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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

 

Special Act 14-11 charges the Office of Higher Education (OHE) with developing a plan to 

establish authorization reciprocity with other states for the delivery of online instruction. In order 

to do so, the OHE sought data on the online instruction currently offered by Connecticut 

institutions of higher education (IHEs). The OHE created a survey to determine how many 

students are enrolled in online instruction, where those students reside, and the costs for state 

authorizations to provide that instruction. All 40 Connecticut IHEs submitted surveys, of which: 

 18 are public, nonprofit institutions, including: the University of Connecticut, the four 

state universities, the 12 community colleges, and Charter Oak State College. 

 19 are independent, nonprofit institutions. 

 3 are independent, for-profit institutions. 

 

The self-reported and unverified results of the study indicate that joining the national State 

Authorization Reciprocity Agreement (SARA) compact would have minimal benefit to 

Connecticut IHEs. The reasons include:  

 Most Connecticut IHEs have low online enrollments and, on average, enroll online 

students from only 3 states.  

 The majority – 76% (12,064) – of online students from outside Connecticut enroll in one 

for-profit IHE (Post University). Only 6% (998) of online students from outside 

Connecticut enroll in the state’s public IHEs. 

 Connecticut IHEs enroll most of their students from these non-SARA states: California, 

New York, Texas, Georgia, and Florida. 

 Among the top six online providers, the majority are independent IHEs that indicated cost 

was not prohibitive to obtaining additional state authorizations.  

 

In assessing the data and reviewing existing reciprocity models, namely SARA, the OHE 

recommends that the state enter into authorization reciprocity only with individual states. Unlike 

SARA, state-specific reciprocity agreements will enable Connecticut to: 

1. Apply uniform standards to all IHEs so that a two-tiered approval system is avoided.  

2. Conduct full reviews of all for-profit IHEs seeking to operate in the state. 

3. Require all IHEs providing online instruction in the state to hold regional accreditation. 

4. Require online programs leading to professional licenses (e.g., nursing) to meet state-

specific licensure requirements. 

5. Require all IHEs to fully disclose any hidden fees and expenses for their online 

instruction, including tiered tuition structures in which online students residing outside of 

the provider’s state are charged higher tuition.  
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6. Seek out and establish partnerships with those IHEs and states that do not participate in 

SARA, especially those states for which there is the greatest demand or the greatest 

obstacles to authorization.  

7. Establish a level playing field for Connecticut IHEs and their out-of-state competitors. 

8. Maintain its authority to provide student protections to its residents, assess fees, and 

regulate out-of-state IHEs.  

9. Use its financial resources for the benefit of all Connecticut IHEs, not the few that serve 

students in multiple states. 
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CONTEXT 

 

Enrollment in online instruction has steadily increased over the past decade.
1
 There are several 

reasons for this. Most notable are state and federal initiatives to use online instruction both as a 

means to increase access to higher education and decrease its costs.
2
 In addition, changing 

demographics in many states have resulted in declining numbers of traditional-age students.
3
 

This has led to increased enrollments of working adults to whom the flexibility and convenience 

of online instruction is especially appealing. These same forces have also spurred the growth of 

for-profit institutions, which early on embraced online instruction as a means to decrease 

expenses and attract nontraditional students.  

 

Because government demands for increased accountability have focused especially on for-profit 

institutions of higher education (IHEs), which also enroll large numbers of online students, 

policymakers sought new ways to better regulate online instruction. As a result, a federal 

regulation was established requiring IHEs to provide evidence of authorization obtained from 

each state in which they were providing online instruction.
4
 While this regulation was remanded 

to a lower court on procedural grounds,
5
 it prompted states to take notice of their authorization 

requirements and consider how they could enforce them more effectively and consistently. For 

IHEs that sought to comply with these requirements in multiple states, a substantial amount of 

time and resources were invested with little assurance that they could demonstrate complete 

compliance in each state.  

 

As a result, many online providers turned to policy leaders outside of the government, prompting 

The Presidents' Forum of Excelsior College and the Council of State Governments to apply for 

funding from the Lumina Foundation to create a model interstate agreement. With Lumina funds, 

they developed the State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement (SARA), releasing the final draft 

in January 2013. The four regional compacts (MHEC, NEBHE, SREB and WICHE) then 

developed their implementation models based on the work of the Presidents' Forum. The 

governing body for SARA, the National Council for State Authorization Reciprocity Agreements 

(NC-SARA), reviewed and approved the four regional documents. NC-SARA deemed them 

consistent with provisions of a report released on April 11, 2013 by the national Commission on 

                                                           
1
 In 2013, over 33% of students enrolled in at least one online course. I. Elaine Allen and Jeff Seaman, Grade 

Change: 2013 Survey of Online Education in the United States (Babson Survey Research Group and Quahog 

Research Group, LLC, 2014). 
2
 For an example, see President Obama’s 2020 College Completion Goal, which seeks to establish the U.S. as the 

country with the highest proportion of college graduates in the world by increasing access to higher education. 

Similarly, the College Completion Challenge sponsored by the American Association of Community Colleges 

(AACC), Association of Community College Trustees, the Center for Community College Student Engagement, the 

League for Innovation in the Community College, the National Institute for Staff and Organizational Development 

and Phi Theta Kappa Honor Society, seeks to increase by 50 percent the number of students with degrees and 

certificates by 2020. For an example of an initiative to decrease tuition through online instruction, see Texas 

governor Rick Perry’s $10,000 Degree Challenge initiative to encourage cheaper bachelor’s degree through online 

instruction and competency-based learning. 
3
 Since 2011, the number of Americans age 18 to 21 – the traditional college age – has decreased by nearly 700,000, 

from 18.1 to 17.4 million. Lauren Williams, “Non-first-time students a fix for decreasing enrollment?” University 

Business (Dec. 2014) Web, 19 Dec. 2014. 
4
 See: 2010 Amendments to the Higher Education Act, Program Integrity Issues, State Authorization, §600.9(c). 

5
 Assoc. of Private Sector Colleges v. Duncan, 681 F.3d 427 (D.C. Cir. 2012).  
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Regulation of Postsecondary Distance Education, a committee formed by the State Higher 

Education Executive Officers Association (SHEEO) and the Association of Public and Land-

grant Universities (APLU) to address authorization issues. Currently, there are only 18 SARA 

states, one of which, New Hampshire, is in the Northeast.
6
 

 

SARA is made up of the four regional compact reciprocity agreements. Although commendable 

in some respects, SARA has been criticized for admitting for-profit institutions, weakening 

student protections and accreditation requirements, and failing to address the issue of state-

specific professional licensing requirements. Because widespread consensus on the merits of the 

proposal is still lacking and concerns about student protections remain, the Connecticut 

legislature sought assistance from the Office of Higher Education (OHE) in their deliberations on 

SARA.  

 

What follows is a summary of the survey data collected by the OHE. Based on that data, a plan is 

recommended for regulating online instruction in a way that gives equal consideration to the 

needs of Connecticut students and Connecticut IHEs. The recommended plan was developed in 

response to SARA and addresses the many concerns it has raised.  

 

PURPOSE 

 

In accordance with Special Act 14-11, the OHE has been charged with developing a plan to enter 

into a multistate or regional reciprocity agreement that will allow Connecticut IHEs providing 

online instruction in partner states to bypass the authorization processes and fee requirements of 

those states. Statutory authority is required for the OHE to enter into any such agreement.  

 

METHODS 

 

In order to develop the plan, the OHE first required data on the online instruction currently 

provided by Connecticut IHEs. The OHE created a survey that sought data on 1) the prevalence 

of online instruction, 2) the location of students enrolled in online instruction, 3) the annual 

authorization costs for providing online instruction, and 4) plans to expand online instruction. 

 

A survey was created with seven categories and submitted to the chief academic officers of the 

state’s 40 IHEs,
7
 which include: 1) public IHEs (the University of Connecticut, the four state 

universities, the 12 community colleges, and Charter Oak State College), 2) independent IHEs, 

and 3) for-profit IHEs. Although all IHEs submitted a survey, not all were complete. It should 

also be noted that all data are self-reported and unverified.   

 

The OHE did not collect data on online instruction provided to Connecticut residents. Data 

regarding those students enrolled exclusively in online instruction within the state are now 

collected by the National Center of Education Statistics’ Integrated Postsecondary Data System 

                                                           
6
 Current as of December 18, 2014. See the map on page 7. 

7
 Not included are the following college certificate programs licensed to operate in Connecticut: Bais Binyomin 

Academy, St. Thomas Seminary, and the Talmudic Institute of Connecticut. Sanford-Brown, which closed on June 

18, 2014, and Lyme Academy College of Fine Arts, which was acquired on July 31, 2014, were also excluded. 
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(IPEDS) and made available to the public. Unless otherwise noted, all data refer to online 

instruction provided to students outside of the state.  

 

FINDINGS 

 

Connecticut IHEs enroll relatively few online students. While there were over five and a half 

million online students nationally during the fall of 2013,
8
 only 31,072 were enrolled in 

Connecticut IHEs.
9
 Most out-of-state students enrolled in Connecticut IHEs are enrolled in 

independent IHEs, with one for-profit enrolling 76% of the total. That a single Connecticut for-

profit IHE enrolls so many more online students than its nonprofit counterparts reflects the 

dominance of the for-profit sector nationally in the online higher education market. For-profit 

IHEs adopted online instruction early on as a mechanism for long-term enrollment growth and 

cost containment.  

 

 
 

Connecticut public IHEs enroll relatively few out-of-state online students, and the majority of 

those students attend Connecticut’s public online college, Charter Oak State College. Given their 

public missions and funding, it is not surprising that Connecticut public IHEs enroll more online 

students in state than out of state.
10

  

 

                                                           
8
 Phil Hill, “Fall 2013 IPEDS Data: New Profile of US Higher Ed Online Education,” eLiterate (5 Jan. 2015), Web, 

7 Jan. 2015.  
9
 Total distance education as reported to IPEDS. Note that “distance education” may include instruction provided by 

a medium other than the Internet. 
10

 According to IPEDS enrollment data, Connecticut public IHEs enrolled 4,983 residents and only 664 non-

residents in exclusively online programming in the fall of 2014. 
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Data on the states in which online instruction is provided by Connecticut IHEs reveal that only 

one, a for-profit, currently enrolls students in all 50 states and the District of Columbia. Charter 

Oak State College comes close, enrolling students in 49 states, followed by several independent 

nonprofit IHEs with online students in over 40 states. Overall, Connecticut IHEs that provide 

online instruction enroll students in only a limited number of states, with 61% (17) serving 

students in 10 states or less. The median number of states in which any Connecticut IHE enrolls 

students is only three.  

 

 
 

Geographical proximity has little bearing on the online enrollments at Connecticut IHEs.
11

 The 

state from which Connecticut IHEs enroll the greatest number of online students is California, 

followed closely by New York, Texas, Georgia, and Florida. All five states have large 

populations
12

 with growing numbers of secondary school students.
13

 There appear to be few 

consistencies among the authorization policies in these particular states. Some Connecticut IHEs, 

for example, were required to seek and pay for authorization in these states while other IHEs 

were not. It would appear that authorization requirements alone do not drive the decisions to seek 

authorization from a particular state.  

 

                                                           
11

 Only 5% (2) of Connecticut IHEs serve students in the Northeast alone (New England and New York). 
12

 Each of the five states is counted among the eight most populous in the country, California being the first. United 

States Census Bureau, “State Totals: Vintage 2013," Web, 19 Dec. 2014. 
13

 Brian T. Prescott and Peace Bransberger. Knocking at the College Door: Projections of High School 

Graduates, 8
th

 ed., (Boulder, CO: Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education, 2012) 14-23. 
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None of the top enrollment states are SARA states. The promise of increased accessibility within 

those states has not led Connecticut IHEs to increase their activity within them. Connecticut 

IHEs enroll only 18% (2,830) of their online students from the SARA states. Of those 18 SARA 

states, only five assess fees for online instruction.
14

   

 

Data on the costs for providing online instruction are incomplete. Only nine of the 40 IHEs 

surveyed reported their annual authorization costs. Seven of the nine reporting IHEs were 

independent, and their average costs were significantly higher than the average costs for the 

public IHEs. Of those reporting, the IHE enrolling students in the greatest number of states 

reported an annual cost of $31,265.
15

  

 

It can generally be concluded that the greater the number of states in which an IHE requires 

authorization, the greater the associated costs to the IHE. The data reveal that, Charter Oak State 

College aside, only a select number of independent nonprofit and for-profit IHEs have a 

substantial online presence nationally. As a result, we would expect those IHEs to incur the 

                                                           
14

 The State Higher Education Executive Officers Association, Fee Summary by State and Agency, Survey (Dec. 

2012). 
15

 This figure does not include initial fees and administrative costs, neither of which is addressed by SARA. 
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greatest annual costs. Most of the independent and public IHEs, which have only limited online 

offerings in a few states, face nominal, if any, costs. Although IHEs may bear significant legal 

and administrative costs if they seek authorization in multiple states, these associated costs do 

not necessarily increase with the expansion of an IHE into additional states because 

administrative investments are generally stable, one-time investments. They would not increase 

with each additional state authorization. Likewise, administrative costs would not necessarily 

decrease with the decrease in state authorization requirements. 

 

Connecticut IHEs also reported data on the states from which they are currently seeking 

authorization. The data show that less than half are currently seeking authorization in at least one 

state. This number is much smaller for public IHEs, with only 27% (4) currently seeking 

authorization. As it stands, any expansion of online instruction will be driven by Connecticut’s 

independent IHEs, which already enroll the vast majority of online students.  

 

 
 

In order to gauge future online growth, the OHE also asked IHEs to indicate whether cost (e.g., 

state authorization fees) would prohibit them from enrolling students in a given state.
16

 Few 

IHEs indicated that cost was prohibitive in every state. Most IHEs reported that costs alone do 

not determine whether they would seek authorization in a given state. Consequently, IHEs are 

unlikely to limit their operations to SARA states for the purpose of avoiding costs in non-SARA 

states. IHEs that have invested heavily in the technological infrastructure to provide online 

                                                           
16

 The response rate was 73% (29). 
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instruction across the country are unlikely to avoid states with fees because they have the 

capacity for enrollment increases that make up for the initial costs; likewise, IHEs with limited 

investments in the technology may not find authorization costs prohibitive simply because they 

do not intend to seek additional authorizations. While SARA would enable such institutions to 

expand into other states with fewer costs, IHEs cannot take advantage of that opportunity 

without first investing in the technology needed to do so.
17

    

 

 
 

 

  

                                                           
17

 According to the Center for Digital Education, IHEs will invest $10.4 billion in educational technology in 2014. 

Anne Dunlap-Kahren, “See the trends that will push education IT spending above $20 billion this year,” e.Republic 

(21 March 2014) Web, 18 Dec. 2014. 



10 
 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Because our data indicate that SARA will benefit few IHEs in the state, it is not recommended 

that the state invest in the additional personnel and technology required for participation in 

SARA. State costs required for carrying out SARA’s many stipulations could be significant.
18

  

 

Those IHEs that would most benefit from SARA include one for-profit and several nonprofit 

independent IHEs.
19

 Such IHEs would stand to benefit through the elimination of fees and 

administrative work only in those particular SARA states in which they both enroll students and 

are assessed fees. The benefits gained from SARA would necessarily be limited both because the 

majority of states do not currently assess fees for online instruction
20

 and because the majority of 

states are not SARA members.  

 

Any savings gained by IHEs from SARA would be mitigated by annual fees assessed to each 

participating IHE by the national SARA governing body, NC-SARA.
21

 SARA states, on the 

other hand, cannot under the terms of the agreement assess fees to out-of-state IHEs from other 

SARA states. Consequently, Connecticut’s ability to collect money from out-of-state IHEs 

would be curtailed. As a result, the state would be forced to assess fees to all Connecticut IHEs 

in order to support the implementation of SARA. The Connecticut fees would be in addition to 

the fees assessed by NC-SARA. 

 

It is recommended that the state not join SARA for the following reasons: 

1. It would lead to a two-tiered approval system that could mislead and harm students. 

2. It would require that Connecticut relinquish its ability to review for-profit IHEs for 

academic quality and student protections.  

3. It would significantly increase the number of IHEs operating in the state, potentially 

decreasing enrollment at the state’s public colleges and universities and smaller 

independent institutions.
22

  

                                                           
18

 State obligations under the agreement include, but are not limited to, the following: creating, publishing, 

receiving, and reviewing applications for member IHEs; reviewing and authorizing each member IHE annually 

according to the terms of the agreement; reviewing and confirming an IHE’s accreditation status with the IHE’s 

accrediting agency; monitoring and confirming the accuracy of an IHE’s disclosure to current and prospective 

students (and to IPEDS) the information required for Title IV disclosures and reporting; communicating and sharing 

complaint histories with other states and accrediting agencies involved in the reciprocity agreement; and monitoring 

IHEs not participating in Title IV to ensure that they post the same information required for Title IV participation on 

their website as a condition of their membership. 
19

 Annual costs reported by Charter Oak State College are, in comparison, minimal. 
20

 The State Higher Education Executive Officers Association, State Authorization Inventory, Survey (May 2013).  
21

 NC-SARA fees depend upon enrollment and range from $2,000 to $6,000 per year. These fees may or may not be 

greater than an IHE’s current authorization fees depending on both their total enrollment numbers and the 

partnership status of specific states in any given year.  
22

 Prescott and Bransberger 20. Connecticut’s numbers reflect a larger trend in New England, where the number of 

children under the age of 18 declined by 197,000, or 6%, between 2000 and 2010; from 2010 to mid-2013, the 

region lost another 102,000 children, with a rate of decline projected to continue. “Demographics in New England 

Bring Enrollment Challenges for Higher Education,” Connecticut by the Numbers (29 Dec. 2014) Web, 30 Dec. 

2014.  
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4. It would undermine the assurances of academic quality by allowing for IHEs with 

national accreditation,
23

 which meet lower approval standards than required for regional 

accreditation.
24

  

5. It would not serve the majority of Connecticut IHEs, which enroll most of their students 

from non-SARA states, because they are neither seeking additional authorizations nor 

limiting their authorizations to avoid additional costs. 

6. It would not alleviate the obstacles to authorization in the non-SARA states.
25

 

7. It would place Connecticut IHEs at a competitive disadvantage because they will be held 

to more rigorous regional accreditation and state academic standards than those from out-

of-state.  

 

SARA also poses a challenge to the state’s statutory obligation to regulate higher education. If, 

for instance, quality assurance among out-of-state IHEs rests solely upon accreditation, in-state 

IHEs could argue that the same should apply to them, doing away with state approval altogether. 

In today’s highly competitive higher education marketplace, with for-profit IHEs and non-

traditional education providers vying for fewer and fewer students, with more and more students 

taking on increasingly unsustainable levels of debt,
26

 calls for the reduction or even the 

elimination of state oversight appear unsound. Connecticut must not relinquish its statutory 

responsibility to oversee higher education in the state, regardless of how it is delivered. Instead, 

Connecticut should look to other models of reciprocity in which states maintain control of 

authorization. Local models of teacher certification reciprocity, for instance, coexist with 

national models. In each case, states determine comparability and reciprocity with the other 

participating states.
27

 

                                                           
23

 This conflicts with state statute. See CGS 10a-34(i): No person, school, board, association or corporation shall 

operate a program of higher learning or an institution of higher education unless it has been licensed or accredited by 

the Office of Higher Education, nor shall it confer any degree unless it has been accredited in accordance with this 

section. The office shall accept regional accreditation, in satisfaction of the requirements of this subsection unless 

the office finds cause not to rely upon such accreditation. 
24

 The overall quality of national accreditation was recently called into question in a report to the House’s 

Committee on Education and the Workforce by the Government Accountability Office. It revealed the following: 1) 

while regional accreditors were more likely to issue terminations and probations to schools with higher dropout rates 

than those with lower dropout rates, national accreditors were not, 2) while regional accreditors have common 

sanction definitions, national accrediting agencies do not, 3) regional accreditors are more likely than national 

accreditors to have a governance standard that ensures the appropriate division of responsibility between the Board 

and faculty at public schools, and 4) terminations and probations issued by national accreditors may not focus on 

schools with weaker student outcomes. U.S. Government Accountability Office, Higher Education: Education 

Should Strengthen Oversight of Schools and Accreditors (Dec. 2014) Web, 28 Dec. 2014, 15-59. 
25

 According to a recent survey conducted by the University Professional and Continuing Education Association, the 

Western Interstate Commission for Higher Education’s (WICHE) Cooperative for Educational Technologies 

(WCET), and the Midwestern State Authorization Reciprocity Agreement (M-SARA), many IHEs avoid 

authorization in five states: Alabama, Arkansas, Maryland, Massachusetts, and Minnesota. “What are Colleges 

Doing (or Not Doing) About State Authorization” (May 2014) Web, 14 Nov. 2014, 26.  
26

 As of December 31, 2013, outstanding education debt in the U.S. stood at $1.08 trillion, triple the amount from a 

decade before, and nearly a third of student loan borrowers in repayment are delinquent in their debt. Susan Combs, 

“Footing the Bill: Rising College Costs, Deepening Debt,” (9 Dec. 2014) Web, 22 Dec. 2014. In fiscal year 2013, 

the total number of federal student aid borrowers with outstanding loans rose to 40 million, an increase of 5.3 

percent from the previous year. U.S. Department of Education, Federal Student Aid Annual Report (Dec. 2013) 

Web, 29 Nov. 2014. 
27

 According to both regional agreements and the national interstate reciprocity agreement of the National 

Association of State Directors of Teacher Education and Certification, states always retain the right to set their own 
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Therefore, in accordance with federal guidelines,
28

 the OHE recommends a plan whereby 

reciprocity agreements are established with individual states. Under state-specific reciprocity 

agreements, all IHEs operating in the state will be held to equally high standards of academic 

quality and student protections. 

 

The OHE recommends selective state partnerships in order to:  

1. Ensure that all out-of-state IHEs operating in the state provide instruction that satisfies 

Connecticut licensing and certification requirements. 

2. Ensure that all out-of-state IHEs operating in the state provide students with full 

disclosures of the many hidden fees and expenses for online instruction, including tiered 

tuition structures in which online students residing outside of the provider’s state are 

charged higher tuition.
29

  

3. Provide Connecticut IHEs with access to students in states that are least likely to join 

SARA because of quality concerns. 

4. Maintain its authority to assess fees to out-of-state IHEs.  

5. Diminish state costs and administrative burdens associated with third-party authorization 

agreements. 

6. Decrease the amount of time and resources spent addressing issues that may arise from 

out-of-state IHEs held to lower authorization standards.  

 

Similar to the Southern Regional Education Board’s (SREB) Electronic Campus Regional 

Reciprocity Agreement,
30

 the OHE plan would establish interstate agreements that may restrict 

membership to those nonprofit IHEs that hold regional accreditation and are chartered in the 

state with which each agreement is established. As some states have entered into tuition 

reciprocity agreements with some states but not others,
31

 expanding educational opportunities for 

students while limiting the costs of expansion for IHEs, Connecticut too could join with some 

states but not others.   

 

The OHE has already begun discussions with other states around the issue of authorization 

reciprocity, several of which have indicated interest in state-specific agreements. There is much 

work to be done, but the OHE is confident that a state-specific system of authorization 

                                                                                                                                                                                           
standards for teachers. Some states in the agreements maintain unique requirements, such as additional coursework, 

testing, or classroom experience, and the acceptance of one state’s standards by another does not ensure the former’s 

acceptance of the latter’s. For a general overview with useful links to various organizations supporting reciprocity, 

see “Teacher Certification Reciprocity,” Teach: Make a Difference, Web, 20 Dec. 2014. 
28

 From the Federal Register (p. 66867):  “If both States provide authorizations for institutions that comply with § 

600.9 and they have an agreement to recognize each other’s authorization, we would consider the institution legally 

authorized in both States as long as the institution provided appropriate documentation of authorization from the 

home State and of the reciprocal agreement.” 
29

 For example, in-state online students enrolled in Daytona State College during the 2012-13 academic year were 

charged only $92 per credit, while out-of-state students were charged $560 per credit. Kelsey Sheehy, “4 Hidden 

Costs of Online Degrees,” U.S. News and World Report (8 Jan. 2014), Web, 7 Dec. 2014.  
30

 The Electronic Campus, initiated in 1998, covers 16 southern states and provides procedures for certain colleges 

and universities to operate in member states without additional state authorizations outside of their home state. 

Owing largely to the success of this arrangement, few southern states have sought membership in SARA. 
31

 One example is Indiana, a SARA state, which maintains tuition reciprocity agreements with Ohio and Kentucky. 
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reciprocity that ensures strong student protections, high academic quality, and fairness to all 

Connecticut IHEs can be established with minimal impact to the state budget. While SARA 

might work for other states, the OHE plan to pursue individual state reciprocity agreements will 

ensure that Connecticut’s high standards for academic approval and student protections are 

upheld both on ground and online. 
 


