, accessible, and consistently shared with all stakeholders?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program has clearly defined learner eligibility criteria that are formally documented and communicated through multiple channels (e.g., website, enrollment materials, outreach); information is transparent, consistently applied, and easily accessible to all stakeholders.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Eligibility criteria are documented and communicated to most stakeholders, though messaging or availability of information may vary slightly across platforms or materials.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Basic eligibility information exists but is incomplete, inconsistently stated, or difficult for stakeholders to locate or interpret.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program lacks clear eligibility criteria, or such information is not communicated to stakeholders, resulting in confusion or inequitable access.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551554]Indicator L2
Program staff collaborate with learners and other invested stakeholders to personalize programs in alignment with local policies and laws.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that staff actively collaborate with learners, families, and partners to personalize learning experiences while adhering to applicable policies and laws? What evidence—such as individualized learning plans, accommodation records, or stakeholder meeting notes—demonstrates this collaborative and compliant approach?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Program staff consistently collaborate with learners, families, and other stakeholders to personalize programs; practices are well-documented, compliant with all relevant policies and laws, and result in equitable, learner-centered experiences.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Collaboration among staff, learners, and stakeholders occurs regularly and aligns with most policies and laws, though processes or documentation may not be fully consistent across all cases.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some collaboration takes place to personalize learning, but efforts are informal, limited in scope, or lack clear alignment with local policies and legal requirements.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is little or no evidence of collaboration with learners or stakeholders to personalize programs, and compliance with policies or laws is unclear or lacking.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551555]Indicator L3
All learners have access to program resources, technologies, and support systems.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that every learner—regardless of location, background, or ability—has equitable access to the necessary technologies, resources, and support systems for success? What documentation—such as accessibility audits, technology lending policies, or support service logs—demonstrates that barriers to access are identified and addressed?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – All learners have equitable access to the technologies, resources, and support systems needed for success; the program proactively identifies and removes barriers, monitors access regularly, and ensures timely support for all students.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The majority of learners have access to required resources, technologies, and supports, though occasional or minor gaps in availability or responsiveness may occur for certain populations.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some access is provided, but inequities or inconsistencies exist in the availability or quality of resources and support; barriers are addressed reactively rather than systematically.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not ensure consistent access to necessary resources, technologies, or supports, resulting in significant barriers to learner participation or success.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551556]Indicator L4
Curriculum and instructional practices reflect a variety of cultural perspectives and experiences.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that curriculum materials and instructional practices represent diverse cultures, perspectives, and experiences? What evidence—such as course content audits, inclusive curriculum guidelines, or examples of culturally responsive teaching—demonstrates intentional integration of multiple viewpoints in learning experiences?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Curriculum and instructional practices intentionally incorporate diverse cultural perspectives and experiences; materials are regularly reviewed for inclusivity, and teachers actively use culturally responsive strategies that affirm and engage all learners.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The curriculum and instructional practices include a range of cultural perspectives and experiences, though representation or teacher implementation may not be fully consistent across all courses or subjects.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some inclusion of diverse cultural perspectives is present, but it is limited or unintentional; there is minimal evidence of consistent culturally responsive instruction.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Curriculum and instructional practices lack representation of diverse cultures and experiences, or materials contain biases that hinder equitable and inclusive learning.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551557]Indicator L5
Systematic processes and procedures are used to identify and remove barriers to participation in the program.
Reflection: How does your program identify, monitor, and address barriers that might prevent learners from fully participating? What evidence—such as accessibility reviews, enrollment data analyses, or equity audits—demonstrates that structured processes are in place to detect and remove academic, technological, financial, or procedural barriers?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program implements systematic, data-informed processes to identify and remove barriers to learner participation; actions are proactive, documented, and continuously refined to promote equitable access for all students.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The program uses established procedures to address participation barriers, though reviews may not occur regularly or documentation of follow-up actions may be inconsistent.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some informal efforts exist to identify or address barriers, but processes lack consistency, structure, or comprehensive follow-up.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not have systematic procedures to identify or remove barriers to participation, and inequities or access issues persist unaddressed.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551558]Indicator L6
Course design uses research-based design principles that meet the needs of all learners.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that course design follows research-based principles to support diverse learners? What documentation—such as instructional design models, course templates, or design review checklists—demonstrates that Universal Design for Learning (UDL), accessibility standards, and evidence-based design practices are systematically applied?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Course design consistently incorporates research-based design principles—such as UDL, accessibility standards, and effective online learning strategies—to support the needs of all learners; design processes are documented, reviewed, and continuously improved.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Course design reflects research-based principles and generally supports diverse learners, though application of UDL or accessibility practices may vary across courses or design teams.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some research-based or accessibility-informed design practices are used, but they are inconsistently applied or not systematically integrated into the design process.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Course design lacks evidence of research-based or accessibility-aligned design principles, resulting in limited support for diverse learner needs.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551559]Overall Score for Standard L — Equity and Access
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551560]Standard M — Instructional Staff Support
A quality online program supports instructional staff (instructional leaders, teachers, coaches, guidance and career counselors, and support staff) by providing mentoring, technical assistance, and timely professional development.
[bookmark: _Toc212551561]Indicator M1
The program provides and requires that all new teachers participate in induction and mentoring programs.
Reflection: How does your program support new instructional staff through structured induction and mentoring? What documentation—such as induction schedules, mentor assignments, or feedback logs—demonstrates that mentoring is a required, intentional process designed to build instructional confidence, competence, and alignment with program expectations?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – A comprehensive induction and mentoring program is provided and required for all new instructional staff; it is structured, documented, and aligned with program goals, ensuring consistent onboarding, professional support, and integration into the program culture.
· 2 – Mostly Met – An induction and mentoring program exists and includes most new instructional staff, though participation requirements, structure, or consistency in implementation may vary across teams or cohorts.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some induction or mentoring occurs informally or inconsistently, with limited documentation or alignment to program goals; not all new instructional staff receive structured support.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is no formal or required induction or mentoring program for new teachers, and new staff receive minimal or no structured onboarding support.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551562]Indicator M2
Teachers are provided regular feedback regarding their performance and learner achievement/progress.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that teachers receive consistent, actionable feedback on their instructional performance and student outcomes? What evidence—such as observation notes, performance evaluations, data reports, or coaching meeting summaries—demonstrates that feedback is ongoing, specific, and used to promote teacher growth and learner success?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Teachers receive regular, structured feedback based on multiple data sources—including observations, learner performance, and engagement data; feedback is timely, actionable, and directly supports continuous improvement in teaching and learning outcomes.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Teachers receive performance and learner achievement feedback on a consistent but limited schedule, with some variation in depth, timeliness, or follow-up across staff or departments.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Feedback is provided occasionally or informally, focusing on isolated issues rather than ongoing professional growth or data-informed improvement.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Teachers receive little or no feedback on instructional performance or learner progress, and there are no established systems for continuous evaluation and support.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551563]Indicator M3
Professional development opportunities aligned to the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching are provided to teachers, academic coaches, and instructional leaders.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that professional development for teachers, coaches, and instructional leaders aligns with the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching? What evidence—such as PD calendars, training materials, attendance logs, or evaluation surveys—shows that professional development is purposeful, relevant, and focused on building online teaching excellence?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program provides ongoing, structured professional development aligned with the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching; offerings are differentiated for teachers, coaches, and instructional leaders, and participation is consistent, documented, and used to drive instructional improvement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Professional development opportunities reflect the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching and are available to most instructional staff, though frequency, participation, or depth of alignment may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some professional learning opportunities reference best practices in online teaching, but they are sporadic, optional, or lack clear alignment with the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Professional development related to quality online teaching is not provided or does not align with the National Standards for Quality Online Teaching.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551564]Indicator M4
Professional development opportunities that are focused on how to support learners in an online learning environment are provided to career coaches, academic mentors, school counselors, and support staff.
Reflection: How does your program prepare non-instructional staff—such as mentors, counselors, and support personnel—to effectively assist learners in an online setting? What documentation—such as professional development schedules, training materials, or post-training reflections—shows that professional development specifically targets strategies for supporting student engagement, motivation, and success online?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program provides regular, structured professional development for mentors, counselors, and support staff focused on effective learner support in online environments; training is relevant, aligned to program goals, and demonstrates measurable impact on student engagement and achievement.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Professional development opportunities addressing learner support in online settings are available to most non-instructional staff, though participation, depth, or alignment with specific support roles may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Occasional or informal training related to online learner support is offered, but it is limited in scope, optional, or not role-specific.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not provide professional development for mentors, counselors, or support staff on strategies for assisting learners in online environments.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551565]Indicator M5
Timely and effective technical support is provided to all users.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that all users—teachers, staff, and students—receive prompt and effective technical assistance? What evidence—such as help desk logs, service-level agreements, support documentation, or user satisfaction surveys—demonstrates that technical issues are resolved efficiently, and communication about support procedures is clear?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program provides timely, reliable, and well-documented technical support for all users; support systems are accessible, response times meet defined standards, and feedback is regularly collected to improve the quality and effectiveness of service.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Technical support is consistently available and effective for most users, though minor delays or inconsistencies in response time or communication may occur.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Technical support is available but limited in responsiveness, scope, or hours of operation; users may experience delays or unclear procedures for obtaining help.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – There is no defined system for providing technical support, or support is unreliable, inaccessible, or ineffective for resolving user issues.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551566]Overall Score for Standard M — Instructional Staff Support
Enter your calculated score here


[bookmark: _Toc212551567]Standard N — Learner and Parent/Guardian Support
A quality online program provides support services to address the various needs of learners at different levels within the organization. The levels of support are appropriate and adequate for learner success.
[bookmark: _Toc212551568]Indicator N1
Onboarding experiences, including technology support and strategies to increase success in the online environment, are provided to learners and parents/guardians.
Reflection: How does your program prepare learners and parents/guardians for success in the online learning environment? What evidence—such as onboarding modules, orientation schedules, or user guides—shows that participants receive technology support, digital literacy training, and strategies to promote engagement and self-management?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Comprehensive onboarding experiences are provided to all learners and parents/guardians, including technology setup, navigation training, and success strategies for online learning; participation is tracked, and support is ongoing to ensure readiness and confidence.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Onboarding opportunities and technology support are available to most learners and parents/guardians, though some sessions or materials may not be required, fully comprehensive, or consistently attended.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Basic onboarding or technology support is offered, but participation is optional or limited in scope; success strategies for learners and families are addressed inconsistently.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – No structured onboarding or technology support is provided for learners and parents/guardians, resulting in limited preparedness for online learning.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551569]Indicator N2
Academic services and advising that addresses academic and developmental needs are made available to learners.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that learners receive academic and developmental support throughout their online learning experience? What documentation—such as advising plans, intervention records, or counseling resources—shows that services are accessible, personalized, and designed to promote both academic progress and holistic development?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Comprehensive academic and developmental advising services are readily available to all learners; support is proactive, personalized, and documented, addressing both academic progress and personal growth within the online learning environment.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Academic advising and developmental services are provided and accessible to most learners, though communication, follow-up, or consistency in outreach may vary across staff or departments.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some academic support or advising is available, but services are limited, inconsistently delivered, or primarily reactive to student concerns rather than proactive.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – Academic and developmental advising services are not available or are insufficient to meet learners’ academic and personal development needs.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551570]Indicator N3
Accessibility support services comply with special education policies and procedures.
Reflection: How does your program ensure that accessibility support services meet all applicable special education policies and legal requirements? What documentation—such as accommodation plans, compliance reviews, or staff training records—demonstrates that services are implemented consistently, equitably, and in alignment with state and federal regulations (e.g., IDEA, Section 504, ADA)?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – Accessibility support services fully comply with special education policies and procedures; accommodations are implemented consistently, monitored regularly, and reviewed in collaboration with learners, families, and support staff to ensure equitable access and success.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The program follows special education policies and procedures and provides required accessibility services, though documentation, review cycles, or communication may not be fully consistent across all cases.
· 1 – Slightly Met – Some accessibility supports are provided, but processes for ensuring compliance with policies and procedures are informal, inconsistently applied, or lack sufficient oversight.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not consistently provide accessibility support services or demonstrate compliance with special education policies and procedures.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551571]Indicator N4
A learning management system serves as an access point for all learning and assessment content.
Reflection: How does your program use the learning management system (LMS) to provide students with organized and consistent access to course materials, assessments, and communication tools? What evidence—such as LMS design templates, user access reports, or student feedback—shows that all learning and assessment content is accessible through a centralized platform?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The learning management system is the central, consistent access point for all course content, assessments, and communication; navigation is clear, reliable, and user-friendly, ensuring learners can easily locate and complete all required coursework.
· 2 – Mostly Met – The LMS is used as the primary access point for most course materials and assessments, though some resources or tools may exist outside the platform or lack consistent integration.
· 1 – Slightly Met – The LMS is available but used inconsistently across courses; some content or assessments are housed elsewhere, causing confusion or barriers to access.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not use a centralized LMS, or learners must navigate multiple, disconnected systems to access content and assessments.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed


[bookmark: _Toc212551572]Indicator N5
Clear standards outline program expectations for teacher communication.
Reflection: How does your program define and communicate expectations for teacher interactions with learners and parents/guardians? What documentation—such as communication policies, response-time guidelines, or professional expectations—demonstrates that teachers understand and consistently meet these standards to support engagement and satisfaction?
Write your response here
Scoring
· 3 – Fully Met – The program has clearly defined and documented standards for teacher communication, including expectations for frequency, tone, and response time; teachers consistently adhere to these expectations, promoting strong relationships and timely support for learners and families.
· 2 – Mostly Met – Teacher communication standards are defined and communicated, and most staff comply with expectations, though consistency in adherence or documentation of communication practices may vary.
· 1 – Slightly Met – General expectations for communication exist but are informal, inconsistently applied, or lack specificity regarding frequency or response time.
· 0 – Does Not Meet – The program does not have clear standards for teacher communication, and practices vary widely without established expectations or accountability.
Your score: Enter your score here
Notes: Write helpful notes here if needed
[bookmark: _Toc212551573]Overall Score for Standard N — Learner and Parent/Guardian Support
Enter your calculated score here
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