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4 | Executive Summary

Interstate Compact on Educational 
Opportunity for Military Children

The Compact is an initiative intended to reduce some 
of the challenges military students can encounter when 
they transfer to a new school in a different school district 
in the same state/DC or from a school in a different 
state/DC (MIC3, n.d.-a). Specifically, the Compact is 
designed to address challenges related to enrollment, 
transferring records, immunizations, program placement, 
deployment-related absences, extra-curricular activities, 
and graduation. All 50 U.S. states and DC have passed 
Compact legislation. Five components of the Military 
Interstate Children’s Compact Commission’s model 
language were examined for this report. Legislation 
language in 25 states/DC (49%) matched the examined 
model language. The remaining states2 made changes 
that resulted in more protections for MCS, made changes 
that resulted in fewer protections for MCS, or had 
changes with unclear consequences (see Table ES.2). 
For more information about the Compact, please see 
https://mic3.net/.

Military Student Identifier

The MSI is a federally required data point that must be 
collected by schools to be in compliance with the Every 
Student Succeeds Act (2015). The MSI is designed to 
provide a method of tracking military-connected children’s 
attendance and academic progress in public schools. 
Parents are asked to self-identify as a military family. 
Academic-achievement scores must then be disaggre-
gated by whether or not a student is military connected 
(i.e., has a parent who is a member of the Armed Forces 
on active duty or on full-time National Guard duty). The 
availability of MSI enrollment and achievement data 
were examined at the state/DC, school district, and 
school levels. In addition, whether achievement data 
were easily accessible was assessed. Availability and 
accessibility of data are shown in Tables ES.3 and ES.4. 
For more information about MSI, please see https://
www.afmc.af.mil/News/Article-Display/Article/2624012/
why-does-my-kids-school-need-to-know-we-are-military/.

Compact Language

Article
Category (Number (%) States/DC)

Matches 
Intent

More 
Protections

Fewer 
Protections Unclear

Education records 
and enrollment 37 (73%) 0 (0%) 14 (27%) 0 (0%)

Placement and 
attendance 37 (73%) 3 (6%) 12 (24%) 1 (2%)

Eligibility 40 (78%) 0 (0%) 9 (18%) 3 (6%)
Graduation 43 (84%) 1 (2%) 5 (10%) 4 (8%)
Oversight, 
enforcement, and 
dispute resolution

35 (69%) 0 (0%) 13 (25%) 8 (16%)

Note. Four rows add up to more than 51; this is because, for these 
components, states had language differences that fell into more than 
one category.

Table ES.2
Number and Percent of States/DC that Matched the Intent of the Model 
Language or that Made Changes (# of States/DC with the Compact = 51)

Availability of Enrollment Data

Available for Number of 
States/DC

Data
State/DC School District School

3 Levels (n=30) 30

2 Levels (n=5)
2

3

0 Levels (n=16) 16

Availability of Achievement Data

Available for Number of 
States/DC

Data
State/DC School District School

3 Levels (n=46) 46

2 Levels (n=3)
1

2

0 Levels (n=2) 2

Legend
Yes   No

Table ES.3
Availability of Enrollment and Achievement Data Disaggregated by MSI (# 
of States/DC Required to Collect MSI Data = 51)

Accessibility of Achievement Data

Accessibility Indicators Number (%) of 
States/DC

Locating the 3 types of reports 38 (75%)

Locating the MSI achievement data 32 (63%)

Noting when there were too few military-
connected students to report 32 (63%)

MSI data were in the main reporting system 39 (76%)

Table ES.4
Number and Percent of States/DC that Scored “Yes” on Each Accessibility 
Indicator (# of States/DC Required to Collect MSI Data = 51)

2 The instances throughout this report that use “states” instead of “states/DC” are purposeful to not imply DC’s inclusion in statements that do not 
apply to DC.
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Webpages for Military Families on State/DC Education Department Websites (cont.)
Legend

Yes   No  — Not Applicable

State/DC
General 

Webpage 
for Military 

Families

General 
Webpage is 
Easy to Find

Webpage Includes Information on:

Advance 
Enrollment

Compact Military Student 
Identifier

Purple Star Schools  
(or similar)

Montana

Nebraska — — — — —

Nevada — — — — —

New Hampshire — — — — —

New Jersey — — — — —

New Mexico — — — — —

New York No Initiative

North Carolina

North Dakota — — — — —

Ohio

Oklahoma — — — — —

Oregon — — — — —

Pennsylvania No Initiative

Rhode Island — — — — —

South Carolina No Initiative

South Dakota — — — — —

Tennessee — — — — —

Texas

Utah — — — — —

Vermont — — — — —

Virginia  a

Washington No Initiative

West Virginia No Initiative

Wisconsin No Initiative No Initiative

Wyoming — — — — —

Note 1. Easy to find = link from home page or 1st page of search results. Note 2. a Information is available, but it is hard to find and is only the legislation, 
and not presented in lay terms. Note 3. b There is information on the Military Student Identifier, but it may provide incorrect information.

Table ES.7 (cont.)
Webpages for Military Families on State/DC Education Department Websites
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Overall Availability of Initiatives

The number of military installations and the number of 
MCS differ across states/DC. As such, the extent to 
which MCS will benefit from the implementation of the 
initiatives, or will be impacted if the initiatives are not 
implemented, differs by state/DC. Using (1) the number 
of active duty military dependents ages 5-18 in 2020 
(MIC3, n.d.-c) as a proxy for how many MCS could be 
affected by the lack of access to the initiative and (2) 
the number of active duty installations per state/DC 
(DoD, n.d.-b), this section of the report examines the 
number of MCS who do not have access to the four 
initiatives. The protections of the Compact, or a version 
of it, are available to MCS in all 51 states/DC. Although 
the MSI is required in all 51 states/DC, the MCS disag-
gregation was not located for two states. This could 
potentially affect 2,015 MCS (0.4% of MCS in the 51 
states/DC) cycling into those states every few years. 
MCS in 13 states/DC do not have access to AE. This 
could potentially affect 62,452 MCS (11% of MCS in the 
51 states/DC) transferring within or into those states/
DC every few years. MCS in 14 states/DC do not have 
access to PSSP. This could potentially affect 101,791 
MCS (18% of MCS in the 51 states/DC) in those 14 states/
DC (see table ES.8).

Overall Availability of AE, PSSP, and MSI
Total active duty military dependents ages 5-18: 559,178
Military-Connected Students without: Number (%)

Advance Enrollment 62,452 (11%)

Purple Star Schools Program 101,791 (18%)

Military Student Identifier Disaggregate 2,015 (0.4%)

Total active duty installations in the 50 states/DC: 201

Installations without: Number (%)

Advance Enrollment 29 (14%)

Purple Star Schools Program 36 (18%)

Military Student Identifier Disaggregate 1 (0.5%)

Note 1. Data sources: Defense Manpower Data Center, 2020 (MIC3, 
n.d.-c); Military OneSource retrieved in 2021 (DoD, n.d.-b). Note 2. 
Counts of installations include only active duty installations that gave 
permission to be included on the Military OneSource list of installations; 
installations do not include National Guard, Reserve, Army Recruiting 
Command, or Army Cadet Command locations; joint bases are double 
or triple counted based on the number of Services at the joint base.

Table ES.8
Overall Availability of AE, PSSP, and MSI

Considerations

The following are considerations for action that can be 
taken at the state/DC level to help military families as 
they transition between schools in different states/DC. 
The DSLO can encourage and support states/DC in 
their efforts to make the policy-related changes.

General

Consideration 1: For the states/DC that do not have a 
webpage for military families on their education depart-
ment website, develop a page. For all states/DC, a cen-
tralized webpage should include links to information 
about all the initiatives, policies, and programs that are 
available, at the state/DC level, to support MCS.

Consideration 2: Incentivize schools to conduct assess-
ments of the four policy initiatives in terms of their effec-
tiveness, that is, whether they are having the intended 
effect.

Consideration 3: When feasible align the operational-
ization of to whom the initiatives apply across states/
DC and across initiatives.

Advance Enrollment

Consideration 4: Using plain language (e.g., not legis-
lation language, not reference to federal law, not ambig-
uous terminology), states should clearly articulate who 
is eligible, the benefits afforded to military families, and 
the responsibilities beholden upon military families with 
regards to AE. This information should be easily acces-
sible (e.g., on an education department webpage des-
ignated for military families) to military families. Families 
should not need previous knowledge of the initiative 
in order to access the information.

Consideration 5: When a lack of specificity in AE leg-
islation could reduce the benefits to military families, 
states should add specificity intended to reduce vari-
ability in implementation via legislation changes or 
education department regulations (e.g., specifying what 
types of programs and activities are eligible for advance 
enrollment).
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Interstate Compact on Educational 
Opportunity for Military Children

Consideration 6: States/DC should clearly articulate 
who is eligible for the benefits afforded to military fam-
ilies regarding the Compact and the limitations of the 
Compact. This information should be easily accessible 
to military families (e.g., on an education department 
webpage for military families).

Consideration 7: Each state/DC should conduct an 
assessment of their Compact legislation in terms of its 
consistency with the MIC3 model language and refine 
the legislation accordingly.

Military Student Identifier

Consideration 8: Data related to school quality should 
be readily available and easy for parents to locate.

Consideration 9: Consolidate multiple school quality 
data systems into one data system, and improve the 
functionality of the system, so disaggregation for each 
demographic subgroup (e.g., race, gender, military 
status) is available.

Purple Star Schools Program

Consideration 10: Include, at a minimum, the four com-
ponents of PSSP that were found to be most common 
across states: a designated staff member who acts as 
a military family liaison, a transition program, a webpage 
for military families, and professional development for 
school staff related to military families.

Consideration 11: For states that have few or no spec-
ifications for PSSP beyond the general component (e.g., 
dedicated staff for military families, webpage for military 
families), add details to the requirements (e.g., the staff 
duties, the contents of the webpage) in order to increase 
the likelihood that the initiative has the intended impact 
on MCS.
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Introduction

In collaboration with the Department of Defense (DoD) 
Defense-State Liaison Office (DSLO), the Clearinghouse 
for Military Family Readiness at Penn State (Clearinghouse) 
examined state and District of Columbia (DC)-level 
implementation of four state/DC-level policy initiatives 
that are intended to support military-connected students 
(MCS). These four initiatives are Advance Enrollment 
(AE), the Interstate Compact on Educational Opportunity 
for Military Children (Compact), the Military Student 
Identifier (MSI), and the Purple Star Schools Program 
(PSSP) or equivalent.

A website data extraction was conducted and consisted 
of a systematic review of state/DC education department 
websites and legislation for all 50 U.S. states and DC 
(see Appendix A for a list of sources from which data 
were extracted). Because education department titles 
vary across states and DC, the phrase education depart-
ment is used in this report to refer to the state/DC office 
that governs the state/DC’s kindergarten through 12th 
grade public-education system (e.g., Department of 
Education, Board of Education, Division of Elementary 
and Secondary Education, Office of Public Instruction).

This report consists of

(1)	 a description of each initiative, 

(2)	 overall information on the implementation 
of the initiatives in the states/DC,

(3)	 considerations related to the implemen-
tation of the initiatives, and 

(4)	 individual state/DC reports that outline 
how the initiative is intended to be imple-
mented in each state/DC. 
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Methods

To systematically gather data on the components of 
each initiative, Clearinghouse researchers initially exam-
ined information from five4 states on each of the four 
state/DC-level policy initiatives. These five states rep-
resented different geographical regions and varied in 
the prevalence of military families. These states were 
Iowa, New York, Pennsylvania, Texas, and Virginia. When 
a policy initiative had not been implemented in all of 
the initially-selected states or when the implementation 
of an initiative varied widely across the states, the 
researchers examined additional states, up to a total 
of 10 states, in order to gather sufficient data. To stream-
line data gathering, data-collection tools were then 
created based on the examination of these initial states. 
The tools were flexible enough to capture initiative 
components that may be present in subsequent states/
DC but were not present in the initial states.

Clearinghouse staff were trained to complete the 
data-collection tools. For each initiative, 10% of state/
DC data collection (i.e., 5 states/DC) was completed by 
coders and checked by the project lead. Based on these 
coding checks, clarifications to the tool-completion 
process were made. Due to the fact that data being 
collected varied in complexity by each of the four state/
DC-level policy initiatives, different methods were used 
for each initiative to ensure completeness and accuracy 
of data collection. For AE and the PSSP, the data-col-
lection tool was completed by one coder and checked 
by a second coder to ensure accuracy and reliability. 
For the MSI, the data-collection tool was also completed 
by one coder and checked by a second coder. However, 
due to the subjective nature of the MSI tool, disagree-
ment between coders occurred on the accessibility 
section of the tool. Thus, a process was established in 
which coders met, discussed the disagreement, and 
came to a consensus on how this section was completed 
for the state/DC. For the Compact, one coder determined 
whether each section matched model legislation lan-
guage, which was developed by the Military Interstate 
Children’s Compact Commission (MIC3), and identified 
discrepancies. Two coders then met to review the iden-
tified discrepancies. Codes (i.e., categories and sub-
categories) were developed to describe the differences 
and were applied to each section of each state/DC’s 
Compact. Coding decisions were entered into a spread-
sheet and examined to ensure that coding decisions 
were consistent across sections and states/DC. 
Additional details about each initiative are discussed 
in the Results section of this report.

4 The instances throughout this report that use “states” instead of “states/DC” are purposeful to not imply DC’s inclusion in statements that do not 
apply to DC.
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