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Executive Summary
 
Dual Credit in U.S. Higher Education

      A Study of State Policy and Quality Assurance Practices

					   
 

h e  p r i m a ry  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h i s  s t u dy  is to provide an up-to-date  
description of dual credit policy in all 50 states. This executive summary  
describes briefly the purpose, methods and descriptive results of the study, 
and relates the results to the purported benefits and drawbacks of dual credit  
courses. Finally, we consider implications of the study findings for assuring 
the quality of dual credit courses that are offered under the aegis of regionally  
accredited postsecondary institutions.

	 High school students have been able to earn college credits through a variety of programs over the 
last 50 years, but the growth of dual credit formats has expanded significantly since the 1980’s. While dual 
credit takes many forms, this study focused on college-level courses (excluding AP and IB) offered in high 
schools, taught by a high school teacher or college instructor and taken by high school students. 
	 This study addresses a gap in the literature on the intersection of state dual credit policies and quality 
assurance. Using a standard, input/process/output framework, we identified the following elements of 
regional accreditation agencies and National Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnership (NACEP) 
standards by which to analyze state policy: 

 Quality Dimensions	 Dual Credit State Policy Components

 Inputs	 	 	 Student eligibility, faculty credentials, funding, curriculum standards

 Processes	 	 �General oversight, faculty orientation and training, institutional review and 	

monitoring, state review and monitoring

 Outputs	 	 Learning outcomes, transferability, program and course outcomes

The research team developed an interview questionnaire based on the research questions:
1)	� Course Provisions: What types and forms of dual credit courses can or cannot be offered  

(e.g., subject matter or level)?
2)	 Student Eligibility: Who is and is not eligible to enroll in dual credit course offerings?

T
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3)	 Instructor Eligibility: What criteria apply to instructors who teach dual credit courses?
4)	� Other Quality Provisions: What else is included in state policy that relates to assuring the quality of 

dual credit course offerings (e.g., review processes, accountability, oversight provisions, etc.)?
5)	� Funding/Finance: How does state policy shape who pays for or otherwise funds dual credit offerings 

(e.g., tuition, financial aid, direct enrollment funding, etc.)?
6)	 Policy Enforcement: How are state dual credit policies enforced?

	 The questionnaire was used to guide the review of state dual credit policies and semi-structured 
interviews with state officials in 47 of the 50 states in the summer and fall of 2012. A coding scheme was 
developed based on the questionnaires and applied for the analysis. 

||| Descriptive Results

Terminology
Although various forms of what we are here  
labeling “dual credit” have been in existence for 
decades, the recent significant growth of this 
activity has led to a flurry of new programs and 
policy formulations. The lack of standards and 
conventions among states related to this short 
history includes inconsistency in basic terms and 
definitions and the use of multiple terms within 
states. The three terms that emerged as mostly  
interchangeable descriptors of the base activity 
were, in order of popularity: Dual Enrollment 
(22), Dual Credit (18), and Concurrent  
Enrollment (15). 

Oversight, Scope, And Course Provisions
We found a variety of dual credit oversight  
arrangements among the states, with the plurality 
of states reporting that more than one state agency 
is involved in the oversight role. The majority of 
states reported that their policies pertain to the 
public sector and not to private institutions,  
although 15 states reported a broader scope that 
included the private sector. Most states also  
reported a scope including both four-year and 
two-year institutions, with a few focusing exclu-
sively on the two-year sector.
	 Similar to existing literature, findings  
revealed substantial variation in state policy. A slim 
majority of responding states (26) indicated that 

they have some statewide requirements regarding 
the types of courses that can or cannot be offered 
among dual credit offerings. Only five states 
require public colleges to offer dual credit courses 
but twice as many require high schools to have 
college course options available to their students 
and another seven encourage this provision. 

Who Can Take Dual Credit And Who Can 
Teach Dual Credit?
Student eligibility provisions are fairly common  
in state policies, appearing in some form within  
37 of the 47 states in the study (79%). The most 
popular provisions relate to the high school class 
level of eligible students. Nearly four of five  
responding states (37 of 47 or 79%) have some 
policy provisions regarding instructor eligibility. 
Most common among the provisions is that  
colleges and universities use the same standards  
in selecting instructors for dual credit courses  
as they do for courses offered on their own  
campuses. About half of the states that have 
student eligibility provisions also allow waivers 
and exceptions. Far fewer states (8) offer waiver 
or exception provisions for instructor selection 
provisions. 

How Else Is Quality Assured?
Overall, most states are addressing quality  
concerns in some fashion beyond regulating 
student eligibility and faculty teaching eligibility. 
While many states view the accrediting process as 
their chief quality control measure, the majority of 



Higher Learning Commission  |  dual credit in u.s. higher education vi

states have policy provisions for annual or ad hoc 
accountability reporting. Eight (8) states either 
require or encourage NACEP accreditation in 
state policy. 
	 Also somewhat related to ensuring quality, 
about half of the responding states have policy 
provisions that encourage or mandate partnerships 
between K-12 and higher education institutions 
and systems involved in offering dual credit cours-
es. These partnerships are intended to encourage 
effective communication, instructor development, 
and curricular alignment.
	 To a lesser extent, state policies include a 
range of other quality assurance mechanisms such 
as references to course quality and rigor, second-
ary and postsecondary partnership regulations, 
outcome monitoring, and classroom visitations.

Who Pays For Or Otherwise Funds Dual 
Credit?
Funding policy of dual credit is similarly varied. 
Direct funding for dual credit courses is offered  
in 24 states. Four of those states and seven  
additional states have funding provisions for  
specific programs for targeted populations, target-
ed types of instruction, or for specific initiatives 
to improve dual credit instruction. Several states 
have provisions that make dual credit courses 
available or free to all students while many others 
offer discounted rates for tuition, fees and books. 
Within 20 states, where students are responsible 
for a portion or all of tuition, course fees, or  
textbook charges, provisions are made for either 
waiving those fees for targeted population or  
providing need-based financial assistance. 

Enforcement Of State Policies
There is generally very limited language about  
enforcement provisions in state policy on dual 
credit courses. In many instances, state contacts 
referred to general compliance provisions and 
related incentives for all state policy. This was 
especially true for enforcement related to course 
offering provisions and quality assurance.  

However, more specific enforcement provisions 
were cited by 10 states regarding student eligibili-
ty and 9 states regarding instructor eligibility.

||| �Conclusions and  
Implications

Terminology And Variation
The results of this study reinforce at least two 
continuing themes from past research on state 
policy and practice for dual credit: There is still  
no consensus or standardization regarding the 
terminology related to what we have been  
consistently labeling as “dual credit” courses; and 
there remains great variation among states along 
many dimensions of state policy for dual credit 
activity. The concurrent enrollment and dual 
credit arena would benefit from further efforts to 
develop consensus on terminology. 
	 In many ways, our findings are consistent  
with those of earlier policy reviews regarding  
the large variation in state policy. We echo  
earlier conclusions that state policy ranges from 
non-existent to very detailed and add to that  
characterization that state policy is just as  
varied among the growing array of states that  
have detailed policies as it is between the detailed 
and the non-existent approaches. We also note a 
different aspect of variability that was illustrated 
by comparing results from prior studies to the  
current one: variability and change over time.
	 Earlier policy studies concluded that quality 
was underrepresented within state policy on dual 
credit activity. The current analysis demonstrates 
that this is no longer so. Through our discussion 
with state contacts, we believe that many state 
agencies have intentionally worked to strengthen 
policies and practices in this area and others have 
intentions to do so in the future.
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Broadening Access And The Financial  
Conundrum
Results of the study highlight the conflict  
between two of the more potent forces impinging 
on the development and implementation of dual 
credit activity: the desire to significantly expand 
access especially to traditionally underrepresented 
populations; and the financial press that all states 
currently face during the slow recovery from the 
“Great Recession.” According to our contacts, 
well-intentioned attempts to pursue aggressively 
an access agenda have been seriously undermined 
by deep state budget cuts. 
	 Emerging research evidence suggests that dual 
credit has more positive than negative impacts, on 
average. However, the evidence also reveals that 
there is variation on impact and some impacts are 
negative. Further, there is insufficient evidence 
to support the critical promise for improving 
postsecondary access and success for underrep-
resented students relative to more privileged and 
high-achieving students. Additional rigorous 
research is needed to contribute to the develop-
ment of effective policies and practices, especially 
practice that can be tailored to the diverse array  
of students across the educational spectrum.

||| �State Policy And The 
Perceived Benefits 
And Drawbacks Of 
Dual Enrollment

Benefits:
•	 �Enhancing and Diversifying High School 

Curricula. State policy plays a unique role in 
expanding or enhancing high school curricula 
by mandating or strongly incentivizing high 
schools and colleges to provide dual credit, 
but sufficient funding and resources are  
required to make this an attainable promise. 

•	� Increasing Access to Higher Education.  
Although the predominant focus continues 
to be on the academically well-prepared 

or at least moderately-prepared students, 
dual credit has been demonstrated to reach 
a broader population than do the Advance 
Placement (AP) or International Baccalaureate 
(IB) programs. Policy provisions for waivers 
and exceptions in about one-half of the states 
further support expanding the base of partic-
ipation. Given the propensity of dual credit 
programs to serve moderate to well-prepared 
students, pursuing the access promise requires 
additional focus on dual credit programs that 
are specifically targeted to underrepresented 
populations.

•	 �Improving High School and College  
Relationships. Dual credit activity can 
provide a vital communications link between 
high schools and colleges, especially if suit-
able attention is applied to developing and 
monitoring the required engagements. The 
provision of dual credit requires some degree 
of collaboration, but in some states, this level 
of collaboration is reinforced through state 
policy. 

•	� Shortening Time to Degree and Lowering 
the Cost of College. The key to the  
relationship between dual credit and time 
to degree is the level to which dual credit 
courses prepare students to be successful in 
subsequent college work. Research related 
to this premise is mixed: dual credit can lead 
to better grade performance in college, but 
doesn’t always do so. Ultimately, taking fewer 
college courses to reduce the cost may be less 
important financially than shortening the 
time to degree: student loan debt burden is 
more substantially impacted by taking longer 
to complete (and borrowing to cover living 
expenses) than by tuition costs. 

Drawbacks:
•	 �Not Preparing Students for the Academic 

Rigor of College. Among the common  
concerns of dual credit is the inadequate 
maintenance of academic rigor and the  
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concern that dual credit course content is not 
of collegiate quality and caliber. State policies 
generally rely on standards set by colleges 
rather than sweeping standards.

•	� Inadequate Instructor Qualifications. 
Instructor qualifications are a common feature 
of state dual credit policies. As with rigor, the 
issue of faculty credentials is closely related  
to the standards held by postsecondary insti-
tutions and the verification of these standards 
by regional accreditors. Some states specify 
a required degree level (typically a Master’s 
degree) as well as subject matter expertise 
requirements.

•	 �Not Providing an Authentic College  
Experience. Both the students taking and 
instructors teaching high school-based dual 
credit courses cannot completely disengage 
from the high school context that surrounds 
this experience. These conditions impose 
significant limitations on obtaining an authen-
tic college course experience in a high school 
setting. Careful consideration should be given 
to the extent to which college-based dual 
credit or concurrent enrollment diminishes 
possibilities for the more authentic experience 
of taking a college course on a college campus.

•	� Uncertainty of Course Transferability. 
Many state policies have adopted language 
that includes a provision for dual credit 
transferability whereas others leave matters 
of transferability to the students, indicating 
that students themselves are responsible for 
knowing the transfer policies for the colleges 
and universities to which they seek admission. 
This range highlights further course transfer-
ability as a broader issue than one related just 
to dual credit. 

||| �Dual Credit  
And Regional  
Postsecondary  
Accreditation

In phone interviews  and other discussions 
with senior staff from six regional accrediting 
agencies representing five of the six regions, the 
level of concern expressed about dual credit  
courses was modest. However, the specific nature 
of concerns varied by region and level. 
	 Dual credit courses are offered under the  
aegis of a postsecondary institution. Therefore, 
postsecondary institutions have ultimate responsi-
bility for the quality of these offerings and region-
al accreditation has an interest in this process. 
Regional accreditation focuses primarily on the 
academic integrity of postsecondary programs 
and, more broadly, the institutions that offer 
these programs. In their current form, dual credit 
courses are not related to academic programs in a 
way that place them into consistent focus within 
regional accreditation review processes. Howev-
er, consistency in course requirements and the 
assessment of student learning across instructional 
locations and teaching modalities, along with the 
availability of student support systems, are import-
ant accreditation concerns with direct linkages to 
dual credit activity. Additional considerations are 
explained in the paragraphs that follow.

Mission And Delivery
Dual credit programs provide an opportunity for 
postsecondary institutions to expand their reach 
and their market. As such, concern was expressed 
that institutions approach these opportunities in 
clear alignment with their missions. 
	 Dual credit was more generally recognized  
as one of several emerging modes of instructional 
delivery that is stretching the attention and  
resources of institutions more thinly. Recent  
reformulations of accreditation standards have 
more explicitly accommodated distance/online 
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learning but this level of explicitness has generally 
not yet been applied to the dual credit realm.

Partnership Contracts
With regard to contractual arrangement, the 
interviewees were not particularly concerned that 
the dual credit realm will introduce particular 
problems, given that the partner is accredited 
through parallel processes and generally shares the 
same educational quality values. However, there 
was some concern regarding how well state policy 
requirements align with accreditation standards. 
Interviewees recognized that postsecondary insti-
tutions can be put into a difficult position if they 
must comply with poorly aligned standards from 
two authorities.

Faculty Qualifications
This same concern was raised in relation to  
faculty qualifications. Although specific criteria 
for faculty selection, professional development 
and evaluation are not set through accreditation 
standards, they require that institutions have  
standards appropriate to their mission and apply 
these standards consistently. A number of states 
have in place more prescriptive requirements  
regarding instructor credentials as well as selection 
and professional development processes. Regard-
less of whether these criteria conflict with the 
appropriateness of the postsecondary institution’s 
standards, they may introduce potential inconsis-
tencies in the application of the standards.  
Specifically, they may require postsecondary  
institutions to apply different standards for dual 
credit courses than they do for other courses.

Accountability
A final concern expressed by the interviewees  
was related to the growing accountability demands 
on both accrediting agencies and postsecondary 
institutions that stretch the boundaries of  
the traditional focus on core postsecondary  
academic program integrity issues. These  
demands may require expanding the scope and 
purview of accreditation review processes. All 
of this has the potential to add to the cost and 
resource requirements of accreditation, which 
induces additional overhead on institutional  
operations. 
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      A Study of State Policy and Quality Assurance Practices

 

o r  ov e r  5 0  y e a r s ,  U.S. high school students have been able to earn  
college credits through a variety of enrichment programs. The College Board’s 
Advanced Placement (AP) program, established in 1955, and the Interna-
tional Baccalaureate (IB), established in 1968, have provided high achieving  
students opportunities to qualify for college course credit and placement out 
of introductory course requirements and into advanced level college classes, 
based on their performance on standardized end of course assessments. Higher  
education institutions have also allowed high-performing high school students  
to enroll in on-campus, college courses and, starting in the early 1970s, some  
institutions developed formal programs to expand course availability, location  
choices, and participation levels (Fincher-Ford, 1997). The establishment of 
these programs marked a notable departure from the exam-based AP and IB  
programs, with the awarding of college credit depending solely on student grade 
performance in the course.

Introduction
 
Dual Credit in U.S. Higher Education

	 Labeled most frequently dual credit, dual 
enrollment or concurrent enrollment , the growth 
of such programs expanded notably in the 1980s. 
Minnesota’s 1985 Postsecondary Enrollment 
Options (PSEO) Act, recognized as one of the 
first instances of state-level dual credit legislation, 
allowed 11th and 12th graders who qualified for 
admission to take college courses at state expense 
(Kim, 2008). Growth of these programs contin-
ued through the 1990s. By the 2000s, interest in 
opportunities for high school students to obtain 
college credit became even more acute prompted 

by at least three concurrent issues: the increasing 
importance of a higher education degree for  
economic security and social welfare; low and 
seemingly intractable degree completion rates; 
and the rising costs to students for attending  
college and the attendant growth of college  
loan debt. Interest has also grown substantially  
in expanding the participation base in these  
programs beyond the academically gifted students 
for which such opportunities were originally 
developed, toward increasing access among pop-
ulations that are traditionally under-represented 

F

1 �We examine similarities and differences between these definitions but use the term ‘dual credit’ for consistency throughout the report, 
unless an alternative term is directly quoted in a policy title, policy language or the literature.
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also great variation in rigor and impact. There are 
many competing ideas regarding the benefits and 
drawbacks of dual credit courses as well as about 
how best to ensure that existing and new programs 
deliver maximum benefits and incur minimum 
liabilities.
	 As one of six regional institutional accreditors 
in the United States, the Higher Learning  
Commission (HLC) of the North Central  
Association of Colleges and Schools initiated  
this study to explore the current status of state 
policies and practices related to dual credit cours-
es. Similar interests among the other regional  
agencies and additional support from the Lumina 
Foundation led to an expansion in scope of this 
study to the national level. 
	 To conduct the study, a team of three research 
interns were recruited from within the HLC  
region and a professor of educational leader-
ship and policy studies who specializes in higher 
education institutional and program performance 
assessment was selected to lead the team through 
the process. The team developed a questionnaire 
protocol to interview and collect information from 
appropriate contacts in all states. Interviews were 
conducted with senior staff members from the 
regional accrediting associations to help frame the 
study and determine priority interests.

||| Study Objectives

The primary objective  of this study is to pro-
vide an up-to-date description of dual credit policy 
in all 50 states and to consider the implications for 
assuring the quality of dual credit courses that are 
offered under the aegis of regionally accredited 
postsecondary institutions. Toward this end, the 
research team identified a set of research questions 
intended to unpack state policy related to the 
quality of dual credit courses. Specifically, these 
questions investigated how state policy shapes:
1)	� what types and forms of dual credit courses 

are offered;

within higher education institutions and  
especially under-represented among college  
degree recipients. 
	 The availability of and student participa-
tion in dual credit courses has grown even more 
substantially in recent years. Based on surveys of 
public high schools commissioned by the National 
Center for Education Statistics (Thomas et al., 
2013; Waits, et al., 2005,) between 2002-03 and 
2010-11:
•	� Dual credit enrollments increased by 75% 

from an estimated 1.16 million to 2.04  
million; 

•	� The percentage of public high schools  
offering dual credit courses increased from  
71 to 82; and

•	� High schools continue to be the predominant 
location for dual credit courses, accounting  
for 77 percent of dual credit enrollments in 
2010-11, up from 74 percent in 2002-03.

	 State educational agencies at both the  
postsecondary and K-12 levels have developed 
substantial programs often connected to state  
legislation that seeks to promote growth and 
control quality and costs. Research regarding 
the efficacy of these programs is beginning to 
expand and to include more rigorous methods. 
The developing body of evidence shows mixed 
results but generally seems to indicate that the 
courses do more good than harm but that there is 

“�We selected as a core focus of 

this study the form of dual credit 

wherein college-level courses are 

offered in high schools…”
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high school to teach the course) to fairly dissimilar 
(high school students attending courses at area 
colleges in classrooms that include both secondary 
and postsecondary students). Because the regional 
accrediting agencies were particularly interested 
in college-level courses on high school campuses, 
we focused on policies relevant to the high school 
delivery location, regardless of whether they  
applied to other settings, and excluded state  
policies relevant only to the college delivery  
location. 

2)	 who is eligible to enroll;
3)	 who can teach;
4)	� how the quality of instruction and its impact 

on student success are monitored;
5)	� who pays for or otherwise finances the  

activity; and 
6)	 how policies and practices are enforced.

||| Scope of Interest

The panoply of terms  used to describe what 
we are here referring to as dual credit courses masks 
significant variations in forms the activity takes. 
These activities can be physically based on college 
campuses, within high schools, at community 
centers, or through online delivery. Uniformly 
these courses offer college-level credit (although 
the transferability of that credit is an issue), but 
the concurrent provision of credit toward a high 
school diploma is not universal. Moreover, high 
school students enrolled in these courses may, in 
some instances, pursue only high school credit.  
By virtue of offering college-level credit, the  
instructors who teach these courses are, by  
definition, “college-level instructors.” However, 
many but certainly not all of them are also high 
school teachers.
	 We selected as a core focus of this study  
the form of dual credit wherein college-level 
courses are offered in high schools, taught by 
a high school teacher or college instructor and 
taken by high school students. Aware that state 
policies often cover a wider range of dual credit 
activities and that states vary greatly in the preva-
lence of this particular form relative to others, we 
described this scope to those we interviewed as the 
model for our inquiry but not the exclusive focus. 
That is, we wanted to ensure that we obtained 
information about the policies and practices that 
cover this type of activity, knowing that policies 
might also cover forms that range from highly 
similar (e.g., a college instructor coming to the 
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Background and Context

||| �Definitions, Forms, 
and Prevalence

As a relatively recent addition  to the 
spectrum of educational practices, approaches 
and terminology to describe high school student 
enrollment in college-level courses vary greatly. 
The lack of standardized language imbues a level 
of confusion as different terms are often used to 
describe similar activities and similar terms to 
describe very different activities. 

Definition
States define dual credit differently and use  
different terms based on local context and the  
specific features of dual credit, which also vary 
considerably across the states (Clark, 2001;  
Farrell & Seifert, 2007; Golann & Hughes, 2008;  
Hoffman & Robins, 2005; Hoffman, 2005;  
Hugo, 2001; Karp et al., 2005; Michelau, 2001). 
Within the relatively small but growing literature 
on the topic, definitions vary according to the 
credit awarding status and physical (or virtual) 
location of courses (e.g., Andrews, 2001; Burns & 
Lewis, 2000; Hunt & Carrol, 2006; Kim, Barnett, 
& Bragg, 2003; Kleiner, Lewis, & Greene, 2005; 
Michelau, 2001; Mokher & McLendon, 2009, 
Torres, Zerquera, & Park, 2011). Among these 
different definitions, one consistent element is 
that the course is college-level and at least some of 
the enrolled students are concurrently pursuing a 
high school diploma. As noted, the current study 
focuses on high-school located courses for which 
students receive college credit and often high 
school credit as well. The identification and  
definition of terminology was included in the 
study interview and so will be discussed further  
in the results section of this report. 

Forms
As reflected in various definitions, dual credit 
programs and courses are offered in various forms 
(Kleiner et al., 2005). For instance, instructional 
location can vary, and dual credit can be offered at 
high school campus, the college campus, a com-
munity center, or online. Dual credit faculty can 
vary, and courses can be taught by a high school 
instructor, a college instructor, or both. There is 
also variation in the subject disciplines with a  
common distinction between an academic and 
career/technical focus. Remedial or developmen-
tal courses are often explicitly excluded from the 
domain of dual credit coursework since those 
are generally not considered to be college-level 
courses. Student eligibility requirements vary 
widely, including criteria related to high school 
GPA, standardized test scores, college placement 
test scores, high school class rank, or other course 
pre-requisites. 
	 Bailey and Karp (2003) created a typology 
for credit-based transition programs, of which 
college-level courses were a feature of most 
programs. Specifically, they identified three 
categories: a) singleton programs, referring to 
stand-alone college-level courses; b) comprehen-
sive programs, that subsume most of a student’ 
academic experience (such as “Early College”  
and “Middle College” programs); and c) enhanced 
comprehensive programs, referring to the  
programs that offer students college coursework 
coupled with guidance and support to ensure  
student success in postsecondary education. 
	 Allen (2010) offered a set of characteristics for 
defining dual credit activity and distinguishing it 
from other forms of college credit seeking options 
for high school students: 
	 a)	� dual enrollment students earn college 

credit by successfully completing a college 
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course, rather than by passing an exam as 
with AP; 

	 b)	� courses may be taught during the school 
day, evenings, weekends, on or off  
campus, as a regular college course, or 
specially adapted to the high school’s 
objectives; 

	 c)	� students are typically admitted as non- 
degree students to the postsecondary 
institution offering the dual enrollment 
course; and 

	 d)	� because these courses are the same as 
those offered on college campuses— 
usually the same syllabi and textbooks—
high schools and colleges do not need  
to engage in a process of matching  
competencies, such as that done for some 
Tech Prep and other articulation agree-
ments (p, 1). 

Prevalence
We did not include within this study the collection 
and analysis of data regarding the prevalence and 
relative frequency of high-school based college 
courses relative to other forms of dual credit. 
As part of their Fast Response Survey System, 
The U.S. Department of Education’s National 
Center for Education Statistics (NCES) recently 
released the first set of results of a follow-up study 
on dual credit activity for the 2010-11 academic 
year (Thomas, Marken, Gray, & Lewis, 2013). As 
noted above, the new data indicated a 75 growth 
in dual credit enrollment from the levels reported 
in their earlier studies reflecting 2002-03 (Kliener, 
Lewis, & Greene, 2005; Waits, Setzer, & Lewis, 
2005).
	 In their study of credit-based transition 
programs, Bailey and Karp (2003) observed that 
dual credit experienced the most growth among 
the various programs they reviewed. In a separate 
national study of academic pathways that span  
secondary and postsecondary education, Bragg, 

Kim, and Barnett (2006) found that dual  
credit was the most prevalent among the nine 
academic pathways they studied. These studies 
all demonstrate that dual credit courses offered at 
high schools is the most prevalent form of access 
to college-level courses available to high school 
students. 

||| �Promises and Pitfalls

The literature on dual credit discusses 
both purported benefits and prospective  
drawbacks of dual credit courses (Andrews, 2000, 
2004; Bailey & Karp, 2003; Boswell, 2001; Burns 
& Lewis, 2000; Clark, 2001; Hoffman, 2005; 
Hunt & Carrol, 2006; Kim, 2008; Santiago,  
2011). These characterizations are critical for the 
current study because they describe the conditions 
and outcomes that developers of policy and  
practice aspire to create, as well as the concerns 
and problems that they seek to avoid. These  
objectives (producing promises and avoiding 
pitfalls) provide the lens through which we will 
subsequently analyze current policy and practice 
in relation to quality assurance concerns.

“�Empirical studies of the �

educational outcomes of �

dual credit have demonstrated 

more positive than negative �

findings…”
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gifted student and therefore provide more bene-
fits to under-represented groups, especially males 
and low-income students (An, 2009; Golann & 
Hughes, 2008; Karp et al., 2007, Hoffman et al., 
2009.). 
	 Included within these studies is the common 
critique that many do not sufficiently control for 
selection effects. That is, although dual credit 
courses offer broader access when compared to AP 
and IB courses, they still attract a generally more 
well-prepared population of students than among 
those who do not enroll in any postsecondary 
enrollment options while in high school. Indeed, 
selection criteria for dual credit courses often 
preclude traditionally under-represented students 
from doing so. Some recent studies that have  
employed the most rigorous controls to date  
continue to find positive effects but the overall 
effects are somewhat mitigated and results  
sometimes mixed. For example, in a study of a 
vocationally oriented “Concurrent Course  
Initiative” in California, Hughes et al. (2012)  
reported that, although overall effects of dual 
credit were generally positive, there was great 
variation among programs. From this variation, 
they discerned several conditions that promote 
positive outcomes, including: strong connections 
and integration between high schools and postsec-
ondary institutions; embedding dual enrollment 
within career-focused learning communities;  
and making the class an “authentic college  
experience” (e.g., on a college campus, taught by 
college instructors, and mixing high school and 
college students). Another rigorous study employ-
ing multilevel modeling to control for selection 
effects among students attending any Indiana 
University campus (ranging from the traditional 
to the urban and commuter campuses), Plucker 
et al. (2011) found that better-prepared students 
received no benefit from dual credit participa-
tion (i.e., they do well no matter what), but less 
well-prepared students among those who take 
dual credit courses, benefit with increased credit 

Promises
The primary objectives of dual credit courses are:
•	� Introduce more diverse and challenging 

courses into the high school curriculum; 
•	� Broaden academic opportunities and course 

options for students in high school especially 
in the last year (that is, decrease opportunities 
for “senioritis”);

•	� Expose students to vocationally-oriented 
courses specifically and focus on students’ 
obtaining technical and vocational skills not 
offered by the high school;

•	 Enhance student success while in high school;
•	� Facilitate the transition from high school  

into postsecondary education (social and  
psychological aspects) and prepare students 
for the academic rigors of college;

•	 Increase college aspirations; 
•	� Expand higher education access to  

underrepresented groups of students;
•	� Shorten students’ time to an associate’s or 

baccalaureate degree;
•	 Lower the cost of college education; and
•	� Promote relationships between high school 

teachers and college instructors to foster  
curricular alignment.

	 Empirical studies of the educational outcomes 
of dual credit have demonstrated more positive 
than negative findings, including: improved high 
school grades and completion rates; increased  
college-going rates; improved transitions to  
college (academic, social and psychological  
preparation); higher college enrollment, grades, 
and persistence rates; and lower costs (Adelman, 
2006; An, 2009; Andrews, 2004; Eimers &  
Mullen, 2003; Farrell & Seifert, 2007; Golann & 
Hughes, 2008; Karp et al., 2007; Karp & Hughes, 
2008; Kim & Bragg, 2008; Lerner & Brand, 2006; 
McCauley, 2007; Smith, 2007; State Board for 
Community and Technical Colleges, 2008). 
	 Studies have also demonstrated that dual 
credit is available to a broader range of students 
compared to AP, which targets academically 
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credit courses on subsequent student academic 
success. Other issues appearing in the literature 
include: assessment and evaluation of dual credit 
programs and courses, the impact of selection 
criteria on reaching students who could benefit 
most (e.g., high need students), funding sources 
and practices, consistency of policies, processes 
for awarding credits, and marketing to students 
and parents (Farrell & Seifert, 2007; Golann 
&Hughes, 2008; Hoffman et al., 2009; Kim et al., 
2003; Kim, 2008; Torres et al., 2012). 

||| �Prior Policy Reviews

Several national studies  have reviewed 
state dual credit policies (Bragg et al., 2006;  
Education Commission of the States, 2008; Karp 
et al., 2004, 2005; Western Interstate Commission 
for Higher Education, 2006). Among other things, 
these studies illustrate the variation in dual credit 
policies, both in terms of approach and substance. 
Karp et al. (2005) analyzed dual enrollment  
policies in all 50 states and found 40 states with 
dual enrollment legislative or regulatory policies. 
Their analysis revealed variation along the follow-
ing 10 policy features: prescriptiveness (mandatory 
or voluntary), approach to oversight (financial 
reporting, policy compliance, or quality control), 
target population, admission requirements— 
student age, admission requirements—academics, 
location, student mix, instructor, course content, 
tuition, and funding. In their 2004 report, Karp 
et al. (2004) noted that state policy “ranges from 
non-existent to very detailed,” and that policies  
related to student admission and finance were 
most prevalent while program structure was the 
least regulated (p. 30). Among the explanations 
they offer for policy variation is differences in 
policy goals that target academically advanced 
students and those that target a wider range of  
students. Related to quality, the authors also  
recommended that policies seek ways to  
“ensure the rigor of dual enrollment quality”  

accrual and higher persistence rates, but appear to 
suffer some negative grade consequences.

Pitfalls
Despite the documented benefits of dual credit 
courses, concerns are frequently cited by scholars 
and practitioners. For example, some have indicat-
ed that dual credit courses fail to maintain the  
academic rigor of their equivalent courses taught 
on college campuses (Andrews, 2000; Boswell, 
2001; Windham, 1997). In particular, it has been 
noted and, to some extent demonstrated that dual 
credit courses offered on high school campuses by 
high school instructors (the primary focus of this 
study) do not offer the level of rigor and, more 
importantly, the environmental authenticity of 
those same courses offered on college campuses 
(Clark, 2001). Differences in the level of teacher 
certification required for secondary and postsec-
ondary instructors have also been indicated as a 
possible obstacle to securing qualified instructors 
for those courses (Andrews, 2000; Boswell, 2001; 
Golann & Hughes, 2008; Hugo, 2001; Windham, 
1997). 
	 Others have raised concerns about the  
transferability of credits earned, particularly for 
dual credit courses offered by community colleges. 
While accepted for credit at community colleges, 
these courses may not be accepted for credit 
should students transfer to a four-year institution 
(Boswell, 2001). Another concern is that college 
admission officers often give preference to other 
programs such as AP or IB and sometimes doubt 
that the quality of high school courses and  
college courses are equivalent (Clark, 2001; Hunt 
& Carroll, 2006).
	 Collaboration between the secondary and 
postsecondary contributors (e.g., formal structures 
that link secondary and postsecondary institution) 
and whether dual credit actually reduces costs  
or time to degree have been cited as additional 
concerns. Researchers in particular, have  
questioned whether the existing research has been 
sufficiently rigorous regarding the impact of dual 
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of the seven states implemented at least  
two of these strategies, and annual reporting was 
the most common practice observed in five of the 
six states. Despite this study and the state policy 
studies, the literature has yet to provide an  
empirical analysis of dual credit state policies  
from a quality perspective. 

||| �Assessing Quality

This study addresses a gap  in the literature 
on the intersection of state dual credit policies and 
quality assurance. Toward this end, we provide 
an organizing framework to conceptualize and 
operationalize quality in the context of dual credit. 
We derive this framework from the literature on 
performance indicators in the U.S. and European 
context. Specifically, Borden & Bottrill (1994)  
describe an Input-Output-Process model to  
establish a balanced approach to quality assess-
ment, arguing that outcomes and objectives must 
be assessed in relation to the inputs upon which 
and the processes by which programs operate.  
Relatedly, Westerheijden (2007) contends that 
educational quality is measured in two ways: 
“through fixed procedures, often quantitative,  
associated with performance indicators, or 
through the intrinsically subjective process of  
peer review” (p. 80). He suggests that many  

(p. 32). They noted that policy mechanisms such 
as faculty professional development and regulating 
course offerings are uncommon in state policy. 
	 The Western Interstate Commission on 
Higher Education state policy study (WICHE, 
2006) reported dual enrollment in state statute or 
board policy in 42 states. The study focused on  
six dimensions of dual enrollment: program  
eligibility, application of course credit, carrying 
the cost burden, information sharing and coun-
seling, institutional accountability, and incentives 
for success. Program eligibility was found to be 
the most common policy dimension with 30 states 
having some minimum eligibility requirement 
and four state policies recommended eligibility 
requirements or required local agreements that 
articulate these requirements. Also related to 
quality is what WICHE describes as the institu-
tional accountability dimension of state policy. 
They identified ten states as having institutional 
accountability mechanisms in state policy and 
provided examples of these mechanisms that range 
from annual reports to the legislature (Arizona), 
to joint accountability responsibilities for at risk 
students (Nebraska), to inclusion of dual credit 
metrics in school performance reports (Utah). 
	 Two salient themes that emerge from these 
studies and others are that there is large variation 
in state policy and that ‘quality’ is an underrep-
resented and understudied characteristic of state 
policy. A thorough review of dual credit quality is 
found in a more recent report from the National 
Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships 
(NACEP), a national voluntary accreditation  
organization for dual credit programs and  
courses. In the report, Lowe (2010) described 
efforts underway in six states to oversee dual  
credit programs and align practice with quality 
standards. Lowe observed seven strategies for 
overseeing dual enrollment programs in these 
states including: program approval, periodic pro-
gram reviews, student outcome analysis, regular 
collegial meetings, course approvals, review of dis-
trict/college MOUs, and annual reporting. Each 

“�Researchers in particular, �

have questioned whether the 

existing research has been �

sufficiently rigorous…”
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accreditation agencies and NACEP standards  
and identified the key input, process, and output 
elements by which to assess state policy. These 
elements are as follows: 

educational quality assessment schemes use  
performance indicators that include inputs,  
processes, throughputs, and outputs. 
	 Based on this framework, we examined the 
accreditation standards of all six regional  

 Quality Dimensions	 Dual Credit State Policy Components

 Inputs	 	 	 Student eligibility, faculty credentials, funding, curriculum standards

 Processes	 	 �General oversight, faculty orientation and training, institutional review and 	

monitoring, state review and monitoring

 Outputs	 	 Learning outcomes, transferability, program and course outcomes
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For the majority of questionnaire items, a  
response coding scheme was developed to more 
effectively capture the broad sense of state policies 
and respondents’ explanations. The responses 
were coded as follows:
0 = 	No mention is made in state policy
1 =	� State policy includes mention of the subject 

but does not require, encourage or  
recommend criteria or processes of any  
particular kind

2 = 	�State policy has provisions that encourage  
(incentivize) or recommend criteria or  
processes that apply to all dual credit  
offerings at least within a sector (e.g.,  
community colleges)

3 = 	�State policy has provisions that require  
criteria or processes that apply to all dual 
credit offerings at least within a sector

4 = 	�State policy has provisions that encourage or 
recommend local criteria or processes be 
developed and implemented

5 = 	�State policy has provisions that require local 
criteria or processes be developed and  
implemented at least within a sector

9 = 	Not applicable 

	 Several items required unique response  
categories. For example, sections on students, 
faculty, quality assurance, and funding/finance in 
the questionnaire ended with a question about 
enforcement provisions, for which the responses 
were coded as: 0 = no enforcement in place; 1 = 
there are general enforcement provisions that 
pertain to most policies; and 3 = there are specific 
enforcement provisions for these particular  
policies. A few items required response categories 
to reflect that a policy could allow or prohibit an 
activity (e.g., allowing or prohibiting students 
taking dual credit courses for only high school or 
college credit but not both). Further details of the 
coding of responses are provided in the results 
section.
	 To establish consistency in coding, several 
meetings were held and email messages shared 

information, procedural guides and other relevant 
information. These documents were identified 
through web site and library searches as well as 
through networking with individuals and  
organizations that have collected such documents. 
Based on these documents, the researchers  
completed as many of the questionnaire items 
as possible. The pre-filled questionnaires were 
emailed to the state contacts for their review and 
served as the point of departure for the phone 
interviews with state contacts. 
	 Successful contacts were established and 
responses received from 48 of the 50 states, 
with Rhode Island and Utah being the only two 
non-respondents. Among the responding states, 
Pennsylvania was in a period of transition. A fairly 
comprehensive set of policies related to a program 
established by a former governor had been  
recently defunded under a new administration  
and therefore was no longer in effect. For this  
reason, responses for Pennsylvania were not  
included in the analysis and the analysis is based 
on 47 completed questionnaires.
	 Between spring 2012 and early fall 2012,  
researchers conducted 1- to 2-hour phone calls 
with state contacts to thoroughly review the  
questionnaire responses, identify and integrate  
additional state policies, and complete the  
questionnaire. In addition to obtaining a response 
on each item, the researchers identified segments 
of state policy through the document analysis  
and solicited comments from contacts to further 
qualify and describe pertinent policy. All informa-
tion acquired from the questionnaire and subse-
quent contacts is compiled into the detailed state 
response reports that are included in Appendix 3.
	 Most items on the questionnaire were 
closed-ended questions with “yes/no” binary 
response and accompanied by an open-ended field 
for comments and policy language. For many 
questions, we anticipated that a binary coding 
scheme would be inadequate and state contacts 
noted that the policy situation in their state did 
not conform well to a simple “yes/no” response. 
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courses. The remainder of the analysis focuses on 
the coded responses to the interview questions. 
	 Based on initial item frequency analysis  
the default response categories were further  
collapsed into four reporting categories that  
reflect an overall level of prescriptiveness:  
a) statewide requirement; b) local requirement; 
c) encouragement (either statewide or local); and 
d) all other responses (no mention, non-specific 
mention, or not applicable). One can concep-
tualize this scale as a continuum with ‘statewide 
requirement’ at the highly prescriptive end of  
the spectrum and ‘all other responses’ at the  
non-prescriptive end of the spectrum. 
	 Responses based on other formats were 
mapped to this general ordinal representation 
from the highest to lowest levels of prescriptive-
ness and used to compute item frequencies. In 
the results section that follows, the item frequen-
cies are first reviewed in relation to the primary 
research questions. We complement the item 
frequencies with multiple examples from state  
policies that illustrate the variation in state dual 
credit policies. The states are then arrayed  
graphically for each segment of items (course 
offerings; student eligibility; instructor eligibility; 
other quality provisions; and funding/finance) in 
terms of the “high to low prescriptiveness” scale. 
	 Report appendices include: 1) a copy of the 
interview questionnaire; 2) brief policy summaries 
for each state; 3) detailed state response reports;  
4) a composite listing of all collected web links 
related to dual credit policy and procedures,  
consumer information, implementation guide-
lines, and other related information; and 5) An 
annotated bibliography, which includes all  
sources cited in this report as well as other  
pertinent publications and resources of potential 
interest to those who wish to delve further into 
this topic.

among members of the research team to discuss 
specific cases that were questionable. In addition, 
the coded responses were assembled into a report 
template that was sent to state contacts for their 
review and verification. The resulting responses 
were therefore developed through an iterative 
process involving initial responses, deliberation 
among the research team, and review of the 
re-coded responses by the state contacts. 
	 In addition to the formal and lengthy inter-
views and interactions conducted with the state 
agency contacts, the leader of the research team 
had less structured discussions with representa-
tives of the regional accrediting agencies who  
represent the target audience for this project. 
These discussions were used to help shape the 
core interviews, frame the analysis, and identify 
areas of concern for discussing the results of this 
study and their implications for accrediting agency 
deliberation. As such, the findings from these  
discussions are not formally analyzed but referred 
to more generally throughout the final discussion.

||| �Analysis of Responses

The analysis  begins with a brief  
section  on the terms and definitions currently 
in use in state policies and procedures for what  
we are referring to in this report as dual credit 

“�…this study focused on written 

policy and not the realization �

of written policy or policy �

implementation.”
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Although various forms of what we are here  
labeling dual credit have been in existence for  
decades, the recent significant growth of this 
activity has led to a flurry of new programs and 
policy formulations. The lack of standards and 
conventions among states related to this short 
history includes inconsistency in basic terms  
and definitions. While assembling background  
documents and state policy examples, we uncov-
ered several core terms that were in use as well as 
a variety of program labels, some of which had  
common themes. Through the document analysis 
and interviews we identified nearly 100 terms, 
some of which were intended as descriptions of 
the core activity (college-level courses in which 
high school students could enroll) and others  
were selected to label or describe a program or 
initiative.
	 Table 1 lists the terms for the core activity as 
well as names for related programs and initiatives 
that were found in state policy and procedure. 
The three terms that emerged as mostly inter-
changeable descriptors of the base activity were,  
in order of popularity: Dual Enrollment, Dual  
Credit, and Concurrent Enrollment. We analyzed 
these three terms looking for similarities and 
differences based on published definitions or 
definitions provided by state contacts. Sometimes, 
careful distinctions were intended most often  
with the term dual credit reserved for instances 
when a student receives both high school- and  
college-level credit from a single course. The 
terms concurrent enrollment and dual enrollment 
were also used for situations in which high school 
and college credit are awarded, but they were also 
used more generally to refer to students being 
simultaneously enrolled in courses at the high 
school and college levels, with dual enrollment 
slightly more likely to be used when the student 

 

Table 1. Terms and Program Names in State Policy
Term Frequency
Dual Enrollment 22
Dual Credit 18
Concurrent Enrollment 15
Early College 4
Postsecondary Enrollment Options 3
Joint Enrollment 2
Running Start 2
12th Grade Initiative 1
Accel Program 1
Accelerated Credit 1
Advanced Standing 1
Career Early Admission 1
College Career Pathway 1
College Credit in High School 1
College in the High School 1
College Transfer 1
College-Credit Only Course 1
College-Level Instruction for High School Students 1
Cooperative Academic Partnership Program 1
Cooperative Innovative High Schools 1
Cross Enrollment 1
Dual Admission 1
Dual Hope Grant 1
Early Admission 1
Early Enrollment Courses 1
Early Entry 1
Early Start 1
Gateway to College 1
High School Partnership 1
High School Programs 1
IDEAL-NM 1
Maine Aspirations 1
Middle College High School Program 1
Move on When Ready 1
Tech Prep 1
Technical Career 1
Transcripted Credit 1
Youth Options 1
Total 97

Results

Table 1. �Terms and Program Names in  
State Policy
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||| �Item Frequencies

General Oversight And Scope
The first few questionnaire items related to the 
general oversight and scope of dual credit policy. 
The first panel of Display 1 reveals the variety 
of dual credit oversight arrangements among the 
states, with the plurality of states reporting that 
more than one agency is involved in the oversight 
role. In many cases, oversight bridges K-12 and 
higher education agencies. However, in states  
with multiple higher education agencies, such as 
with California’s three-tiered system, oversight 
is often shared and sometimes segmented, as in 
Connecticut, where separate policies pertain to 
the Community College, State College, and  
University sectors.
	 No oversight agency was reported in 10 states, 
including one in which the Board of Regents, 
although being constitutionally recognized as 
determining state policy for higher education 
institutions in the state, claimed that their fairly 
extensive dual credit policies that pertain to all 
public universities should not be represented as 
state policies.
	 The majority of states reported that their  
policies pertain to the public sector and not to 
private institutions, although 16 states reported 
a broader scope that included the private sector. 
Most states also report a scope including both 
four-year and two-year institutions, with a few 
focusing exclusively on the two-year sector.

only received college credit. Examining other 
characteristics of term usage, like location of the 
course, the type of instructor, and other course 
characteristics, revealed no other consistent  
distinctions among these three most common 
labels.
	 The term credit appeared in only two other 
terms used to refer to a variety of ways in which 
high school students can earn college credit, that 
is, Accelerated Credit and Transcripted Credit. It  
also appeared in one program name, College Credit 
in High School. Enrollment appeared as part of 
several terms, such as Joint Enrollment and Cross 
Enrollment, as well as in program names, like,  
Early Enrollment Courses. Because of the national 
Early Colleges initiative (of which we found four 
state program-named initiatives), the term early 
is also used in several other combinations, such 
as: Career Early Admission; Early Admission; Early 
Enrollment Courses; Early Entry; and Early Start.2

	 As expected, program names tend to be 
unique as the developers seek to “brand” their 
efforts in distinguishing ways. Only two such  
program names appeared in more than one 
instance: Postsecondary Enrollment Options, and 
Running Start. Program names sometimes relate  
to broad initiatives, like the two just mentioned, 
and at other times to narrower types of offerings 
or to a financial assistance program, like the Dual 
Hope Grant Program. Still others are branded with 
the state’s name or postal abbreviation, such as 
Maine Aspirations and IDEAL-NM.

2 �In many states, Early and Middle College High Schools are unique programs. This analysis does not consider or explore the relationship 
between state policies and Early and Middle College High Schools.
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Course Provisions
A majority of responding states (27) indicated that 
they have some statewide requirements regard-
ing the types of courses that can or cannot be 
offered among dual credit offerings (Display 2). 
One additional state, Louisiana, included a “local 
requirement” specifically stating that, “Both the 
secondary and postsecondary institutions shall 
jointly determine the appropriate level of course 
content.” Six other states provide some rec-
ommendations but fall short of promulgating a 
statewide requirement. Some general provisions 
were fairly elaborate, like in Michigan, which 
allows, “any course…that is not a hobby craft or 
recreational course; and that is in a subject area 
other than physical education, theology, divini-
ty, or religious education.” North Carolina state 
policy provides that the courses should provide, 
“academic transition pathways for qualified junior 
and senior high school students that lead to a 
career technical education certificate or diploma.” 
Alternatively, Indiana has a ‘priority course’ list 
which gives preference to dual credit courses that 
fulfill core high school graduation requirements 
for honors or technical diplomas.
	 The most common type of course provisions 
relate to subject matter. For example, many states, 
such as Massachusetts and Georgia, explicitly 

prohibit remedial or developmental courses.  
Similarly, Oklahoma requires that students  
participating in concurrent enrollment may not 
enroll in remedial or developmental courses. As 
a more general example that further connects to 
funding, Kansas policy provides: “Remedial/ 
developmental course work or course work that 
does not apply to a Regents’ approved degree  
program at the postsecondary partner institu-
tion in a [concurrent enrollment partnership] 
agreement is not considered appropriate for 
college-level credit or eligible for financial reim-
bursement.” A number of states specifically tie 
requirements to statewide transfer articulation 
initiatives, or where applicable, statewide general 
education initiatives. South Carolina limits the 
subject matter of dual credit offerings to “general 
education courses offered through South  
Carolina’s two- and four-year public institutions  
of higher education and technical education  
courses offered by the technical colleges and in 
a very few instances, by four-year public institu-
tions.” Similarly, Arkansas requires, “the course 
must be listed in the Arkansas Course Transfer 
System of the Department of Higher Education.” 
In Indiana, courses must either be part of the 
statewide core transfer library, or part of artic-
ulation agreements between public universities 

 

Regulatory Oversight

Number of agencies

Scope of State Policy (select all that apply)

Public colleges

Private colleges

Two-year colleges

Four-year colleges

23 14 10

0 10 20 30 40 50
More than 1 One Agency None

33

16

33

29

14

31

14

18

0 10 20 30 40 50
Yes No

Display 1. Regulatory Oversight and Scope of State Policy
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education courses (e.g., California, Michigan)  
and “non-sectarian” courses (e.g., Iowa, Idaho,  
Michigan).

that “draw from liberal arts and the technical, 
professional, and occupational fields.” Other types 
of explicitly prohibited subjects include physical 

Display 2. Policy Provisions Related to Course Offerings
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	 Only five states require public colleges to  
offer dual credit courses but twice as many require 
high schools to have college course options  
available to their students and another seven 
encourage this provision. In Florida, for example, 
“each district school superintendent and Florida 
College System institution president shall devel-
op a comprehensive dual enrollment articulation 
agreement for the respective school district and 
Florida College System institution.” Similarly, 
New Mexico requires every school district to  
offer a program of courses for dual credit, in 
cooperation with an institution of higher educa-
tion, and a program of distance learning courses. 
Moreover, New Mexico high school students must 
earn at least one credit as an: honors, advanced 
placement, dual credit, or distance learning  
course during their high school years in order to 
graduate. The Indiana requirement in this area 

applies to both dual credit and AP courses: “Each 
high school must provide at least two (2) of each 
of the following course offerings to high school 
students who qualify to enroll in the courses:  
(1) Dual credit; (2) Advanced placement.”

Who Can Take These Courses
Student eligibility provisions (Display 3) are fairly 
common in state policies, appearing in some form 
within 37 of the 47 states in the study (79%). The 
most popular provisions relate to the high school 
class level of eligible students. Most typically, 
enrollment is restricted to students in the junior 
or senior year (e.g., Kentucky, Texas, Virginia, 
Washington, and West Virginia), but some states 
allow for younger students (e.g., as early as 9th 
grade in Tennessee). 
	 Fewer states, but still a majority, have exam  
or course pre-requisite provisions within state  
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or SAT.” Less elaborately, in Montana: “students 
must have completed the required high school 
classes at that grade level and be on track for high 
school graduation within a four-year construct.” 
Even less common but not insubstantial, are  
provisions related to the timing of enrollment, 
such as in New Hampshire, where “students 
cannot retroactively enroll in a college course.” 
Least common among the dimensions considered 
here are age restrictions, although a few states 
have these provisions. For example, in Oklahoma, 
students must be at least 16 years of age or older 
if receiving high-school-level instruction at home 
or from an unaccredited high school, whereas 
students in Hawaii must be younger than 21.
	 About half of the states that have student  
eligibility provisions also allow waivers and  
exceptions. For example, Kentucky policy states, 
“Exceptions may be considered for other  
students if recommended by the school faculty 
and approved by the Chief Academic Officer at 
the public postsecondary institution.” Waivers 
and exceptions are often combined in policy with 
statements of requirements, such as in Nebraska, 
which recommends (but does not require) “dual 
credit courses for only juniors or seniors with at 
least a B average, having an ACT composite score 
of at least 20 (or equivalent score from another 
valid assessment), ranking in the upper half of 
their class or be formally identified as high ability 
or gifted or demonstrate through some alternative 
means the capacity for academic success in the 
desired course(s), or be waived in special circum-
stances by the appropriate secondary and postsec-
ondary officials.” As another example, in Texas, 
students below junior class standing may enroll 
only if allowed by the terms of a memorandum 
of understanding, and in such cases, they must 
demonstrate “outstanding academic performance 
and capability” and must be approved for enroll-
ment by the chief academic officer of the college 
and the principal of the high school. As another 
way of providing local control, Colorado policy 
allows students without a high school diploma to 

policy, and these are often cast in terms of local 
practices. Montana requires the use of standard-
ized exam scores for placement of students in 
mathematics and composition courses. In Missis-
sippi, “each university and community or junior 
college participating in a dual enrollment program 
shall determine course prerequisites. Course 
prerequisites shall be the same for dual enrolled 
students as for regularly enrolled students at that 
university or community or junior college.”  
Vermont Community Colleges have a unique, 
Intro to College Studies course that students 
must complete before being eligible to enroll 
in college-level courses. Less common, but not 
infrequent, are eligibility provisions related to 
minimum or maximum credits, like Kansas, 
which limits students to earning no more than 
24 college-level credits. At the other end of the 
spectrum, Mississippi’s policy requires, “a quali-
fied dually enrolled high school student must be 
allowed to earn an unlimited number of college  
or university credits for dual credit.” 
	 Fewer than half the states that have student 
eligibility restrictions include high school grade-
point average (GPA) thresholds among those 
restrictions. Tennessee requires at least a 3.20 
GPA (on a 4.00 scale) for academic courses and 
Florida has a 3.00 GPA threshold for participation 
but also requires, a “minimum score on a common 
placement test adopted by the State Board of  
Education.” Other states have more elaborate 
configurations, as in South Dakota, where the 
Board of Regents’ policies require that high school 
students seeking participation in dual credit  
courses offered by public universities must,  
“(1) meet undergraduate admissions requirements 
(ACT or coursework); (2) if a high school senior, 
rank in the upper one-half of their class or score  
at or above the 50th percentile on a nationally 
standardized, norm-referenced test, such as the 
ACT or SAT; or (3) if a high school junior, rank in 
the upper one-third of their class or score at  
or above the 70th percentile on a nationally stan-
dardized, norm-referenced test, such as the ACT 
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education, which minimum score is determined by 
the institution.”

take college-level courses if they achieve  
“a minimum score on a placement assessment that  
is administered by an institution of higher  
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	 Relatively few states include provisions that 
address whether dual credit classes can include 
students not taking the class for college credit. 
Among those that have such provisions, twice as 
many allow this type of mixing (n=10) compared 
to those states that forbid it (n=5). States that 
allow such mixing generally do so to accommo-
date courses that can serve as both AP and dual 
credit. For example, Connecticut policy states, 

“high schools may offer Advanced Placement (AP) 
courses and UConn ECE courses concurrently, 
provided that courses adhere to the UConn  
curriculum. Course content that is part of the 
UConn curriculum must be covered regardless 
of whether it is a topic covered on the AP exam.” 
Similarly, Arkansas allows, “The merging of  
concurrent enrollment and AP.” As an example of 
a prohibition, in Florida, “dual enrollment  
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courses taught on a high school campus may not 
be combined with any non-college credit high 
school course.” 
	 Only a handful of states specifically disallow 
college-age or other adult students in dual credit 
courses, including Hawaii which requires that the 
student be under the age of 21 as of September 
1 of the school year in which the course is taken. 
However, some states have more general pro-
visions that prevent older students from taking 
courses within a high school building during  
regular high school hours. Three states have 
provisions that specifically allow such mixing as 
exemplified in Iowa where dual credit courses  
are, “open to all registered community college  
students, not just high school students.” To 
accommodate high school sites that are not open 
to college students, Iowa provides that college 
students can be restricted if other sections of the 
course are available to them on the college  
campus.
	 A number of states have provisions in their 
policies to ensure that dual credit opportunities 
are marketed to potential students. For example, 
participating school districts in Washington must 
provide general information about the college 
in the high school program to all students in 
grades ten, eleven, and twelve and to the parents 
and guardians of those students. In Alabama, the 
policy states that high schools and colleges must 
agree “to provide a mechanism for communicating 
the educational and economic benefits as well as 
the requirements for participation and enrollment 
procedures to parents and students.” A similar 
policy in Delaware simply states that “all students 
shall be provided information regarding dual  
enrollment and the awarding of dual credit oppor-
tunities.” In Ohio, “Each school district and each 
chartered nonpublic high school shall provide 
information about the dual enrollment programs 
offered by the district or school to all students 
enrolled in grades eight through eleven.”

Who Can Teach These Courses
Nearly four of five responding states (79%) have 
some policy provisions regarding instructor eligi-
bility as shown in Display 4. The most common 
of these provisions is that colleges and universities 
use the same standards in selecting instructors for 
dual credit courses as they do for courses offered 
on their own campuses. Maryland’s policy provides 
a typical instance of this, providing that dual credit 
course instructors, “shall meet the same require-
ments for appointment as regular faculty at the 
collegiate institution granting the credit.” Indeed, 
this is a general provision of most institution’s  
accreditation standards and sometimes this 
connection is explicit in state policy as noted in 
Missouri policy which states that instructor  
selection, “shall meet the requirements …as  
stipulated for accreditation by the Higher  
Learning Commission.” It is difficult to distin-
guish between a statewide and a local requirement 
in this aspect of policy because the requirement 
generally stipulates that the institution set its own 
standards. However, we distinguish here between 
provisions stated entirely in terms of local control 
as compared to those that recognize that there 
is an authority beyond the campus that requires 
these standards.
	 Slightly less than one-half of the responding 
states also have policy provisions regarding the 
instructor selection process. For example, Indiana 
policy states, “the secondary school and academ-
ic unit on the postsecondary campus shall work 
together to identify instructors of dual credit 
courses based on criteria established by the post-
secondary institution. The postsecondary campus 
shall approve the individuals who will teach the 
dual credit courses in the secondary school, but 
the school corporation shall be responsible for 
hiring and compensating this personnel…High 
school instructors providing dual credit courses 
are approved by the respective college/universi-
ty departments and meet academic department 
requirements for teaching the college/university 
course.” Kentucky further relates their policy to 
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	 Despite linking dual credit instructor selection 
to college criteria for selecting on-campus course 
instructors, some states include in their policy  
specific provisions regarding instructor subject 
matter expertise and degree level. For example, 
Arkansas requires a master’s degree, “that includes 
at least eighteen (18) hours of completed course 
work in the subject area of the endorsed concur-
rent enrollment course.”

the requirements of the regional accreditor, the 
Southern Association of Colleges and Schools 
(SACS): “The dual credit courses must be taught 
by postsecondary faculty or secondary school 
teachers who are approved by the postsecondary 
institution as having appropriate credentials  
established by the SACS-COC Guidelines for 
Faculty Credentials and university policy.”
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for certification.” Nebraska allows but does not 
require waivers by stating, “the preceding faculty 
guidelines may be waived in special circumstances 
by the appropriate secondary and postsecondary 
officials.” Missouri allows for local waivers but 
stipulates a limit on their extent: “…institutions 
are permitted to use professional judgment in 
allowing faculty that do not meet all requirements 
for higher education instruction to teach dual 
credit courses provided that ninety percent of any 
institution’s dual credit faculty meet the standard 
faculty eligibility requirements set forth above.”
	 Although many dual credit courses offered 
in high school settings are taught by high school 
instructors who are trained or otherwise vetted 
regarding their eligibility to teach a college level 
course, other instructors are chosen from among 
college faculty and so issues can arise regarding 
whether they have an appropriate credential to 
teach at the high school level. Six states include 
provisions that require and another three pro-
vide encouragement for ensuring the instructors 
have appropriate high school credentials. Only 
one, Colorado, has a specific provision enabling 
college instructors without high school teaching 
credentials to teach a dual credit course. Another, 
Alabama, addresses this issue in policy by stating, 
“College faculty credentials shall be provided to 
the local school board of education as needed to 
meet credential standards of accrediting agencies.”

	 Slightly less frequently, but still among 
one-third of responding states, policy provisions 
pertain to prior training and ongoing professional 
development. In Arizona, “The chief executive 
officer of each community college district shall  
establish an advisory committee of full-time  
faculty who teach in the disciplines offered at  
the community college district to assist in the 
selection, orientation, ongoing professional devel-
opment and evaluation of faculty teaching college 
courses in conjunction with the high schools.” 
Missouri policy specifies that, “new dual credit 
instructors will participate in orientation activities 
provided by the college and/or academic depart-
ment…[and]…continuing dual credit instructors 
must participate in both the professional develop-
ment and evaluation activities as those expected of 
adjunct faculty on the college campus.” Similarly, 
Montana requires that, “the college will provide 
annual discipline-specific professional develop-
ment activities and ongoing collegial interaction.” 
Idaho goes so far as to specify the topics for inter-
action: “Instructors teaching dual credit courses 
are part of a continuing collegial interaction, 
through professional development, such as  
seminars, site visits, and ongoing communica-
tion with the postsecondary institutions’ faculty 
and dual credit administration. This interaction 
addresses issues such as course content, course 
delivery, assessment, evaluation, and professional 
development in the field of study.” This level of 
specification of topics is the exception rather than 
the rule. 
	 Whereas almost one-half of states include pol-
icy provisions for offering waivers or exceptions 
to student eligibility, far fewer states offer waiver 
or exception provisions for instructor selection 
provisions: only five states have explicit waiver or 
exception provisions with another three including 
local options to do so. In Connecticut, “Instruc-
tors may be granted a one-or two-year provisional 
certification if they have clearly demonstrated 
their ability to be certified and are missing only 
a small component of the credentials required 

“�…other instructors are chosen 

from among college faculty and 

so issues can arise regarding 

whether they have an appropriate 

credential to teach at the high 

school level.”
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of Public Instruction, which includes six specific 
outcomes measures. Louisiana provides an  
example of a reporting provision that focuses on 
participation: “Postsecondary institutions shall  
annually report to the Board of Regents dual 
enrollment courses offered, where offered, the 
numbers of students enrolled in each, and the 
course credit awarded in each.” Kentucky has 
a policy provision that requires the Kentucky 
Council on Postsecondary Education to create an 
‘accountability index’ for dual credit participants 
that includes student enrollment and success 
measures. Colorado has a similar policy provision 
that requires the Department of Education and 
Department of Higher Education to prepare  
an annual report with measures of dual credit  
enrollment and success and submit the report to 
the House and Senate Education committees. 

How Else Is Quality Assured
As shown in Display 5, only five states (Arkansas, 
Indiana, Montana, Oregon, and South Dakota 
and Tennessee) have made NACEP accreditation 
or a state-provided alternative a requirement for 
offering dual credit courses, with four other states 
(Iowa, Minnesota and Missouri) encouraging this 
type of quality assurance process. Additionally, 
several states (e.g., Illinois, Utah, Idaho, and  
Kentucky) encourage NACEP accreditation or the 
use of similar quality provisions in their guidelines 
and communications but not formally in state 
policy.
	 The majority of states more commonly  
have policy provisions for annual or ad hoc  
accountability reporting, such as North Carolina’s 
joint program accountability plan between the  
Community College System and the Department 
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of college campus standards. For example,  
Illinois policy requires, “The course outlines  
utilized for these courses shall be the same as  
for courses offered on campus and at other  
off- campus sites and shall contain the content 
articulated with colleges and universities in the 
State. Course prerequisites, descriptions, outlines, 
requirements, learning outcomes and methods 
of evaluating students shall be the same as for 
on-campus offerings.” 

	 To explore policy related to quality assur-
ance further, many of the common processes of 
NACEP and other forms of accreditation were 
specifically addressed in the questionnaire. Display 
6 summarizes the responses to these items, show-
ing that the most common language pertains to 
course rigor, and this is usually stated in terms of 
the criteria for rigor that colleges and universities 
employ as part of their own standards (22 states) 
and less so through statewide prescriptions (10 
states). Course rigor is typically addressed in terms 
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and guidelines for curriculum, student eligibility, 
faculty selection, assessment, professional devel-
opment and quality assurance. The Kansas policy 
also stipulates, “arrangements will include collab-
orative faculty development programming such 
as pedagogy, instructional design, course manage-
ment, instructional delivery skill improvement, 
curricular reform initiatives, qualified admissions 
considerations (if applicable), and student success 
assessment strategies.”
	 Many states also include policy provisions 
regarding course registration and transcripting. 
Montana policy includes, “advising materials must 
state that as a college course, the dual enrollment 
course becomes part of the permanent college 
transcript that must be provided by the student to 
any college he or she eventually attends. Similarly, 
Idaho policy stipulates, “postsecondary courses 
administered through a dual credit program are 
recorded on students’ official academic record of 
the postsecondary institution.” As an example of a 
more process-oriented provision, New Hampshire 
policy includes, “To register for college credit, 
students must complete a registration form, have 
it signed by a parent or guardian, and submit it 
with payment by the specified deadline.” 
	 Support service provisions are the next most 
common, being required by 14 states, as in  
Montana policy, which states, “Counseling and  
advising of prospective students by appropriate 
college officials, high school counselors, teachers, 
and parents will be an integral part of all dual 
enrollment programs.” Similarly, North Carolina 
policy encourages high schools to, “emphasize 
parental involvement and provide consistent 
counseling, advising, and parent conferencing so 
that parents and students can make responsible 
decisions regarding course taking and can track 
the students’ academic progress and success.” 
Alabama requires such provisions in partnership 
agreements, including: “Methods for addressing 
student related issues such as: admissions, pro-
cedures, advisement, monitoring and evaluation, 

	 As with the instructor eligibility criteria, the 
distinction between statewide and local criteria  
for course rigor is nuanced as exemplified in  
Georgia’s approach, which we characterize as 
statewide criteria by virtue of the role of State 
Boards in the process. In Georgia, the department, 
the Board of Regents of the University System of 
Georgia, and the Board of Technical and Adult 
Education shall jointly: “Establish policies to 
ensure that dual credit courses reflect college-level 
work in order for such courses to yield dual credit, 
which shall include: …Establishing the same 
content standards, requirements for faculty, course 
syllabi, and end-of-course exams for dual credit 
academic and career, technical, and agricultural 
education courses, whether taught to high school 
or college students.” 
	 About half of the responding states also  
have provisions within their state policy regarding 
the partnerships between K-12 and higher  
education institutions and systems involved in  
offering dual credit courses. For example,  
Mississippi policy requires, “Dual credit mem-
orandum of understandings must be established 
between each postsecondary institution and 
the school district implementing a dual credit 
program.” Arizona requires intergovernmental 
agreements, “based on a uniform format that has 
been cooperatively developed by the communi-
ty college districts in this state.” They further 
stipulate that these contracts include financial 
provisions (including the amount of funding the 
community college receives from the state and 
the proportion distributed to the school district); 
tuition and financial aid policies; accountability 
provisions; service responsibilities; and the type 
and quality of instruction that will be provided. 
Similarly, Kansas policy requires cooperative 
agreements between the school districts and post-
secondary institutions that seek to sponsor and 
offer dual credit courses, with provisions related 
to: awarding credit (college only or both college 
and high school) tuition requirements; purpose 
and benefits; individual and joint responsibilities; 
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credit instruction (Display 7). As an example of 
the latter, Wisconsin funds grants to individual 
technical colleges to assist with the professional 
development sessions that are set up to assure 
quality in transcripted credit. As an example of 
the former, Georgia’s policy states that “It is up 
to the local system to identify whether Move on 
When Ready, Accel, or Dual Hope Grant is the 
appropriate funding source for a student’s dual 
enrollment credit coursework,” although there are 
some state funding guidelines that facilitate the 
local decision. Oregon postsecondary institutions 
are eligible for state reimbursement for students 
enrolled in dual credit courses through the states 
enrollment-based funding formulae. However, 
depending on the pricing policies of the postsec-
ondary partner, students may be assessed an appli-
cation fee and they pay either nothing or deeply 
discounted tuition per credit hour. Wyoming has 
an interesting funding and allocation provision, 
wherein, the school district pays the postsecondary 
institution tuition for all concurrent enrollments 
based on the final class roster issued on or about 
midterm of the semester. After the college receives 
the money, it pays back to the school district an 
identical amount for space, supplies, instruction, 
and other related costs.
	 Several states have provisions that make dual 
credit courses available or free to all students. 
The Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program 
(CDEP) in Massachusetts is an example of such a 
program where there is no income or need crite-
rion for participation, but student participation “is 
at the discretion of the participating institution of 
higher education, subject to capacity constraints 
and state appropriation.” In addition, institutions 
can charge a “nominal admission fee” (which may 
be waived). Similarly, Florida decrees in its policy 
that, “any student enrolled as a dual enrollment 
student is exempt from the payment of registra-
tion, tuition, and laboratory fees.” Other states 
specifically regulate allowable tuition charges. 
Indiana code gives the Commission for Higher 
Education authority to set the cost charged to 

privacy rights, ADA issues, and verification of 
student attendance.”
	 Faculty interaction is often linked with  
college oversight responsibilities as in the  
Montana guideline: “College faculty in the  
discipline and/or the appropriate academic  
administrator will verify through site visits and 
other measures that the curriculum of concurrent 
enrollment courses reflects the pedagogical,  
theoretical and philosophical orientation of the 
sponsoring college.” Iowa offers a more basic 
statement noting that dual credit course instruc-
tors should, “collaborate, as appropriate, with 
other secondary or postsecondary faculty of the 
institution that employs the teacher regarding  
the subject area.” Kentucky employs postsecond-
ary regional accreditation criteria in their poli-
cy, stating, “SACS-COC standards require that 
postsecondary institutions regularly evaluate the 
effectiveness of each faculty member regardless of 
contractual or tenured status. Dual credit teachers 
and faculty will be evaluated in a manner consis-
tent with this evaluation process.”
	 An explicit statement of outcome monitoring 
is found in Colorado policy. Using a joint data 
collection system between the high schools and 
postsecondary institutions, the policy requires 
the State Board to, “track dual credit students to 
provide data regarding the impact of dual credit 
programs in relation to college entrance, reten-
tion, matriculation from high school and college, 
impact on college entrance tests, etc. A study is 
conducted every 5 years on dual credit graduates 
who are freshmen and sophomores in a college  
or university.”

Who Pays For Or Otherwise Funds These 
Courses
Direct funding for dual credit courses is offered 
in 24 states (including 4 that have both direct and 
program-specific funding) with another 7 having 
funding provisions for only specific programs for 
targeted populations, targeted types of instruc-
tion, or for specific initiatives to improve dual 
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and equipment and any other costs of enroll-
ment.” However, Kentucky policy defers to the 
postsecondary institution in partnership with the 
high school “the development of a process to  
determine student eligibility for financial  
assistance.” Arizona defers decisions about tuition 
and funding reimbursement to the partnership 
agreements between postsecondary institutions 
and school districts. In Wisconsin, students pay 
between one-half and full resident undergradu-
ate tuition for university courses. If the student 
pays full tuition, school districts may have an 
agreement to receive a portion of the tuition paid 
to offset costs they have incurred in providing 
instruction for these courses or to reduce the  
tuition paid by the students. Otherwise, insti-
tutions may reimburse the local school districts 
the lesser of the actual costs or 50 percent of the 
tuition collected.	

students by public colleges and universities,  
which the Commission set at $25 per credit for 
the 2011-13 biennium. Other state policy regu-
lations related to allowable charges include New 
Hampshire, which specifies that, “the cost for a…
course offered through Running Start is $150, 
excluding the cost of textbooks and other instruc-
tional materials, where appropriate.”
	 There are several other ways in which state 
policy sets requirements or recommendations with 
regard to tuition and fee regulations. For example, 
Kentucky specifically prohibits school districts 
from having to pay college tuition for concurrent 
enrollment students attending on college campus-
es or for the transportation of students to or from 
any eligible postsecondary institution. Instead, it 
requires that, “each concurrent enrollment pupil 
shall be responsible for payment of tuition for  
enrollment at an eligible postsecondary education 
institution and for payment of the costs of books 
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conditions: “Upon demonstration of financial 
need, an eligible institution may grant financial 
assistance to a student accepted for admission to 
the eligible institution.” In Tennessee, students 
(or their families) are responsible for costs (tuition 
and fees). However, students can receive $300 per 
dual enrollment course for up to four courses in 
their junior and senior years of high school;  
however, this assistance does not cover the full 
expense tied to tuition, books and any lab fees.
	 As with most aspects of dual credit policy, 
states vary widely with regard to whether colleges 
or high school are eligible for state enrollment 
funding for students in dual credit courses.  
This variation is exacerbated by the variety of  
state approaches to enrollment funding at the 
secondary and postsecondary levels. Following 
standards for previous studies on dual credit 
policy, we attempted to categorize state policy 
based on Average Daily Attendance (ADA) and 
Full-Time Equivalent (FTE), but many state 
funding formulas do not approach funding based 
on student enrollment or headcount or have very 
nuanced funding formulas whose investigation 
was beyond the scope of this study; those states 
are included in the ‘None’ category. Typical of 
states that provide high schools with average daily 
attendance funding, Missouri dual credit policy 
stipulates that, “the pupil’s resident district shall 
continue to count the pupil in the average daily 
attendance of such resident district for any time 
the student is attending a postsecondary course. 
Any pupil enrolled in a community college under 
a postsecondary course option shall be considered 
a resident student for the purposes of calculating 
state aid to the community college.” Similarly, in 
Colorado, “the qualified student shall be includ-
ed in the funded pupil count of his or her school 
district or, in the case of a student enrolled in an 
institute charter school, of the school’s accounting 
district.” Iowa combines its enrollment funding 
with a prohibition on tuition charges to the  
student: “School districts that participate in  
district-to-Community College sharing  

	 As with tuition charges, state policy provisions 
related to text book fees run the full spectrum 
from prohibiting to requiring charges to students. 
Iowa specifically prohibits such charges in its 
policy: “An eligible postsecondary institution that 
enrolls an eligible student under PSEO shall not 
charge the student for tuition, textbooks, materi-
als, or fees directly related to the course in which 
the student is enrolled except that the student may 
be required to purchase equipment that becomes 
the property of the student. For the purposes of 
this requirement, equipment shall not include 
textbooks.” At the other end of the spectrum,  
Alabama policy requires: “Payment of the current 
rate of tuition and fees per credit hour, textbooks 
and materials will be the responsibility of the  
student unless other resources are available.”
	 In most states where students are responsi-
ble for a portion or all of tuition, course fees, or 
textbook charges, provisions are made for either 
waiving those fees for targeted population or  
providing need-based financial assistance.  
Connecticut, for example, provides an example 
of a typical waiver: “A fee waiver is available for 
all students who qualify for the Federal Subsi-
dized Free/Reduced Lunch Program, contingent 
upon receipt of appropriate verification from the 
school district.” Indiana also has this waiver and, 
in addition, authorizes the offering postsecondary 
institution to grant need-based aid under other 

“�Several states have provisions 

that make dual credit courses 

available or free to all students.”
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Enforcement Of State Policies
There is generally very limited language about 
enforcement provisions in state policy on dual 
credit courses (Display 8). In many instances, state 
contacts referred to general compliance provisions 
and related incentives for all state policy. This was 
especially true for enforcement related to course 
offering provisions and quality assurance. How-
ever, more specific enforcement provisions were 
cited by ten states regarding student eligibility and 
nine states regarding instructor eligibility. Related 
to the former, Arizona policy allows waivers for 
students to participate up to a certain proportion 
of the total students enrolled (25%), and state  
policy requires “all exceptions and the justification 
for the exceptions shall be reported annually to the 
joint legislative budget committee on or before 
October 1.” Related to the latter, Indiana’s state 
policy leaves enforcement to the postsecondary 
institution and suggests colleges and universities 
should have procedures that “address high school 
instructor non-compliance with college/universi-
ty’s expectations for courses offered through the 
dual credit program (for example, non-participa-
tion in training and/or activities).”
	 In some states, there are auditing or account-
ability processes related to sector-specific agencies. 
For example, the Commonwealth of Virginia does 
not regulate who can take dual credit courses. 
However, colleges within the Virginia Community 
College System are subject to the requirements 
and policies of the State Board for Community 
Colleges and are subject to their internal audit 
process. Other states also employ auditing as a 
mechanism for enforcement. For example, in  
Texas the dual credit program was subject an audit 
by the State Auditor’s Office and passed through 
the process successfully in 2010.

agreements or concurrent enrollment programs 
that meet the requirements of Iowa Code section 
257.11(3) are eligible to receive supplementary 
weighted funding under that provision. Regard-
less of whether a district receives supplementary 
weighted funding, the district shall not charge 
tuition of any of its students who participate in a 
concurrent enrollment course.” 
	 Postsecondary enrollment funding provisions 
are slightly less common than high school fund-
ing provisions. In Iowa, concurrent enrollment 
also counts in the college funding formula but 
enrollment funding is not consistently included 
in postsecondary allocations. Colorado policy 
permits higher education institutions to include 
qualified dual credit students in determining the 
number of full-time equivalent students enrolled 
at the institution for funding formula purposes. 
Alternatively, Florida policy allows colleges to 
collect a proportion of funding, “Students in dual 
enrollment courses may also be calculated as the 
proportion shares of full-time equivalent enroll-
ments they generate for a Florida College  
System institution or university conducting the 
dual enrollment instruction.”
	 Instructor compensation regulations are 
rare in state policy, being specifically included in 
only three states (Alabama, North Dakota and 
Virginia). Alabama’s related policy statement 
stipulates that, “the college shall be responsible 
for the compensation of faculty, in accordance 
with State Board of Education and college policy. 
Faculty may not receive dual compensation for 
instructional time.” North Dakota’s and Virginia’s 
policies provide more flexibility, recommending  
an arrangement but allowing alternative processes 
to be developed collaboratively by the high  
school and postsecondary institution. The one 
“other” instance of funding support identified 
in the lowest bar of Display 7 relates to a New 
Hampshire program that provides a “three-credit 
course voucher,” which covers the cost of tuition 
only, for each section of a college course taught 
through their Running Start program.
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||| �Further Issues and 
Concerns

Three final questions  asked respondents to 
offer comments on: other policy issues that were 
not addressed in the survey, recent or anticipated 
changes to dual credit policies in their state, and 
other issues or concerns that our line of question-
ing posed to them. 

Cross-Cutting Themes
The issue raised most frequently in response to all 
of these final questions related to funding or, more 
precisely, the general lack of funding to support 
state policy implementation and enforcement. 
Respondents frequently mentioned that funding 
promised in state policy did not materialize, which 
served to restrict rather than to expand dual credit 
participation. The lack of reimbursement for dual 
credit enrollments created an additional burden 
on both secondary and postsecondary institutions, 
many of whom were facing cutbacks and, in some 
cases, rescissions. Funding issues were further 
exacerbated by state interest in, and in some cases 
prescriptive policies for, keeping student costs low.
	 Another cross-cutting theme of the closing 
comments related to the difficulties in ensur-
ing adherence to college standards by virtue of 
fundamental differences in the high school and 

college learning environments and limited in-
teraction between instructional staff and faculty. 
Even though state policy was being met regard-
ing having such interactions, the amount of time 
that can be invested in those interactions, and the 
large number of sites at which these courses are 
offered, preclude a level of interaction that can 
mitigate the influence of the daily interactions of 
staff within the high school environment. In short, 
it is difficult for a high school instructor to create 
a college-like environment within a high school 
class given the overwhelming context in which this 
work is embedded. More practically, the limited 
amount of communications make it difficult for 
high school-based instructors to keep up with 
changes to the curriculum implemented in the 
college courses that they teach at the high school.

Other Policy Issues
Respondents noted that, since our survey focused 
primarily on high school-based dual credit activity, 
it did not address the issues they face regarding 
other accelerated options or other modes of  
delivery (e.g., campus-based, online, and home-
based educational programs). Respondents also 
noted that, although state dual credit policies 
set the rules and regulations under which they 
operate, there are other state educational policies, 
as well as district and institutional policies that 
influence practice. In addition, many system and 

Display 8. Enforcement of Policy Provisions
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transferability. Some concern was expressed for 
the inequity in access to college campus-based 
opportunities for dual credit, which is generally 
viewed as a more authentic experience that can  
enhance the benefits. The need for better market-
ing and communication with students and parents 
was cited as a critical component of expanding 
access. More generally, the combination of limited 
resources and high demand was cited as threaten-
ing the quality. As one respondent offered, dual 
credit classes are not very effective because “they 
are not part of a well-thought out and informed 
plan or process.”
	 The quality of dual credit remains a pressing 
issue. Respondents indicated that their states were 
trying to figure out how to manage and ensure 
the quality of dual credit. Faculty credentials and 
capabilities were often cited as a critical quality 
issue. Respondents generally acknowledged the 
importance of qualifications and professional  
development for dual credit instructors.  
Respondents raised concerns about the variations 
in faculty qualifications, which often differ by 
programs and offering institutions. For example, 
some school districts allow high school teachers 
with less than required credentials to teach dual 
credit classes. This is in part because the states do 
not have a mechanism for preventing this practice, 
which is viewed as an issue for the accrediting 
body. 
	 Student eligibility for dual credit was also 
frequently mentioned. States indicated that a 
number of students with credit earned through 
dual credit are unprepared for college-level work. 
They said that postsecondary institutions should 
engage more with their high school colleague in 
ensuring that dual credit courses offered on a high 
school campus are equivalent to regular college 
courses. Respondents also mentioned that the 
mixing in the same course of students who are and 
are not receiving college credit, that is, the mixing 
of students who do and do not meet requirements, 
needs to be reexamined.
	 Finally, several respondents expressed  
concerned about the inconsistency in dual credit 

district offices create guideline and have oversight 
committees and advisory groups that shape  
practice more directly.

Recent Changes In State Policy
When asked about recent changes in state policy, 
we received even more comments about funding 
issues and, more specifically budget cuts that have 
led to program reductions and cancellations as 
well as to increases in student financial obligations 
in some states.
	 Despite the budgetary constraints, many states 
are actively exploring ways to expand access to 
dual credit. For instance, states created more dual 
credit options for career and technical educa-
tion, increased the number of dual credit courses 
available in high schools, provided pathways to the 
general education certificate and associates degree 
concurrent with high school graduation, and 
required or recommended all students to have the 
opportunity to earn postsecondary credits.
Among the recent changes made to improve the 
quality of dual credit, respondents cited creating 
working groups to review practice, clarifying or 
modifying the definition or standards of qualified 
faculty, providing an incentive fund for dual credit, 
requiring or recommending NACEP accredita-
tion or compliance to state standards, and limiting 
enrollment to only those registered for college 
credit.

Pressing Issues
When asked about the most pressing issues, 
respondents repeated the funding issue but also 
frequently mentioned access and quality. Funding 
remained the top issue with questions about how 
to determine cost, who should pay, how to address 
budget shortfalls and, more generally, how to deal 
with reduced state support for colleges. Concerns 
were once again raised regarding the increasing 
reliance on tuition which threatened another  
priority issue: access.
	 Several respondents noted that their state is 
trying to increase access to dual credit and assure 
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requirement with regard to one area (subject  
matter restrictions), and a recommendation/ 
encouragement in one area (whether high school 
should offer dual credit courses). For the ranking,  
statewide requirement (darkest shade) was  
weighted as a 3, a local requirement (medium 
shade) a 2, and local or statewide recommenda-
tions or encouragement (lightest shade) a 1.
	 Display 10, the student eligibility chart, also 
includes some dark and light red shaded cells for 
the two items for which state policy could either 
allow or disallow the activity. The disallow  
condition is represented by red (either as dark red 
for a prohibition or light red for discouragement), 
and the allow condition by blue (dark blue only). 
	 Table 2, which follows the composite charts, 
displays the rank of each state within each policy 
segment (where a lower number indicates a  
high rank), and provides a composite rank, that 
was derived from the average of the segment  
rankings. The state which ranks first in this table, 
Missouri, appears in the top 10 states on all  
composite measures. The next two states,  
Oklahoma and Connecticut, have high ranks in 
four segments but a middle rank (in the 20s) in  
the other segment. 
	 These rankings do not reflect judgments on 
policies or practices. They reveal only the extent 
to which the states have policy statements  
regarding the various elements included in this 
study and the level of prescriptiveness of these 
policies. We provided many examples in the  
previous discussion of how two policies labeled as 
a “statewide requirement” may be very different in 
terms of content and comprehensiveness. These 
charts are intended to characterize the landscape 
of dual credit policy in a way that allows the  
reader to consider which state policies might be 
worth examining in greater detail. The appendices 
to this report provide some of that detail as well as 
links to other documents with additional detail.

practices within a state. Those expressing this 
concern believe that consistency and alignment of 
policies and practices across dual credit programs 
and between secondary and postsecondary institu-
tions is important to establishing and maintaining 
quality. One state has initiated work on alignment 
of policies and practices between grades 11-12 
and postsecondary education to facilitate fully 
prepared high school students’ movement into 
college coursework and to address remedial  
education prior to postsecondary education.  
Several respondents also cited the importance of 
using common language and definitions and to 
build a degree of central consistency for the  
benefit of the students who take dual credit  
courses. 

||| �Composite Policy 
Configurations

To provide a sense  of the extent of similari-
ties and differences among states in the dual credit 
policy configurations, the remaining charts in 
this section (Displays 9-12) array the states within 
each segment of policy related to our primary 
research questions from high to low according 
to the overall extent of their policies (that is, the 
number of different components they address and 
degree of prescriptiveness). The columns of each 
chart represent the individual questions we posed 
regarding an aspect of policy in each segment and 
the color of the cell represents a state’s response 
to that question in the same way in which the bars 
are color coded in Displays 1 through 7. 
	 For example, Oklahoma is at the top of 
Display 9, the Course Offering chart, because it 
has dual credit policy provisions regarding seven 
of the eight component questions six of which 
involve statewide criteria (the darkest shade).  
Further down the chart, Mississippi (MS) has  
substantive policy that includes a statewide  
requirement in two areas (general restrictions  
and statewide transfer requirements), a local  
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Display 9. Course Offering Configurations	
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Display 10. Student Eligibility Configurations 	
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Display 11. Instructor Eligibility Configurations	
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Display 12. Quality Provision Configurations 	
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Table 2. Segment and Composite Rankings of State on Dual Credit Policy Provisions

 

State
Course 

Offerings
Student 

Eligibility

Instructor 
Eligibility 

& 
Selection

Other 
Quality 

Provisions
Composite 

Rank
Missouri 3 7 4 7 1
Oklahoma 1 1 6 23 2
Connecticut 23 2 1 9 3
North Dakota 2 16 14 5 4
Oregon 8 30 3 1 5
Kentucky 5 12 18 13 6
Montana 5 32 2 9 6
Kansas 21 10 10 7 6
Iowa 23 2 24 5 9
Colorado 23 4 17 13 10
Florida 8 7 27 18 11
Arizona 13 9 12 27 12
West Virginia 13 5 22 23 13
Texas 11 20 14 19 14
South Carolina 13 15 22 15 15
Indiana 23 35 7 2 16
Illinois 23 21 12 15 17
Alabama 23 6 24 21 18
Idaho 22 25 24 4 19
South Dakota 38 12 7 19 20
Minnesota 12 21 35 11 21
Georgia 8 10 32 32 22
North Carolina 13 12 39 21 23
Washington 3 25 32 27 24
Wyoming 34 25 7 23 25
New Hampshire 23 37 18 11 25
Tennessee 34 25 27 3 25
New Mexico 5 16 39 32 28
Wisconsin 13 43 4 32 28
Ohio 34 16 18 26 30
Virginia 33 25 10 27 31
Massachusetts 23 21 27 27 32
Maryland 13 41 18 32 33
Arkansas 38 32 30 15 34
Hawaii 13 21 39 43 35
Mississippi 13 39 34 39 36
Louisiana 34 41 14 36 36
California 38 16 39 39 38
Delaware 41 30 36 27 39
Michigan 23 34 39 43 40
Nebraska 41 38 30 36 41
New Jersey 23 43 38 43 42
Vermont 41 39 36 36 43
Maine 41 35 39 39 44
Nevada 41 43 39 42 45
Alaska 41 43 39 43 46
New York 41 43 39 43 46

These rankings do not  
reflect judgments on policies  
or practices. They reveal only 
the extent to which the states 
have policy statements  
regarding the various elements 
included in this study and the 
level of prescriptiveness of 
these policies.
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In this section we examine the results 
of this study through three sets of lenses. First, 
we review our findings in relation to the existing 
literature, focusing on what has changed, what 
remains the same, and what gaps still need to be 
filled. Second, we consider how state policy in its 
current form relates to the prospects for attaining 
the promises and avoiding the pitfalls of dual  
credit that we described earlier. Finally, we view 
these findings through the lens of regional  
postsecondary accreditation, examining the ways 
in which current accreditation standards and  
processes align with quality assurance for dual 
credit activity. 

||| �What Has  
Changed – What  
Remains The Same

The results of this study  reinforce two 
continuing themes from past research on state 
policy and practice for dual credit: There is still 
no consensus or standardization regarding the 
terminology related to what we have consistently 
labeled as dual credit courses; and there remains 
great variation among states along many  
dimensions of state policy for dual credit activity. 

Toward Standardized Terminology
State policy makers and educational oversight 
agencies will continually seek to brand their  
initiatives with distinguishing program names. 
This is not a particular problem. It appears that 
there are three common generic terms for de-
scribing the college-level courses that are intended 
for high school-level students: dual credit, dual 
enrollment, and concurrent enrollment. Although 

dual enrollment was the most frequent form we 
encountered, the other two terms are useful for 
distinguishing between the broader phenomenon 
of high school students who are simultaneous-
ly enrolled in college-level courses and a more 
specific subset of that phenomenon: courses 
through which a high school-level student can 
simultaneously earn both high school and college 
credit. We intentionally used the term, dual credit 
in this study to focus on this latter, more specific 
phenomenon. Indeed, we were more specifically 
focused on a subset of dual credit courses: those 
taught in high schools, which perhaps should be 
precisely termed, “high school-based dual credit 
courses.” State agency contacts were not necessar-
ily as focused on this particular type of concurrent 
enrollment, depending on the types most  
prevalent in their state, and findings reveal the 
continuing variation in forms of delivery  
throughout the states.  
	 In recent years, there has been an increased 
emphasis across the educational spectrum for 
standard terminology as exemplified through such 
initiatives as the Common Core Standards and  
the Common Education Data Standards. The 
concurrent enrollment and dual credit arena 
would benefit from further efforts to develop  
consensus on terminology. This would be  
particularly useful for framing research and  
evaluation studies so that results can be more 
readily compared and interpreted which, in turn, 
contributes more substantially to the identification 
of effective practices.

Variation In State Policy 
In many ways, the current findings are consistent 
with those of earlier policy reviews (e.g., Karp et 
al., 2004; WICHE, 2006) regarding the large  

Discussion and Implications
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of quality assurance and the general objectives of 
this study. However, through our discussion with 
state contacts, we believe that many state agencies 
have intentionally worked to strengthen policies 
and practices in this area. The growing visibility 
and influence of NACEP further underscore this 
conclusion. Although relatively few institutions 
have completed the NACEP accreditation process 
(83 as of April 2012), membership in the organi-
zation has grown substantially (250 postsecond-
ary institution members), attendance at NACEP 
meetings has flourished and a number of states 
have very explicitly embraced the NACEP model 
as a standard for quality assurance. Even in cases 
where NACEP is not specifically mentioned, 
several states have adopted or at least modeled 
a number of the NACEP criteria and processes 
within their quality formulations. However, a 
number of states and institutions have chosen not 
to embed accreditation standards in state policy  
or pursue NACEP accreditation, signifying  
alternative mechanisms for quality assurance from 
the perspectives of policymakers and practitioners. 
	 Among the seven strategies for quality  
oversight described by Lowe (2010), we found  
that accountability reporting was still the most 
prevalent form included within state policy. 
Moreover, many of these accountability reports 
focus primarily on inputs, including participation 

variation in state policy. We echo Karp et al.’s  
conclusion that state policy “ranges from non- 
existent to very detailed.” We would add to that 
characterization that state policy is just as varied 
among the growing array of states that have  
detailed policies as it is between the detailed 
and the non-existent approaches. We also note a 
different aspect of variability that was illustrated 
by comparing results from prior studies to the 
current one: variability and change over time. One 
example of this change unfolded over the course 
of the study, wherein the very comprehensive 
policies developed under Pennsylvania Governor 
Rendell were completely dismantled under his 
successor Governor Corbett. However, we also see 
instances of states that were characterized in the 
earlier studies as having modest policies that now 
appear to have more comprehensive ones, such 
as Indiana, Iowa, and Kentucky. The response 
frequencies and examples reported in the results 
section illustrate this diversity, but a full apprecia-
tion can be gained only by examining the detailed 
state response summaries in Appendix 3 and the 
policy documents listed in Appendix 4. 
	 Policy variation has its benefits. It represents 
a venue for creativity and innovation, experimen-
tation and enriched learning, and for accommo-
dating local history, culture and values. However, 
variation and change over time can have negative 
consequences. They contribute to the general-
ly confused and non-standard terminology and, 
perhaps more importantly, make it difficult to 
examine systematically the effectiveness of various 
approaches and to determine what works best for 
which target populations. It is likely this confusion 
is experienced by state and federal policymakers as 
well as by students and parents. 

Increasing The Focus On Quality Assurance
Earlier policy studies concluded that quality was 
underrepresented within state policy on dual  
credit activity. The current analysis demonstrates 
that this is no longer so. Our conclusion may be 
due in part to our intentional search for evidence 

“�Earlier policy studies concluded 

that quality was underrepresented 

within state policy on dual �

credit activity.”
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Demonstrating Program Impacts
For both accountability and improvement  
purposes, many states are hoping to obtain 
evidence regarding the impact of dual credit on 
student educational attainment. Unfortunately,  
accountability reporting does not provide a  
sufficient basis for doing so. The research on  
dual credit programs to date has been dominated 
by descriptive studies. Studies that apply more  
rigorous controls to remove selection effects and 
other daunting confounds are increasing in  
number and beginning to inform effective  
practice. Enough evidence has been gathered  
to suggest that dual credit has more positive  
than negative impacts, on average. However, the 
evidence also reveals that there is variation on 
impact and some impacts are negative. Further, 
there is insufficient evidence to support the critical 
promise for improving postsecondary access and 
success for underrepresented students relative 
to more privileged and high-achieving students. 
Additional rigorous research is needed to contrib-
ute to the development of effective policies and 
practices, especially practice that can be tailored to 
the diverse array of students across the educational 
spectrum.

||| �The Role Of State 
Policy In Maximizing 
Promises And  
Minimizing Pitfalls

As we have noted, state policy now plays a 
larger role in the context of dual credit quality. 
This role is likely to increase as our respondents 
noted that quality assurance is among the most 
pressing issues moving forward. In her book, 
Policy Paradox: The Art of Political Decision Making, 
Deborah Stone (2002) argues that policy making 
is “the struggle over ideas” and that there are  
multiple understandings of these ideas (p. 11).  
Our review of dual credit policies support Stone’s 

levels and characteristics, subject matter coverage, 
geographic distribution, etc. Several states have 
increased their focus on outcome monitoring, as 
exemplified by Colorado’s investment in a joint 
data system for tracking dual credit participants 
into their college studies. The more process- 
oriented aspects of quality assurance, such as  
program and process review, approval and  
evaluation, are manifest largely through reliance 
on local institutional standards and practices that 
are reinforced through regional and specialized 
accreditation requirements. 

Broadening Access And The Financial  
Conundrum
The formal survey questions and our general dis-
cussions with state contacts highlight the conflict 
between two of the more potent forces impinging 
on the development and implementation of dual 
credit activity: the desire to significantly expand 
access especially to traditionally underrepresented 
populations; and the financial press that all states 
currently face during the slow recovery from the 
“Great Recession.” According to our contacts, 
well intentioned attempts to pursue aggressively 
an access agenda have been seriously undermined 
by deep state budget cuts. To survive, a number 
of programs have curtailed free access and others 
have raised tuition and fee charges to make up for 
lost revenues. The extent to which this has influ-
enced or will influence dual credit access is not 
readily apparent. However, the intersections of 
dual credit financial policies and dual credit access 
are reoccurring themes in the literature and will 
likely persist as salient policy issues while state 
financial situations progress toward stabilization. 
Not all states have succumbed to these pressures 
as evident in Indiana, where tuition for dual  
credit courses was capped at $25 per credit hour 
for all public institutions, and the statewide 
community college retains free tuition for its 
dual credit courses. But several states have fared 
less well and, as previously noted, a very compre-
hensive program in Pennsylvania was completely 
defunded.
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institutions. Beyond setting minimum academ-
ic criteria for students, ten states have policies 
that provide financial assistance or subsidies to 
low-income students to enhance access. There are 
a growing number of examples of programs and 
initiatives that focus on expanding access, most  
of which have a vocational focus or career  
orientation, like California’s Concurrent Course 
Initiative (Hughes et al., 2012) or Early and  
Middle College High Schools that intentionally 
enroll underrepresented student populations.  
Although the predominant focus continues to  
be on the academically well-prepared or at  
least moderately-prepared, dual credit has been 
demonstrated to reach a broader population than 
do the AP or IB programs. Policy provisions 
for waivers and exceptions in about one-half of 
the states further support expanding the base of 
participation. Given the propensity of dual credit 
programs to serve moderate to well-prepared 
students, pursuing the access promise requires 
additional focus on dual credit programs that  
are specifically targeted to underrepresented  
populations.

	 Improve High School and College  
Relationships. There is a body of literature that 
also suggests dual credit is a mechanism that, in 
addition to benefiting students, provides a vital 
communications link between high schools and 
colleges. This relationship is critical for improving 
the alignment of secondary and postsecondary  
educational curricula. By definition the provision 
of dual credit requires some degree of collabora-
tion, but in some states, this level of collaboration 
is reinforced through state policy. We observed 
this in the form of required articulation agree-
ments, as exemplified by the comprehensive  
specifications in Arizona and Kansas. We also 
observed this in state policies that require high 
school and college faculty to interact on a regular 
basis, share syllabi, participate in evaluative  
activities, and engage in shared professional  
development experiences, among other things. 

argument and the tensions of these ideas are  
manifest in the promises and pitfalls of dual credit 
that we described in the introduction. In this 
section, we examine how state policy relates to 
attaining some of most common promises and 
avoiding some common pitfalls. 

Promises
	 Enhance and Diversify High School  
Curricula. Dual credit is claimed to play a unique 
role in diversifying high school curricula and  
improving course options for students, partic-
ularly in rural areas or small high schools. For 
most states, providing dual credit opportunities is 
optional for both high schools and postsecondary 
institutions. However, ten states require and seven 
encourage high schools to offer dual credit cours-
es, and six require and eight encourage colleges 
to offer dual credit. Unfortunately, mandates and 
encouragement can be tenuous when funding is 
scarce or unavailable. Thus, state policy can and 
does play a unique role in expanding or enhancing 
high school curricula by mandating or strongly 
incentivizing high schools and colleges to provide 
dual credit, but sufficient funding and resources 
are required to make this an attainable promise. 
	 Increase Access to Higher Education. 
Some literature suggests that dual credit partic-
ipation can elevate students’ college aspirations, 
especially students who are historically underrep-
resented in higher education such as low-income, 
first generation students, and students of color. 
Based on our analysis of state policy, we found  
that more than any other area, policies had the 
most to say about who accesses dual credit (80% 
of responding states had some requirements). In 
most cases, state policy defined access in terms 
of high school grade level; academic proficiency 
(GPA and standardized test scores); and course 
pre-requisites. In several of these cases, state  
policy restricted access to students who had to 
meet minimum academic criteria set at the state 
level or academic criteria of the postsecondary 
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take different courses in college. Among well- 
prepared students and through the history of AP 
courses, the latter effect, taking different courses, 
is more frequently found. Ultimately, taking fewer 
college courses to reduce the cost may be less im-
portant financially than shortening the time  
to degree: student loan debt burden is more  
substantially impacted by taking longer to  
complete (and borrowing to cover living expenses) 
than by tuition costs. 
	 Despite these lingering empirical questions, 
we found that many state policies require high 
school students to pay tuition for dual credit 
courses, leave this decision to local high schools 
and college partnerships, or simply state nothing 
about who pays for dual credit. These character-
istics of state dual credit policies challenge the 
premise that college-level courses in high school 
can contribute to a meaningful or measurable 
reduction in the cost of college for students. 

Pitfalls
	 Prepare Students for the Academic Rigor 
of College. Among the common concerns of  
dual credit is the inadequate maintenance of 
academic rigor and the concern that dual credit 
course content is not of collegiate quality and  
caliber. Among the policies we analyzed in this 
study, reference to dual credit ‘rigor’ or ‘course 
quality’ was a common feature. In many cases, 
policies include statements that required dual 
credit courses to have similar content, learning 
outcomes, and syllabi as corresponding courses 
taught on the college campus as illustrated in the 
examples we used in the results section. Thus it 
is encouraging that state policy is addressing this 
common concern. 
	 Ensure Adequate Instructor Qualifica-
tions. Another common concern about dual 
credit that relates closely to the rigor issue is the 
qualifications of dual credit course instructors. 
Instructor qualifications are indeed a common 
feature of state dual credit policies. As with rigor, 
the issue of faculty credentials is closely related to 

Given time and resource constraints, as well as 
cultural differences, it is difficult to develop  
and sustain effective communications between  
secondary and postsecondary teachers and staff. 
Dual credit activity can play a critical role in  
overcoming these constraints and differences, 
especially if suitable attention is applied to  
developing and monitoring the required  
engagements.
	 Shorten Time to Degree and Lower  
the Cost of College. The relationship between 
dual credit participation and time to and cost  
for a college degree has not been convincingly  
established, although there is some evidence that, 
on average, students who take dual credit courses 
in high school accrue college credits more rapidly. 
The key to the relationship between dual  
credit and time to degree is the level to which  
dual credit courses prepare students to be success-
ful in subsequent college work. Research related 
to this premise is mixed: dual credit can lead to 
better grade performance in college, but it doesn’t 
always do so. We also know little about the  
psycho-social mechanisms that operate in dual 
credit that might help prepare students be  
successful in college level courses and persist in 
college. Moreover, with regard to cost, it is not 
clear whether college students take advantage of 
previously completed dual credit courses by taking 
fewer courses in college or whether they simply 

“�Ultimately, taking fewer college 

courses to reduce the cost may 

be less important financially than 

shortening the time to degree.”



Higher Learning Commission  |  dual credit in u.s. higher education 40

building cannot completely disengage from the 
high school context that surrounds this experi-
ence. These conditions impose significant  
limitations on obtaining an authentic college 
course experience in a high school setting. High 
school-based dual credit courses will always  
have this disadvantage. Because of this, state  
policy-makers need to consider carefully the  
extent to which college-based dual credit or  
concurrent enrollment can be supported and 
to ensure that expansion of high school-based 
opportunities does not diminish possibilities for 
the more authentic experience of taking a college 
course on a college campus.
	 Ensure Course Transferability. Also among 
the common concerns associated with dual credit 
is the extent to which dual credit courses are 
transferrable beyond the institution that offers 
the credit. We found that many state policies have 
adopted language that includes a provision for 
credit transferability. Among all dimensions and 
questions asked in our survey, the question about 
transferability was the question with the most 
non-specific references—meaning that policy 
mentioned it but there was not a requirement 
associated with it. An example of this is Florida  
in which the policy states that, “The Department 
of Education, in conjunction with the Board  
of Governors, shall develop, coordinate, and  
maintain a statewide course numbering system 
for postsecondary and dual enrollment education 
in school districts, public postsecondary educa-
tional institutions, and participating nonpublic 
postsecondary educational institutions that will 
improve program planning, increase communi-
cation among all delivery systems, and facilitate 
student acceleration and the transfer of students 
and credits between public school districts, public 
postsecondary educational institutions, and  
participating nonpublic educational institutions.” 
On the other hand, some policies require that dual 
credit courses be part of a state transfer system, as 
is the case in Arkansas, Indiana and Kentucky. At 

the standards to which postsecondary institutions 
are held through regional accreditation and most 
state policies rely on these standards. However, 
some states, such as Arkansas, Kansas and Oregon, 
specify a required degree level (typically a Master’s 
degree) as well as subject matter expertise  
requirements. 
	 Provide an Authentic College Experience. 
Another frequent concern, closely coupled to the 
previous two, is that dual credit courses on high 
school campuses do not provide an authentic 
college experience. Without a doubt, the rigor of 
the course content and instructor qualifications 
contribute to the college-like experience of dual 
credit courses. While this concern is arguably 
challenging to measure, one might argue that a 
college-like experience goes beyond the course 
content and faculty qualifications to include such 
things as faculty philosophical and pedagogical 
dispositions, access to experiences and services 
available to any other college student, interac-
tion of students with college-level students and, 
perhaps most importantly, interaction of course 
instructors with other college instructors. A  
number of state policies require regular interac-
tion and professional development among high 
school and college faculty. Some state policies 
are very explicit about this. For example, Idaho’s 
policy states that, “Postsecondary courses  
administered through a dual credit program  
reflect the pedagogical, theoretical and philosoph-
ical orientation of the sponsoring faculty and/ 
or academic department at the postsecondary 
institution.” This language is similar to the  
accreditation standards for NACEP and so would 
be a requirement for states that have adopted the 
NACEP accreditation framework. Despite these 
provisions, the level and extent of interaction, 
engagement, and development cannot fully  
overcome the intense levels of communication and 
enculturation that high school teachers experience 
in their educational settings. Similarly, students 
taking college level courses in a high school  
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core college student population are being  
significantly cut back, opportunities for additional 
revenues or state funding sources can divert  
attention from mission critical objectives. 
	 Although the mission integrity dimension  
was not specifically mentioned by staff from the 
other agencies, dual credit was more generally 
recognized as one of several emerging modes  
of instructional delivery that is stretching the 
attention and resources of institutions more thinly. 
Dual credit was thus generally viewed within the 
same realm as online/distance learning (and there 
is some overlap between the two), as a mode of 
delivery that needs to be attended to through the 
accreditation review process. Recent reformula-
tions of accreditation standards have more  
explicitly accommodated distance/online learning, 
but this level of explicitness has generally not  
yet been applied to the dual credit realm.
	 With regard to dual credit as a contractual 
arrangement, the interviewees were not partic-
ularly concerned that the dual credit realm will 
introduce particular problems, given that the 
partner is accredited through parallel processes 
and generally shares the same educational quality 
values. However, there was some concern regard-
ing how well state policy requirements align with 
accreditation standards. Interviewees recognized 
that postsecondary institutions can be put into a 
difficult position if they must comply with poorly 
aligned standards from two authorities.
	 This same concern was raised in relation to 
faculty qualifications. Although specific criteria 
for faculty selection, professional development, 
and evaluation are not set through accreditation 
standards, the standards require that institutions 
have standards appropriate to their mission and 
that they apply these standards consistently. Peer- 
review teams judge the appropriateness of the 
standards and examine the practices for consisten-
cy of application. State policy requirements for 
dual credit often rely, explicitly or implicitly,  
on regional accreditation standards for faculty 
qualifications. However, a number of states have 

the other end of this spectrum are state policies 
which put the burden for transfer on students. For 
example, Alabama’s policy states that, “Students 
are responsible for knowing policies relative to 
dual enrollment/dual credit of colleges/universi-
ties to which they plan to transfer credit.” Course 
transferability is a broader issue than just as  
related to dual credit.

||| �Dual Credit  
And Regional  
Postsecondary  
Accreditation

In this final section, we consider the 
implications of our findings with regard to the 
regional accreditation. 
	 In phone interviews and other discussions 
with senior staff from the six regional accrediting 
agencies, representing five of the six regions,3 the 
level of concern expressed about the challenges 
often associated with dual credit was modest, 
although the specific nature of the concerns varied 
by region and level. For example, staff from the 
one agency that focuses exclusively on community 
and junior colleges (ACCJC) had a unique interest 
in the impact of dual credit programs on a specific 
component of the accreditation standards: mission 
integrity. Dual credit programs provide an  
opportunity for postsecondary institutions to 
expand their reach and their market. As such, 
concern was expressed that institutions approach 
these opportunities in clear alignment with their 
missions. Especially during a time of fiscal con-
straint (which has been particularly acute within 
the dominant state in the ACCJC domain,  
California), when programs and services for the 

3 �Phone interviews were conducted with staff from the agencies 
covering Northeastern (NEASC), Middle States (MSCHE), 
Southern, (SACS) and both the senior and junior college 
agencies of the Western (WASC/ACCJC) regions. Staff from 
the North Central region (HLC) provided input and feedback 
throughout the project.
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in place more prescriptive requirements  
regarding instructor credentials as well as selection 
and professional development processes.
	 A final concern expressed by the interviewees 
was related to the growing accountability demands 
on both accrediting agencies and postsecondary 
institutions that stretch the boundaries of the 
traditional focus on core postsecondary aca-
demic program integrity issues. These demands 
may require expanding the scope and purview of 
accreditation review processes, including more 
substantial annual reporting requirements as well 
as more intensive site visit protocols. All of this 
may add to the cost and resource requirements of 
accreditation, which induces additional overhead 
on institutional operations. 

||| �Final Notes

Dual credit policies and practices  
are evolving at a rapid pace. Even within the time 
frame of this study, several states enacted or were 
in the process of enacting new rules and regula-
tions. The information provided in this report is  
a snapshot at a point in time and some of the  
policies will be outdated when the report is  
released. 
	 The research team worked diligently to 
develop consistent coding practices and represent 
faithfully the information provided by state  
contacts. We asked state contacts to review our 
interpretations at several stages as we adjusted 
coding categories to better accommodate their  
responses. Despite their busy schedules, the 
contacts were responsive and, in many cases, very 
constructively engaged in providing us feedback. 
We are very grateful for their time, attention,  
and patience. 
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If YES, what are the regulations?  

  

  
Other 

Comments 
 

 

38. Does state policy provide additional state financial incentives for institutional participation in 

dual credit not yet mentioned?  

 

 YES  NO 

 

If YES, what are the incentives?  

  

  
Other 

Comments 
 

 

39. How does the state enforce policies finances and resources for dual credit courses? 

 

 
Other/Final Questions 

40. Are there other salient state policy dimensions that have not been covered? What are they?  

 

 

41. What have been the most recent dual credit policy changes and why were they enacted? 

 

 

42. What are currently the most pressing dual credit policy and practice issues? 
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DIRECT LINKS TO STATE POLICY SUMMARIES 
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Connecticut 
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Louisiana 

Maine 

Maryland 

Massachusetts 

Michigan 

Minnesota 

Mississippi 

Missouri 

Montana 

Nebraska 

Nevada 

New Hampshire 

New Jersey 

New Mexico 

New York 

North Carolina 

North Dakota 

Ohio 

Oklahoma 

Oregon 

Pennsylvania 

Rhode Island (Non-Respondent) 

South Carolina 

South Dakota 

Tennessee 

Texas 

Utah (Non-respondent) 

Vermont 

Virginia  

Washington 

West Virginia 

Wisconsin 

Wyoming
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ALABAMA 

Dual enrollment is the common term for college-level courses taught on the high school 

campus. The primary statewide policies for Alabama apply to the community college sector, 

although state contacts indicated that four-year colleges—both public and private—do offer dual 

credit but each college has their own policy. In addition to a general dual enrollment policy, 

Alabama has an Early College Enrollment Program that provides a policy framework for offering 

college credits toward a technical or health certificate and/or degree aligned with local 

workforce needs.  

ALASKA 

Alaska does not have a statewide policy for dual credit, despite that college-level courses 

are being provided in the high schools. However, each of the University of Alaska campuses have 

dual credit policies specific to their campuses.  

ARIZONA 

Dual enrollment is the common term for college-level courses taught on the high school 

campus. Community colleges are the dominant provider of dual credit in Arizona, and although 

there is not a statewide coordinating board, there is state legislation that governs the provision 

of dual credit in community colleges.  

ARKANSAS 

Concurrent enrollment is the common term used by high school students who take 

college courses for high school and college credit. The Arkansas Department of Higher 

Education and the Arkansas Department of Education are jointly responsive for concurrent 

enrollment in Arkansas. State legislation governs concurrent enrollment activity, and the 

Arkansas Department of Higher Education has additional board policies that govern concurrent 

enrollment.  

CALIFORNIA 

Concurrent enrollment is the common term used for the delivery of college level courses 

while in high school. A series of legislative actions have formed the policy framework for 

concurrent enrollment in California. These policies apply to the community college system, 

which is the predominant provider of concurrent enrollment in the state. However, the 

California State University system does offer college level courses in high schools, which are 

often delivered through extended studies or extensions.  

COLORADO 

Concurrent enrollment, as it is referred to in Colorado, is governed by statue, and both 

the Colorado Commission on Higher Education and Colorado Department of Education have 

oversight responsibilities. The community colleges provide most of the concurrent enrollment, 

but four-year institutions can also provide concurrent enrollment. In addition to concurrent 
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enrollment, state policy created the ASCENT program, a program for students who stay in high 

school beyond the 12th grade and simultaneously earn college credit. 

CONNECTICUT 

Recently reorganized as a state higher education system, the four public state systems, 12 

public community colleges, and the public online system share a single Board of Regents in 

Connecticut. The only state-wide policy on dual credit is one carried over from the previous 

Board of Trustees of the Community and Technical Colleges that still applies to community 

colleges. In addition to this policy, the University of Connecticut has established policies for 

campuses operating the Early College Experience program that constitutes about half of the 

state’s dual credit enrollments.  

DELAWARE 

Delaware has administrative code that provides the policy framework for dual credit and 

dual enrollment. Policy requires all institutions operating dual credit and dual enrollment to 

have articulation agreements that define agreement parameters, and policy requires 

institutional policies be filed with the Department of Education.  

FLORIDA  

Policies for dual enrollment in Florida are written into state statue and apply to all public 

institutions, although there is additional policies for the Florida College System (applies to 

Florida’s community colleges). State statue gives authority to the Florida Department of 

Education and the Florida College System institutions’ Board of Trustees.  

GEORGIA 

Dual credit, joint enrollment, and the Accell program are all forms of dual credit with 

different definitions in Georgia, and all of which may be offered on a high school or college 

campus. Authority and oversight for dual credit is shared among the Georgia Department of 

Education, the Board of Regents of the University of Georgia, and the Board of Technical and 

Adult Education. State policy for dual credit is in state code and all postsecondary institutional 

types are allowed to provide dual credit.  

HAWAII 

The Running Start program is the predominant dual credit model in Hawaii and almost 

all dual credit courses are offered on the college campus, although a few are on the high school 

campus. State statute established the Running Start program and provides the policy framework 

for the provision of dual credit in Hawaii. Policy allows both public two-year and four-year 

colleges to offer dual credit.  
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IDAHO 

Dual credit in Idaho is embedded in state statues under the Postsecondary Enrollment 

Options, which also includes Tech Prep. The Department of Education, Idaho State Board of 

Education, and the Superintendent of Public Instruction all have authority for dual credit.  

ILLINOIS 

Dual credit and dual enrollment policies were established in state law via the Dual Credit 

Quality Act, but the Illinois Community College Board has established additional administrative 

rules. State policy allows all postsecondary institutional types to provide dual credit, but the 

community college system provides the preponderance of dual credit and dual enrollment in the 

state. State policy assigns oversight and authority of dual credit and dual enrollment to both the 

Illinois Community College Board and the Illinois Board of Higher Education.  

INDIANA 

Indiana’s dual credit policy was established in state code under the Postsecondary 

Enrollment Options, and all high schools are required to offer dual credit. State policy allows all 

postsecondary institutional types to provide dual credit, but the Indiana Commission on Higher 

Education has recently developed a ‘preferred provider’ list. The Double Up program is a dual 

credit program only for Ivy Tech Community Colleges, but those courses are at the Ivy Tech 

campuses and not at the high school location. State policy assigns oversight authority to the 

Indiana Commission on Higher Education, the State Board of Education, and the Department of 

Education.  

IOWA 

Joint enrollment is an umbrella term for high school students enrolled in community 

colleges, and concurrent enrollment is the common term used for academic and career and 

technical dual credit courses. Concurrent enrollment is established in state policy by the Senior 

Year Plus program, and the Iowa Department of Education has oversight responsibility for the 

program.  

KANSAS 

Concurrent enrollment, as it is called in Kansas, is in state statue and policy assign 

authority for concurrent enrollment to the Kansas Board of Regents. Policy allows all public 

institutions to provide concurrent enrollment. 

KENTUCKY 

Policy for dual credit and dual enrollment in Kentucky is both in state statues and in 

guidelines set forth by the Kentucky Council on Postsecondary Education. Policy applies to 

public postsecondary institutions, and oversight and authority is provided by the Kentucky 

Council on Postsecondary Education, the Kentucky Board of Education, and Education 

Professional Standards Board.  
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LOUISIANA  

The Louisiana State Board of Regents has a history of encouraging participation in Dual 

Enrollment through its Early Start program.  Early Start empowered community colleges and 

universities to oversee all forms of dual enrollment.  However, the program is currently 

unfunded by the Louisiana state legislature and consequently dual enrollment is limited.  

MAINE 

Dual Enrollment in Maine is primarily a product of the Maine Aspirations program, an 

early college program promoted by the Maine Department of Education, and the Early College 

For ME program of the Maine Community College System.  Maine Aspirations allows high 

school juniors and seniors to participate in dual enrollment with oversight from Maine colleges 

and universities. Early College For ME provides coordination of dual enrollment within the 

Community College System.  In addition, a number of public and private institutions of higher 

education have developed dual enrollment relationships with high schools in the State which 

vary in structure and in the number of credits a student can attain in high school. 

MARYLAND  

Dual Credit in Maryland has few state regulations and primarily operates under the 

auspices of the college or university system with which a secondary school chooses to associate.  

Students are limited to no more than 30 hours of dual credit.  

MASSACHUSETTS  

There is a long history of Dual Enrollment in Massachusetts operating under the 

direction of colleges and universities.  Massachusetts’ state-funded dual enrollment was first 

established in 1993 (MGL, Chapter 15A, Section 39) and was a successful program managed by 

the Department of Elementary and Secondary Education (DESE) through 2001, after which 

time it was eliminated.  The program was restored by the Legislature in 2008 to the Department 

of Higher Education and subsequently renamed the Commonwealth Dual Enrollment Program 

(CDEP).  Since this period of time the program has remained funded and is regarded as highly 

successful, although unable to meet student demand due a yearly allocation of only $750,000 

across 28 public campuses. CDEP focuses on the enrollment of low income students, first 

generation college students and students interested in the STEM fields.  In this way, the 

program encourages participation for students who have historically been underrepresented in 

dual enrollment and is aligned with the state’s workforce development priorities. 

MICHIGAN  

While the Michigan legislature recently revised the Dual Enrollment code for the state, 

Dual Credit in Michigan is largely under the supervision of the colleges and universities.  

MINNESOTA 

Concurrent Enrollment in Minnesota is related to, but statutorily independent from, the 

state’s Postsecondary Enrollment Options (PSEO) program. Concurrent enrollment is 
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implemented in accordance with the policies established by respective governing bodies of the 

public postsecondary systems. At issue in Minnesota are concerns with funding and costs, 

utilization of NACEP (or NACEP-like) standards, differential credentialing of concurrent 

enrollment instructors, and overall alignment of grades 11-12 and postsecondary education. 

MISSISSIPPI 

While Mississippi Code provides some general outline provisions for Dual Credit in the 

state, programs are designated by the Code to function primarily under the direction of 

agreements established by local school board, the Board of Trustees of State Institutions of 

Higher Learning and the State Board for Community and Junior Colleges.   

MISSOURI 

The Missouri Department of Higher Education has oversight for higher education 

institutions’ implementation of dual credit programs in the high school.  The Coordinating 

Board for Higher Education Dual Credit Policy requires higher education institutions offering 

dual credit programs to provide evidence of compliance with the policy and assigns 

accountability for the academic quality of the courses delivered to the chief academic officer of 

the college or university.   

MONTANA 

Dual Enrollment in Montana is primarily a high school based system regulated by policy 

from the Montana Board of Regents (BoR) and Montana Office of Public Instruction (OPI).  

Under that umbrella of state policy, Dual Enrollment in Montana is implemented by the 

community colleges as well as the Montana University System and programs are directed by 

state policy to follow guidelines of the National Alliance of Concurrent Enrollment Partnerships 

(NACEP).  Dual Enrollment students are primarily at the junior/senior level.  Unique to 

Montana in comparison to all other states is a BoR/OPI requirement that any Dual Enrollment 

instructor must be must have state certification to teach at the K-12 level.  

NEBRASKA 

Nebraska statutes suggest some guidelines for implementation of Dual Credit.  High 

schools have taken on the charge to implement Dual Credit but efforts to maintain consistent 

program guidelines have proven difficult.   

NEVADA 

Little state policy regarding Dual Credit exists in Nevada and thus programs develop 

under the auspices of the college with which a high school associates itself.  

NEW HAMPSHIRE 

New Hampshire statutes grant authority regarding Dual Credit to the Community 

College System of New Hampshire.  The vehicle for this legislative initiative is the Running Start 

program which enables select high school juniors and seniors to take courses in their high 
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school which may count toward college credit.  Running Start emphasizes the connection 

between a designated college faculty partner and the high school based instructor of the course.  

NEW JERSEY 

New Jersey statutes encourage “the availability of college-level instruction for high 

school students through courses offered by institutions of higher education at their campuses 

and in high schools” but leave implementation of said programs largely up to the schools.   

NEW MEXICO 

New Mexico statutes maintain that school districts may establish agreements to offer 

Dual Credit courses with the community colleges in their “geographic area of responsibility” or 

any willing four-year institution.  Because statutory guidelines for such agreements are limited, 

the program agreements can vary widely across the state.  In addition, many students 

participate in Dual Credit through the Innovative Digital Education and Learning (IDEAL) 

online learning program sponsored by an agreement of New Mexico K-12 districts and high 

education institutions.   

NEW YORK 

While statutes are largely silent in regards to Concurrent Enrollment, programs have 

long existed under the umbrella of the State University of New York (SUNY) community college 

system.  Many of the participating SUNY schools have joined together in the New York 

Concurrent Enrollment Partnership (NYCEP) to implement standards created by the National 

Alliance for Concurrent Enrollment Programs (NACEP).  

NORTH CAROLINA 

North Carolina has provided high school students with tuition free dual enrollment 

programs since 1983.  In January of 2012 the legislature approved Career and College Promise 

and a new set of operating procedures to guide the state’s dual enrollment programs.  Career 

and College Promise consists of three pathways:  Cooperative and Innovative High Schools 

(Early and Middle College), College Transfer Pathways, and Career and Technical Education 

Pathways.   

Each of the programs provides eligible high school students a tuition free, clear path 

toward a technical degree or transfer credit depending on the student’s interests and abilities.   

NORTH DAKOTA 

Shaped by North Dakota statute, North Dakota University System policy, and the 

Department of Public Instruction, Dual Credit in North Dakota is primarily a high school based 

system where the school district generally forms cooperative agreements with its associated 

community college or regional four-year institution.  Details regarding tuition and other aspects 

vary by agreement.  
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OHIO 

Ohio provides several dual enrollment options for high school students to earn both high 

school and college credit during high school, including Postsecondary Enrollment Options, 

Seniors to Sophomores, dual enrollment offerings on high school campuses, Early College High 

School, and College Tech Prep programs. Policies vary by program. While not being written into 

Ohio Administrative Code or Ohio Revised Code, the Ohio Department of Education and the 

Ohio Board of Regents have developed and shared recommendations for quality dual enrollment 

programs. 

OKLAHOMA 

Concurrent Enrollment is the term for high school enrollment in college-level 

courses. Oklahoma State Regents for Higher Education (OSRHE) establishes policies regarding 

concurrent enrollment admission and retention and requires public institutions to provide 

concurrent enrollment opportunities for qualified students. Oklahoma policy establishes a 

number of requirements for student eligibility and faculty credentials. 

OREGON 

Oregon requires school districts to ensure access to accelerated college credit programs 

including dual credit under the direction of the State Boards of Education and the State Board of 

Higher Education—Oregon Department of Education, Oregon Department of Community 

Colleges and Workforce Development, and Oregon University System. To provide dual credit 

programs, public high schools, community colleges, and state institutions of higher education in 

Oregon must implement statewide standards (e.g., student eligibility, faculty credential) 

developed by the State Boards of Education and the State Board of Higher Education.   

PENNSYLVANIA 

Pennsylvania had a fairly comprehensive set of policies under the “Opportunities for 

Educational Excellence” legislative program.  Funding for the program was eliminated under the 

current governor rendering the program moot.  The state is currently reformulating its policies 

in this area. 

SOUTH CAROLINA 

Two- and Four-year public institutions in South Carolina provide dual credit under the 

direction of the South Carolina Commission of Higher Education.  The Commission of Higher 

Education sets statewide policy and guidelines for each dual enrollment course and requires 

institutions to develop an annual report demonstrating compliance with these policy and 

guidelines. 

SOUTH DAKOTA 

Although there is no official state policy in South Dakota, the South Dakota Board of 

Regents has established policies and guidelines governing the range of dual credit offerings that 

can be sponsored by the public universities under control and the transfer credit that can be 



Dual Credit in U.S. Higher Education  Appendix 2 – State Policy Summaries 

February 25, 2013  8 

awarded by the public universities under their control to students completing dual credit 

offerings sponsored by all other colleges and universities. 

TENNESSEE 

Dual enrollment is the common term for college-level courses taught on the high school 

campus. Dual enrollment courses can be offered by public and private two- and four-year 

institutions with approval of the postsecondary institution’s governing board.  The LEA and the 

institution’s governing board monitor student eligibility, faculty credential, and course quality. 

Tennessee requires high school students to obtain C or better to earn college credit. 

TEXAS 

Under the policy and guidelines of the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board 

(THECB) and the Texas Education Agency, public two- and four-year institutions provide dual 

credit. In order to take dual credit courses, students must be ready for college-level work, as 

evidenced by their performance on a THECB-approved assessment. The eligibility standards are 

higher for academic dual credit than for technical dual credit. While not being subject to 

Coordinating Board dual credit rules, many private institutions in Texas also provide dual 

credit. 

VERMONT 

In Vermont, dual enrollment is the common term for the enrollment by high school 

students in accredited college courses for both secondary and postsecondary credits. While some 

colleges have direct partnerships with local high schools, state-subsidized dual enrollment 

courses are provided at the college campus rather than high school campus for the full college 

experience. An exception to this is the fast forward program. Vermont only has one community 

college in the state (community college Vermont) and the state appropriation for dual 

enrollment supports a voucher for individual students to enroll in a college class on campus at 

participating public and private colleges. For the state-funded dual enrollment program, which 

is administered by the chancellor of the Vermont state colleges, there are neither secondary 

partners nor express statewide policies. 

VIRGINIA 

The Virginia Plan for Dual Enrollment gives a statewide framework for dual enrollment 

arrangements between public school divisions and community colleges.  These arrangements 

are made at the local level—between the representatives or boards of the participating public 

school division and the participating community college authorized to contract such 

arrangements. The State Council of Higher Education for Virginia (SCHEV) is a coordinating 

body, but does not have statutory or regulatory oversight. State legislation, House Bill 1184, 

requires local school boards and community colleges to develop agreements allowing high 

school students to complete a one year certificate or an associate’s degree concurrent with high 

school graduation. While House Bill 1184 only applies to two-year public institutions, four-year 

institutions may also offer dual enrollment courses.  
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WASHINGTON 

The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) and The State Board for 

Community and Technical Colleges (SBCTC) provide general oversight of dual credit programs 

in Washington in collaboration with baccalaureate institutions and the Washington Student 

Achievement Council. Washington provides many ways to take dual credit including College in 

the High School, Tech Prep, Cambridge, International Baccalaureate, and Running Start. The 

Revised Code of Washington (RCW) provides general policies for dual credit with variations for 

each dual credit program. The Office of the Superintendent of Public Instruction, in 

collaboration with other institutions and agencies,, reports annually to the education and higher 

education committees of the legislature regarding participation in dual credit programs.  

WEST VIRGINIA 

Dual credit in West Virginia is referred to as Early Enrollment Courses. As mandated by 

code, the Virginia Higher Education Policy Commission and the West Virginia Council for 

Community and Technical College Education have developed identical policies to guide the 

offering of early enrollment courses in West Virginia. All public institutions may offer early 

enrollment courses under the guidance of state policy. The statewide academic affairs office 

meets regularly with institutional academic officers to enforce policies regarding dual credit.  

WISCONSIN 

Wisconsin has three different governing entities: The Wisconsin Department of Public 

Instruction, the Wisconsin Technical College System-State Board, and the University Of 

Wisconsin System Board Of Regents. Several dual credit options are available for high school 

students in Wisconsin; among those, Transcripted Credit, Advanced Standing, and College 

Credit in High School programs, and other academic partnerships, are some of the college-level 

options offered to high school students at high school campus locations, by high school faculty. 

Program names and policies vary by program and governing entity. 

WYOMING 

Concurrent Enrollment is the term used in Wyoming for college courses taken by high 

school students that are taught by a qualified high school faculty member as part of that faculty 

member’s teaching contact with the school district. Dual enrollment is the term used for college 

courses taken by high school students that are taught by a community college faculty member or 

a UW faculty member. Either must be transcriptted by the school district to meet high school 

graduation requirements and by either UW or a community college as a college course. Public 

school districts are required to provide access to dual or concurrent enrollment by law. 

Wyoming statute requires school districts that provide access to concurrent enrollment and/or 

dual enrollment to have a written postsecondary options memo of understanding with either a 

public community college or the public four-year institution (University of Wyoming). There is 

no specific agency that has statutory or regulatory oversight. The Wyoming Community College 

Commission is required to make an annual postsecondary options program report to the 

Wyoming Legislature.  
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