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Executive Summary
This report is comprised of submittals by 21 of the 51 member states regarding their
position on the expansion of the compact to cover dependents aged 5-18 of the
National Guard and Reserve beyond those covered under Title 10 active duty. The
reports include feedback on five courses of action (options) being considered by the
Commission.
At the 2020 Annual Business Meeting (ABM), members were presented the
recommendation by the National Guard and Reserve Task Force, however asked for
the opportunity to engage their state councils in discussion and decision-making.
The Executive Committee released the Commissioner Guidance in January 2021 to
assist members with their state council discussions. The Committee also asked each
state to submit a position paper by August 31, 2021, to assist with preparation for
the discussion at the 2021 Virtual ABM on November 4-5, 2021. The following
states appointed new Compact Commissioners just prior to the Annual Business
Meeting: Alaska, Idaho, Mississippi, West Virginia, and South Carolina. Due to this
short time frame, there states were not expected to submit a position paper by
August 31 deadline.
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Background
1. The compact covers, “active-duty members of the uniformed services, including
members of the National Guard and Reserve on active-duty orders (Title 10).
2. The state of Utah asked the Executive Committee to consider inclusion of
dependents of the national guard and reserve under other titles (5, 32, etc.) citing
these families move interstate under military orders.
3. In 2019, the Executive Committee created the MIC3 National Guard and Reserve
Coverage Task Force (NGRTF). Members included:
• Kathleen Berg, Hawaii Commissioner (Chair)
• Darcy Benway, Illinois Commissioner
• Brian Halstead, Nebraska Commissioner
• Ben Rasmussen, Utah Commissioner e. Terry Ryals, Alaska
Commissioner
• Hal Stearns, Montana Commissioner
• Rosemarie Kraeger, Rhode Island Commissioner
4. The Task Force’s mission: To collect and analyze relevant data in order to
recommend whether MIC3 protections for military-connected students already in
place for the children of these reserve component service members in Title 10
status should be expanded to cover children of members in other status
situations, as well.
Commission Discussion in 2019
At the 2019 Annual Business Meeting, NGRTF Chair, Commissioner Kathleen Berg
provided a summary of the second meeting of the NGRTF held on October 23, 2019:
• Focused on how the state of Utah extended Compact coverage to National
Guard and Reserve (NGR) connected families within their state by changing the
compact statute.
• Current data stated there were about 1.5 million military-connected children total,
including the NGR but not much supporting members being ordered to move
interstate
• Explained the military is moving toward being more inclusive of the National
Guard and Reserve members, regardless of the data.
• There was a national effort to extend coverage to treat all military families the
same. • Concluded her report by highlighting the states of Kentucky and
Arkansas, which have external legislation that extends the provisions of the
Compact to additional service-related groups (civilian and national guard and
reserves).
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•
•

However, Utah amended their state compact statute creating a situation where
Utah is out of compliance with the Compact and the other 50 members states.
It was requested the NGRTF consider the fiscal impact on member states when
making their final recommendation to the Commission. Commissioner Berg
agreed that a cost analysis would be conducted.

NGRTF Meetings and Reporting
1. In 2019-2020, the NGRTF met six times.
2. A preliminary report was submitted to the Executive Committee in May 2020.
3. The final report was presented at the 2020 Annual Business Meeting on October
1-2, which included the projected financial impact by state (dues).
ABM 2020 Outcome
•
•
•

•

The Commission expressed appreciation for the work of the NGRTF.
Commissioners did not feel comfortable adopting the NGRTF recommendation
and requested the opportunity to share with their respective state councils.
Several states expressed concern regarding the possible increase in annual
Commission state dues with the addition of NGR dependents.
o NGR Data - https://mic3.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/51-NGRData_20200731.pdf
o Active-Duty Data - https://mic3.net/wp-content/uploads/2020/11/50-ADData_20200731.pdf
A motion was passed to forward the recommendation to the Executive
Committee for further action. This action also allows states to meet with their
state councils to develop a position on the issue.

Dues
• Expansion of the Compact to cover reserve component children is not an
opportunity to increase revenues to the Commission.
• Inclusion of reserve component children should be accomplished without an
increase in dues, if at all possible.
• Courses of action to amend the Compact to include reserve component children
will probably require a change to the dues formula to ensure that state dues are
not increased.

Click here to return to the Table of Contents

5

Courses of Action
1. Amend the Compact Statute.
a. Pros – would extend compact coverage to all NGR dependents beyond
Title 10 in the Compact.
b. Cons – the language would need to be adopted in statute by all 50+1
members before the coverage would be active; cost to the commission to
fund this effort; time to work with states to pass the language; risk other
unapproved modifications to the compact statute
c. Additional: Could state legislatures adopt an “administrative amendment”
that clarifies that the Compact shall be applied to all children of military
families?
d. Projected Cost: $760,656.03
i. Needs/concerns: Current staffing insufficient to oversee the longterm effort.
ii. Proposed Solution: Contract the Council of State Governments
(CSG) to over the project over four years. CSG was contracted by
the USDOD to develop and pass the model compact language in
states. CSG would provide updates to the Commission.
iii. Fiscal impact: funded from the reserve.
2. Amend State Codes Outside of the Compact.
a. Pros – States could choose to do this independently; would be in effect
immediately upon passage; would not increase annual state dues as it is
outside of the compact.
b. Cons – Would not be uniform across all member states c. Examples of
separate, external language which extends Compact coverage:
i. Arkansas covers all NGR children, regardless of title.
http://www.arkleg.state.ar.us/assembly/2019/2019R/Acts/Act939.pd
f
ii. Kentucky covers students of U.S. Department of Defense (USDOD)
civilian employees
https://apps.legislature.ky.gov/law/statutes/statute.aspx?id=3244
c. Projected Cost: $2,000
i. Needs/concerns: Develop the model statute for interested member
states.
ii. Proposed Solution: Draft model statute which would be provided to
member states for consideration. Ref to AR and KY language that
expands compact coverage to DOD civilians and NGR dependents.
Commissioners and Legislative representative to the State Council
would provide updates to the Commission. Current staff would
oversee the initiative.
iii. Fiscal impact: funded from the reserve.
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3. Create an “Enhanced” Compact
a. Explanation – The enhancement could include the additional language
needed to extend coverage to reserve component families. The enhanced
and the original compact would be binding on states that join the
enhanced compact, but only the current MIC3 Compact would bind states
that choose not to join. The Nursing Licensure Compact Commission used
this model successfully.
b. Pros – States that wish to join the enhanced compact could do so, but no
state would be required to.
c. Cons – The enhancement risks becoming too broad; states might choose
to add measures to the enhancement that other states choose not to
include; would the current national office staff be sufficient to administer
both compacts; might complicate the dues formula if not all states join the
enhanced compact.
d. Projected Cost: $3,000 - $5,000 (higher if CSG services are contracted)
i. Needs/concerns: Develop a second enhanced compact for
interested member states. Would this require CSG services to
introduce and track the compact statutes in states? If so, the cost
could be higher.
ii. Proposed Solution:
1. Develop model language which would be provided to
member states for consideration.
2. Commissioners and Legislative representative to the State
Council would provide updates to the Commission.
3. Current staff would oversee the initiative.
iii. Fiscal impact: funded from the reserve.
4. Adopt a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
a. Explanation – The appropriate official in each state (governor, chief state
school officer) could sign a MOA developed by the national office. The
MOA would indicate that the signatory states would treat children of
reserve component families as though the Compact covers them. Reserve
component children would not be counted for purpose of calculating dues.
b. Pros – Avoids issues of compliance raised by amending the compact
statutes; requires no change to dues formula.
c. Cons – Could be canceled by the same official who entered the MOA;
might expire after a given period of time
d. Projected Cost: $3,000 - $8,000
i. Needs/concerns: Develop a model memorandum of agreement with
interested member states.
ii. Proposed Solution:
1. Model agreement to be provided to member states for
consideration.
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2. Commissioners, and/or the Executive or the State
Department of Education representative to the State Council
would provide updates to the Commission.
3. Current staff would oversee the initiative and track
agreements.
iii. Fiscal impact: funded from the reserve.
5. Take no action at this time.
a. Explanation – a Member State may feel no further action by the
Commission is necessary at this time. Some states expressed the
Compact was developed by the USDOD to address education challenges
encountered by active-duty children who move frequently based on their
parents’ assignments – and covers the children that need to be covered.
Which is why the National Guard and Reserve (beyond Title 10) was not
included in the model compact. If the Compact is expanded, some other
states expressed interest in expanding the Compact to cover civilian
USDOD personnel, and/or all interstate transitioning students since their
parents may relocate for jobs or career advancement.
b. Pros – This option would not require further action by the Commission.
The dependents of National Guard and Reserve under Title 10 would
continue to be covered under the Compact.
c. Projected Cost: none
For Commissioner Action
1. Collect the following information on your state:
a. Currently, how many National Guard and Reserve service members are
residing in your state, under titles (5, 10, 32)
b. Currently, how many NGR school-aged dependents between ages 5-18?
c. Over the past year, how many NGR families, as well as school aged
dependents between ages 5-18, moved interstate under PCS orders?
(Remember, the compact is interstate, not intrastate.)
2. Develop the position of your state council.
a. Consult with your state’s appointing authority, state council, and other
stakeholders.
b. Provide supplemental information which can be found on the ABM 2020
webpage under “National Guard and Reserve Coverage Task Force”.
Website: https://mic3.net/2020-annual-business-meeting/
i. Presentation (by HI Commissioner Berg)
ii. Presentation with Notes (by HI Commissioner Berg)
iii. NGRTF Survey Results (by state, if received)
iv. NGRTF Final Recommendation v. Data (by state, includes possible
dues amounts):
1. National Guard and Reserve
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2. Active Duty
3. Discuss the pros and cons of each course of action.
4. Provide a written report to the national office by August 31, 2021, stating the
position of your state council. The report should include:
a. which course(s) of action your state council favors and why;
b. any questions/concerns raised (provide supplemental
data/documentation).
5. The item will be included in the Docket for discussion at the 2021 Annual
Business Meeting. Be prepared to discuss and vote on behalf of your state.

Should you have any questions or need assistance,
please contact the national office:
Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
1776 Avenue of the States, Lexington, KY 40511
email: mic3info@csg.org, phone: 859-244-8000
website: https://mic3.net/
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Alabama State Council Position
on Extending the Compact to Beyond Title 10 for National Guard Dependents

August 20, 2021

On Monday, August 16, 2021, the Alabama State Council met and discussed the
Title 10, Title 32 National Guard and Reserves Coverage for Dependents in the
Alabama Military Interstate Children’s Compact.
The Council, after listening to Alabama National Guard Major General Sheryl
Gordon provide information to us regarding her Title 10 Individuals already having
coverage for their dependents, and with little to no transfer movement in the
National Guard, voted unanimously to select Option 5 which states no change in
the compact at this time regarding this matter.
After Major General Gordon gave her remarks, Mr. Terry Roller, the Alabama
State Department of Education Representative whose organization sponsors our
dues for the Alabama Compact, fully supported Sheryl Gordon’s choice.
The rest of the affirmative vote came as follows: Dr. Diane Flournoy, Community
Representative for Professional Development-Yes, Kim Vickers, Associate
Director for the Alabama High School Athletic Association-Yes, Robert Richert,
School Liaison Officer, Maxwell Air Force Base-Yes, Cherie Cain, Representing
School Liaison Officer Erica Parker at Redstone Arsenal-Yes, Kim Kozel, Military
Representative and School Liaison Officer for Fort Rucker-Yes, John Gilchrist,
Representing Nick Moore, the Governor’s Educational Policy Director-Yes, and
Dr. Douglas L. Ragland, Alabama Commissioner-Yes.

Respectfully submitted by,
Dr. Douglas Ragland
Compact Commissioner, Alabama
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THE ARKANSAS COUNCIL FOR MILITARY CHILDREN
Response of the Arkansas Council for Military Children to the MIC3 Commissioner
Guidance – Developing a State Position on the National Guard and Reserve dated January
21, 2021
The Arkansas State Council of the Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
(hereinafter “the Council”) hereby submits its position in response to the Commissioner Guidance
document issued by the national office of the Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
(hereinafter “MIC3”).
1. The Council supports Course of Action #2 (Amending State Codes Outside of the Compact)
as the best solution for extending the protections of the Compact to children of reserve
component service members. This would entail no increase in dues paid by the member states,
and while states could create their own statutes to meet the need as they see it, the MIC3 could
provide a model bill which states could choose to adopt. This might achieve a degree of
uniformity.
2. Course of Action #1 (Amending the Compact Statute) is not feasible. There is no provision
within the Compact for it to be amended, and given the difficulty of achieving the goal of all
fifty states and the District of Columbia enacting the same verbiage into their state codes within
the established period of time, the expenditure of Commission resources on this effort is
difficult to justify. There is no certainty that all states would make the change, and if even a
single state refused to do so, then the effort would have been for nothing. Moreover, the likely
increase in dues resulting from the inclusion of reserve component families might cause some
states to quit the Compact.
3. Course of Action #3 (Creating an Enhanced Compact) is the Council’s second choice. It offers
the best opportunity for a permanent solution and would ensure uniformity among the members
states of the enhanced compact. However, creating the enhanced compact would be a long and
expensive project and would not necessarily offer a quick solution. There are also implications
for financing and administering two compacts that must be addressed.
4. Course of Action #4 (Adopting a Memorandum of Understanding) could be accomplished
relatively quickly, once the verbiage for the memorandum has been decided. However, there
is not guarantee that all states would join, and any state could cancel its participation upon the
decision of a single official.
5. Course of Action #5 (Taking No Action at This Time) is not acceptable.
Arkansas has already enacted laws to extend the protections of the Compact to children of reserve
component families through two bills in the 2019 and 2021 legislative sessions. The Council is
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pleased to offer these documents as examples for other states to use in developing their own
statutes. Council members are available to assist in developing a model bill.
The following Statistic are provided as requested by the MIC3 National Office:

Table 1: Reserve Component Service Members in Arkansas by Branch/Component and
Status
Branch/Component
Air Force Reserve*
Air National Guard**
Army Reserve*
Army National
Guard**
Coast Guard
Reserve*
Marine Corps
Reserve*
Navy Reserve*

Title 10
Unknown
499
Unknown
752

Title 5
Unknown
59
Unknown
128

Title 32
Unknown
386
Unknown
439

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

Unknown

*Data requested from the Department of Defense. Not received as of the writing of this
document.
**Data provided by Public Affairs Office, the Arkansas National Guard. 90 Army National
Guard in Title 10 status comprise the staff of the Professional Education Center.
Table 2: Reserve Component Children Enrolled in Arkansas Public Schools in Grades K12
Branch/Component
Air Force Reserve
Air National Guard
Army Reserve
Army National Guard
Coast Guard Reserve
Marine Corps Reserve
Navy Reserve

# Enrolled
155
480
542
1505
0
48
98

Data provided by ADE Data Center – current as of June 24, 2021
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Table 3: Children of Military Families Transferring Into and Out of Arkansas Public
Schools During AY 2020-2021, By Branch and Component of Service

Branch and Component
Air Force
Air Force Reserve
Air National Guard
Army
Army Reserve
Army National Guard
Coast Guard
Coast Guard Reserve
Marine Corps
Marine Corps Reserve
Navy
Navy Reserve
Parents in Multiple Branches

# of Children of Military
Families Who Transferred
Out of Arkansas Public
Schools
251
9
13
98
16
55
1
0
16
3
17
4
5

# of Children of Military
Families Who Transferred
Into Arkansas Public
Schools
18
0
2
22
4
5
1
0
3
0
5
1
1

Data provided by the ADE Data Center – current as of May 5, 2021.
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STATE OF CONNECTICUT

STATE DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
MEMORANDUM
TO:

Cherise Imai, Executive Director
Interstate Compact Commission Central Office

FROM:

Laura Anastasio, Commissioner’s Designee
State of Connecticut

DATE:

July 26, 2021

SUBJECT:

Position on NGR: Connecticut State Council for Military Children

The Connecticut State Council/MSLC held a meeting in December of 2020, during which the
group discussed the National Guard and Reserve (NGR) Task Force recommendations and
viewed a power point presentation detailing the issues, the national data, and the possible courses
of action. The group was concerned that the proposed remedies seemed fail to provide a
substantial impact given the apparent small number of children in Connecticut who would be
affected. Representatives from the CTNG noted that NGR members rarely move out of state.
The members were confused as to why the issue was being presented—CTNG representatives
did not feel there was a need to take action at this time. They could not provide any evidence of
a need in CT for this change. Therefore, the group concluded that with no evidence of any need
for CT to make a formal change to state statute to include these families in the Compact or
provide Compact-like protections, it could not formally recommend a preferred course of action.
Notwithstanding, below is a summary of the group’s discussion and conclusions.
•

Amending the Interstate Compact. The group consensus was that this action would be
difficult, time-consuming, and might cause some states to leave the Compact. There was
a concern that attempting to amend the Compact in all states plus D.C. could destroy or
negatively impact the Compact, which needs all states to participate. Amending the
Compact in all member states also would likely take significant time to pass all the
required legislative changes.

•

Amend state codes outside of the Compact. This seemed to be a more viable solution for
those states that wished to include NGR in the protections afforded by the Compact. This
solution would not negatively impact the Compact and would become effective in that
state upon passage. However, the CT Council would not consider recommending any
such legislation without evidence that it was needed.

•

The group did not favor the creation of an enhanced Compact within the Compact. Such
a move could create confusion as to who is covered and by which state. If such a
solution were invoked, the CT Council would not recommend participating in it unless it
was clear that there were CTNG families that needed such inclusion.

Box 2219
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•

A separate MOA among those states that wish to include NGR was a second solution that
the group felt might be adequate. Again, CT would probably not sign such an MOA
without evidence that it was needed in CT.

•

Take no action at this time. The members felt that given the very small number of
children (if any) that would benefit from any of the above actions, that this would be the
position of CT at this time. The Legislative Representative agreed to monitor proposed
legislation, especially any legislative proposals from the Veteran’s Affairs Committee to
see if there was movement and support in CT to effectuate such a change.

Without evidence of a need in CT and the support of the CT NGR’s leadership, the CT State
Council was not prepared to take a position in favor of this proposal. If circumstances changed,
the Governor’s Office and the State Legislature might consider further action. However, the CT
State Council did not favor amending the Compact language or operating an NGR Compact
within the Compact at this time.
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Georgia National Guard and Reserves Report
August 26, 2021
Dear Executive Director Cherise Imai,
The following is the Georgia MIC3 report on the expansion of the compact

beyond active-duty National Guard and Reserve developed after conversations
during, and prior to, our annual meeting on June 16th via WebEx.

Prior to our meeting I provided council members and school liaison officers

(SLO) with material provided by the national office relative to the National Guard
and Reserve issue. You also provided a brief of the subject as a part of our

meeting agenda. Following the meeting a survey was distributed to participants
asking them to consider options presented in your presentation and materials

sent out previously. I also invited participants to contact me with any additional
questions they might have to further clarification of the options before us.

After collecting the responses and considering my own beliefs about how to

address the National Guard and Reserve issue relative to the MIC3 Compact I
am sharing Georgia’s position with the Executive Committee.

Georgia’s most preferred option given the alternatives presented is to adopt a
memorandum of agreement developed by the Commission to be signed by an

appropriate official in each state. This option avoids issues of compliance raised
by amending the compact statutes, requires no change in the dues formula and
is the most economically and politically feasible. I received no questions or
concerns about the issue following the survey.

I trust this report meets with the executive committee’s expectations and
welcome any questions or comments for clarification.

Will Hardin

Georgia Commissioner
Cell: (912) 467-3101
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August 31, 2021
Cherise Imai
Executive Director
Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
Dear Ms. Imai,
Thank you very much for your presentation to the Maryland State Council Meeting on March 3, 2021.
The State Council appreciated the information that you provided and your clarity in explanation.
In discussion, you noted that the question to include children of the National Guard and Reserves in
the Compact was considered when the Compact was developed. The main purpose of the Compact is
to ensure that the many transitions often experienced by military families do not make unnecessary
barriers for children in completing their education. Members of the National Guard and Reserves may
not necessarily move as frequently as other branches of the service. It was pointed out though, that
a Guard member’s overseas deployment may require that children relocate to another state to live
temporarily with relatives, and then return home six months later.
Discussion also included the recent Federalization of the Guard in Washington, DC. Most members of
the State Council pointed out that no one asks a parent which branch or service they represent.
Schools in Maryland already allow the Compact strategies to apply to military dependent students
regardless of active or local duty.
Maryland schools are fully committed to supporting all military students as they transition from one
state to another. The Maryland State Department of Education is not aware of any unresolved cases
related to dependent children of members of the National Guard. The State Council did not vote to
take action on the inclusion at this time and did note that we fully support all military children and
there was no desire that dues be affected by any decision that would be made at the annual business
meeting. The Council expressed the concern that any change to the Compact may interfere with the
on-going quality work of States to implement support for our military students.
Sincerely,

Mary L. Gable
Maryland Commissioner
Maryland State Department of Education
Assistant State Superintendent
Division of Student Support, Academic Enrichment, and Educational Policy
200 WEST BALTIMORE STREET | BALTIMORE, MD 21201
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Massachusetts National Guard and Reserves Report
August 31, 2021
Dear Executive Director Cherise Imai,
The response from Massachusetts for the tasker on the National Guard and Reserve Task force
is as follows:
a. Currently, how many National Guard and Reserve service members are residing in your state,
under titles (5, 10, 32) - ARMY: 6,194 and AIR 2,127 for a total of 8,321
b. Currently, how many NGR school-aged dependents between ages 5-18? – 2019 National
Guard & Reserve numbers: 10,034
c. Over the past year, how many NGR families, as well as school aged dependents between ages
5-18, moved interstate under PCS orders? (Remember, the compact is interstate, not
intrastate.) – ISR/IST into Massachusetts average between 80 to 95 yearly. This is 10% of the
recruited amount of Service Members per year. Out of those yearly numbers, approximately
30% have school age children. Interviews with each of the families would be required to
determine the exact number of children affected.
Massachusetts recommends Option 5 - Take No Action at this time
A. Data on Reserves was not available from the National Guard and Reserve Task Force and has
not been obtainable for Massachusetts either. Data on the National Guard is incomplete and is
projected numbers only.
B. There is no sponsor from the National Guard or Reserves and no indication of potential
impact on readiness which was the reason for the original compact. Active duty moves about
one third of its end strength every year, Guard is about one percent, Reserves is unknown.
C. Once the data is complete and there is a position from the National Guard and DOD Reserve
components, we will have the information necessary to make a recommendation.
Respectfully,
Clarke Orzalli
RADM USN (ret)
MIC3 Massachusetts Commissioner
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Dear MIC3 Executive Committee,
As an original signatory to the Military Interstate Children’s Compact, the Missouri Military Interstate
Children’s Compact Commission State Council continues to stand in support of the children of our
military service members, which includes the Missouri National Guard and Reserve components. Our
support of the Compact continues to grow each year with the establishment of a functioning state
council, training for Department of Elementary and Secondary Education Area Supervisors, school
district trainings, promotion of the Month of the Military Child, and ongoing support of several key
initiatives to support military children. There are two active duty installations in Missouri, which include
Fort Leonard Wood and Whiteman Air Force Base, and 7,707 military children ages 5-18. In addition,
there are numerous National Guard Installations in the state, and there are 11,158 children ages 5-18
whose parents serve in the Guard and Reserve.
When asked to consider options for addressing transitional needs of school-aged children whose
parents serve in the Guard and Reserve, the Missouri State Council considered several sources of
information. Cherise Imai, Executive Director of the Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
(MIC3), provided materials detailing various considerations of extending Compact protections to Guard
and Reserve children including a summary of current protections for children of activated Guard and
Reserve, findings of the MIC3 Ad-hoc Guard and Reserve Task Force, feedback from the actions of other
states to extend protections to children of Guard and Reserve, and potential cost. From this information,
five possible actions were discussed, which are as follows:






Amend the National Compact
Amend state codes outside of the Compact
Create an “Enhanced Compact”
Adopt a memorandum of agreement
Take no action at this time

Each possible action had positive and negative potential outcomes for resolving the question brought to
the state council. The following points of the discussion were most salient:






There have been no reports given to the state commissioner, state council, or individual
members of the state council regarding transitional concerns for children of Guard and Reserve
Service Members not covered in the current Compact; therefore, this was not considered a
significant issue confronting our state.
The potential negative affect of opening the current Compact for revision so quickly after
gaining all 50 states and the District of Columbia as members. Currently, all states and the
District of Columbia agree upon basic transitional rights for military children, and the Compact
has been constructed in a manner that avoids partisan issues or issues of advocacy that could
prompt states to leave the Compact. Opening the Compact could place this important balance
of protecting transitional needs while avoiding partisan and advocacy issues in jeopardy, which
could result in states leaving the Compact.
If all Guard and Reserve students are brought into the Compact, there would be a significant
increase in amount of dues the State of Missouri would have to contribute.
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The State of Missouri can address the needs of Guard and Reserve children through various
programming mechanisms focusing on resilience and social-emotional support for children with
deployed Guard and Reserve parents.

After discussion and careful analysis, the Missouri MIC3 State Council determined the most appropriate
action to be taking no action at this time. In addition, the council believes efforts to address state
statute outside of the Compact should be handled by the elected legislators of the state. Missouri and
the Missouri MIC3 counsel wholeheartedly support the needs of Guard and Reserve children, and this
support has been demonstrated through recent legislation to create a Missouri Purple Star Program to
recognize and support all military children including Guard and Reserve, as well as license reciprocity for
military spouses relocating to Missouri. The Guard and Reserve are vital components of our nation’s
defense, and we support programming to address the educational needs of our Guard and Reserve
students.

Sincerely,

Brian L. Henry, Ed. D.
Missouri Commissioner, Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
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Cherise Imai
Executive Director
Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission (MIC3)
1776 Avenue of the States
Lexington, KY 40511
August 31, 2021
Dear Cherise:
The Montana Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission along with the Montana
Office of Public Instruction support the National MIC3’s efforts to extend compact coverage to
all National Guard and Reserve dependents. Montana’s military population largely consists of
National Guard and Reserve members. As we look to serve every military family, we believe it is
important that no family be excluded from compact coverage. Should the National Commission
choose to not seek to amend the compact statute, Montana MIC3 may choose to seek another
option to serve our many National Guard and Reserve members and their dependents.
Montana MIC3 understands the National Guard and Reserve connected families endure similar
hardships as Active-Duty families as they receive orders to relocate. To better serve our many
military families and meet their needs as they work to serve our country, it is in the best
interest of our state and country to expand the compact coverage by including our National
Guard and Reserve families.
Per the request for data, as of July 31, 2021, Montana has 5,482 National Guard and Reserve
service members residing in Montana. There are also 6,982 National Guard and Reserve
dependents between ages 0-18. Additionally, 2,623 military spouses currently reside in
Montana.
Montana MIC3 does not anticipate a large increase in dues associated with the inclusion of
National Guard and Reserve service members and their dependents. The Montana MIC3 has
been able to keep costs at a minimum due to the volunteerism of the Commission and
supplemental provisions from the Montana Office of Public Instruction.
Sincerely,
BG (R) Hal Stearns (MT)
MIC3 Compact Commissioner
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August 30, 2021
MIC3 National Leadership and NGRTF Members,
Below is the MIC3’s report from Nebraska regarding the inclusion of all National Guard and Reserve children under the
rules of the Compact.
Tasks Assigned by the NGRTF:
1. Develop the position of your state council.
As the Nebraska State Commissioner, I had the opportunity to serve on the NGRTF and diligently with other members
of the task force on the topic. Members of the Nebraska State Council were provided with all the documents that
were provided to Commissioners by the NGRTF. In addition, the Nebraska Commission on Military and Veterans
Affairs were contacted and provided valuable information related to Guard and Reserve members in Nebraska.
During the August 11, 2021, State Council Meeting, the members of that Council were unanimous in continuing
Nebraska’s longstanding position of being military friendly to not only members and families on active duty in the
military under Title 10, but also members and families in the Guard and Reserve.
2. Collect the following information on your state:
a. Currently, how many National Guard and Reserve service members are residing in your state, under titles
(5, 10, 32)?
Unknown. Best estimate for National Guard and Reserve service members residing in Nebraska is 6,012. This
information is better accessed directly from the Department of Defense (DOD).
b. Currently, how many NGR school-aged dependents between ages 5-18?
The best estimate of the number of NGR school-aged dependents between ages 5-18 would be 1,571. This information
is better accessed directly from DOD.
c. Over the past year, how many NGR families, as well as school-aged dependents between ages 5-18, moved
interstate under PCS orders? (Remember, the compact is interstate, not intrastate.)
Unknown. There is no way to determine this number. However for the past year, 5 to 10 NGR families, as well as
school aged dependents between ages 5-18, moved interstate “under PCS orders” into or out of the State of
Nebraska. This is an estimate without any basis of knowing actual numbers.
3. Provide a written report to the national office by August 31, 2021, stating the position of your state council.
The report should include which course(s) of action your state council favors and why; any questions/concerns
raised (provide supplemental data/documentation).
The mission of the Nebraska Department of Education is to lead and support all for learning, earning, and living. The
NDE and State of Nebraska are supportive of all military families and children and will support any action
recommended by MIC3.
Submitted by:

Brian L. Halstead, Deputy Commissioner, Nebraska Department of Education
Nebraska Commissioner for the Interstate Commission on Educational Opportunity for Military Children
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To:

Cherise Imai, MIC3 Executive Director

From: Kathleen A. Murphy, NH MIC3 Commissioner
Date: September 20, 2021
Re:

State of New Hampshire National Guard and Reserves Report

The New Hampshire State MIC3 Council has supported, since their inception as a state
council, to support the inclusion of the National Guard and Reserves under the Military
Interstate Compact.
NH is noted as one of the small states in terms of active-duty personnel and the support
for approximately 700 + children of active-duty military. However, NH does have a very
active National Guard and Reserves that are routinely deployed to areas of need,
including statewide vaccination clinics, and testing sites, nationally, supporting efforts at
the Texas and Mexico border as well as internationally with recent deployments to the
Middle East.
As the NH State Commissioner and representing the Council we have shared our
annual recommendation with the Governor and support the goal of inclusion for National
Guard and Reserves. The sentiment of the council is to support the effort by the
collaborating, planning, and developing initiatives with the National Guard and
Reserves. We also endorse any rule changes that would bring Guard and Reserves
under the umbrella of the Compact
Currently NH has 2,651 men and women in the National Guard and 2,246 men and
women in the Reserves. For NH this means that over 3,900 children from infancy
through age who 23 are impacted by their family’s commitment to military service.
Should there be further information required on this matter please do not hesitate to
reach out to me
Thank you very much for the opportunity to share our position.

Respectfully,
Kathleen A. Murphy
MIC3 NH State Commissioner
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August 28, 2021
Ms. Cherise Imai
Executive Director
Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
1776 Avenue of the States
Lexington, KY 40511
Dear Ms. Imai,
The New Mexico State Council has held discussions regarding the expansion of the interstate
compact for the National Guard and Reserve beyond those covered currently under Title 10
Active-Duty orders in our last two State Council meetings.
We are continuing to hold discussions with our stakeholders in regards to the position that we are
going to take as a state. I have reached out to New Mexico Adjutant General Kenneth Nava to
gather to requested information and have not had success getting a response back from his
office.
I will continue to reach out and provide this information within the next 30 days and provide an
update to the Commission.
Respectfully,
Teresa Ferenczhalmy
New Mexico Compact Commissioner
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August 23, 2021
Cherise Imai
Executive Director
Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
Dear Ms. Imai,

At this time New York State (NYS) will respectfully support Option #5 – Take No Action At
This Time. If you need further information please let me know.

NYS remains open to further discussion and data regarding amending the Compact should
it be demonstrated that the National Guard and Reserve members need Compact rights. As
a point of information, New York State has 10,000 Army National Guard members and
6,000 Air National Guard members. It is estimated that there are approximately 12,700
reservists (Reserves of the US Army, Navy, Marine Corps, Air Force and Coast Guard). We
do not have at hand how many school-aged children there are in NY National Guard and NY
Reserve families but it is likely over 20,000. Guard and Reserve personnel are generally
employed fulltime in civilian jobs and do their Guard/Reserve duties part-time.
National Guard/Reserve personnel and their families are not involuntarily transferred
interstate but may move interstate for civilian employment purposes (seeking work,
accepting transfers to positions out of state, retiring, etc.). While the principal reasons
Guard/Reserve personnel may move interstate are not related to military service, having
the additional advantage of Military Interstate Compact rights would encourage
Guard/Reserve members to maintain their Guard/Reserve membership when they move
into or out of New York State as approximately 100 NY National Guard members (and their
families) do each year. The NYS Division of Military and Naval Affairs is not aware of any
unresolved public school transfer problems related to dependent children of NY National
Guard members moving into or out of NY State.
Respectfully submitted on behalf of the NYS Council,
Dr. Debra Jackson, Commissioner
Debra Jackson
djackson2@me.com
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For the Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission
(MIC3)
State of Oregon Report
National Guard and Reserve Position Statement
Oregon generally supports the inclusion of children of the National Guard and Reserve
in the compact. Oregon considered three factors:
1. Supports for children
2. Number of students
3. Increase of annual dues
Children currently covered by MIC3 in Oregon as of July 31, 2020:
• Total 1,606
– Army: 471
– Navy: 263
– Marine Corps: 134
– Air Force: 1,006
– Coast Guard: 468
– Public Health: 51
– NOAA: 12
Children in Oregon National Guard & Reserve as of July 31, 2020:
•

Total 4,900
–
–
–
–
–
–
–

Army National Guard: 2381
Army Reserve: 639
Navy Reserve: 306
Marine Corps: 85
Air Force National Guard: 1,220
Air Force Reserve: 273
Coast Guard: 76

Oregon’s annual dues would increase from $2,300 to $7,574.
Regarding the five proposals set forth by the Executive Team:
1. Amend the Compact Statute:
a. Oregon does not anticipate an issue with doing this based on our prior
actions to remove the compact sunset. However, based on our legislative
calendar Oregon may need as much as two years to achieve this.
2. Amend State Codes Outside of the Compact
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a. Oregon is not in favor of this option because of the lack of uniformity across
the states.
3. Create an Enhanced Compact:
a. Oregon would also be in favor of this options. However, based on our
legislative calendar Oregon may need as much as two year to achieve
this.
4. Adopt a MOA:
a. Oregon is not in favor of this options as elements of the compact currently
as inconsistent with Oregon law. The Governor and the Chief School
Operator cannot agree to something that is outside of Oregon law.
5. Take No Action:
a. Oregon would also be OK with this as well. While Oregon values
inclusivity in support of students we also have not had issues arising that
were not resolved at the local level regarding National Guard or Reserve.
Oregon does not have data on the number of National Guard or Reserve that moved
interstate under PCS orders.
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Pennsylvania Position on the Expansion of the Compact to Include Other Members of the
National Guard and Reserves Beyond Title 10 Active Duty Status that Move Intrastate

August 30, 2021
Dear Executive Director Cherise Imai
Although our State Council has not discussed, nor voted, on the NGR inclusion, it is the opinion
of one member of the Council, who also represents the PA Department of Military and Veterans
Affairs and sits on the PA House Veterans Affairs & Emergency Preparedness Committee (VA
& EPC), that PA consider the inclusion of the Guard and Reserves. Additionally, the Executive
Director of the PA House VA & EPC would also like to develop language to include the Guard
and Reserves as well.
To that end, Brigadier General Little Jr. shared the following after reviewing the Courses of
Action for NGR inclusion with the PA House VA & EPC:
As I personally digest the various courses of action for inclusion of the National Guard
and Reserves in the Compact, I will say that it is a great idea overall (however it may be
accomplished). I cannot speak for the group, obviously, but I personally recommend that
we consider it. I can speak for the Guard - with close to 19,000 Soldiers and Airmen
(3rd largest I the Nation) with over 42,000 Post 9/11 deployments, why wouldn’t we want
to help bring consistent, educational support to the children of these servicemembers?
It is worth considering. We also bring the ability to provide outreach potential to more
areas across Pennsylvania (not just near active duty facilities). Our armories go into
communities throughout the Commonwealth.
The PA State Council is scheduled to meet in November after the ABM and will discuss/vote the
NGR options with the support of the MIC3 office on this matter.
In the meantime, please use this information as PA’s potential stand on NGR inclusion.
Sincerely,
Barbara Clemmer, MA | BEA II
Act 48 Approved Provider Applications/MIC3 Compact Commissioner
Pennsylvania Department of Education | Bureau of School Support
Division of Planning
333 Market Street | Harrisburg PA 17126
Phone: 717.425.5728
baclemmer@pa.gov | www.education.pa.gov
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Tennessee Military Interstate Childrens Compact
(Interstate Compact on Educational Opportunity for
Military Children)

Subject: Including All National Guard and Reserve Children under the Military Interstate Children’s Compact Rules, Tenn.
Code Ann. § 49-12-301 (2012)
June 25, 2021
MIC3 National Leadership and NGRTF Members,
Below is Tennessee MIC3’s report regarding the inclusion of all National Guard and Reserve children under the rules of
the Compact.
Tasks Assigned by the NGRTF:
1. Develop the position of your state council.
a. Prior to our 2021 Tennessee MIC3 State Council Meeting, Tennessee Commissioner Deanna McLaughlin
forwarded all of the documents that were provided to commissioners by the NGRTF to the members of
our state council.
b. During the April 29, 2021, Tennessee MIC3 State Council Meeting the council members discussed the
NGRTF materials and suggested options along with what members believed that the State of Tennessee
should do.
c. After discussing all sides of the issue of including Guard and Reserve children a motion was made to
include ALL guard and reserve children (regardless of the status of their parent or guardian’s
service type) WITHOUT an increase in dues.
The vote was a unanimous YES vote of the state council members who were present.
Yes, Votes:
MG Tommy Baker

Nathan James

COL Jeremy Bell

Jeff Mayo

Bernard Childress

Dr. LaDonna Killeen McFall

Dr. John Combs

Deanna McLaughlin

Dr. Ted Horrell

Deborah Munis

2. Collect the following information on your state:

1
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a. Currently, how many National Guard and Reserve service members are residing in your state,
under titles (5, 10, 32)
i.

Unknown - Can’t MIC3 National Request this information from DOD or another government entity
for all states?

b. Currently, how many NGR school-aged dependents between ages 5-18?
i.

Number of Guard and Reserve children age 5-18 = 430,990
1. Data is from the DMDC database, current as of January 2021

c. Over the past year, how many NGR families, as well as school-aged dependents between ages
5-18, moved interstate under PCS orders? (Remember, the compact is interstate, not intrastate.)
i.

Unknown - Can’t MIC3 National Request this information from DOD or another government entity
for all states?

3. Provide a written report to the national office by August 31, 2021, stating the position of your state
council. The report should include:
a. which course(s) of action your state council favors and why; any questions/concerns raised
(provide supplemental data/documentation).
i.

The reason for our decision is that our mission is to support the educational issues of military
children, we believe strongly that ALL military children should be protected under the Compact
language. We don’t see a need for an increase in dues as the state of Tennessee has managed
and resolved more than the majority of Tennessee since 2011 without assistance from the
National Office. We believe that the increase in cases due to including Guard and Reserve
children would fall on the State of Tennessee. It is our honor to take care of them along with our
active-duty military children.

Submitted by Deanna McLaughlin, Tennessee Commissioner, Military Interstate Children’s Compact Commission (MIC3),
and the Tennessee State Council on June 25, 2021.

Deanna M. McLaughlin
107 Mossland Drive
Clarksville, TN 37042
931-645-0315
Dmclau9499@bellsouth.net

cc -

Governor Bill Lee
Montgomery County Tennessee Legislative Delegation
Tennessee State Board of Education Leadership
Tennessee MIC3 State Council
Millington Naval Air Station & Fort Campbell SLOs

2
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Wisconsin State Council for the Interstate Compact
on the Educational Opportunities for Military Children
Meeting Agenda/Minutes
August 20,2021
2:00 pm CT
Join Zoom Meeting
https://widpi.zoom.us/j/84908532952
Meeting ID: 849 0853 2952
Dial by your location
Find your local number: https://widpi.zoom.us/u/kdSiPBgcus
Questions on joining the Zoom Meeting - Please contact Wendy Stanislawski
wendy.stanislawski@dpi.wi.gov
1. Call to order - Shelley Joan Weiss, Commissioner
2. Roll Call - Introductions - Shelley Joan Weiss
a. Shelley Joan Weiss, Commissioner, Chair
b. Dr. Jill Underly - Wisconsin State Superintendent of Public Instruction
c. Thomas McCarthy - Executive Director for the State Superintendent
d. Andrea Donegan - Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction (DPI)
Liaison, School Counseling Consultant
e. Benjamin Jones - DPI Legal Counsel (Kari Race - Designated Substitute)
f. Senator Patrick Testin - Legislative Representative (absent)
g. Michael Harris - Superintendent of Tomah Area School District (Military
Impacted Schools)
h. Amy Van Deuren - Superintendent of Sparta Area School District (Military
Impacted Schools) (absent)
i. Rebecca Walley - Wisconsin School Liaison Officer for Military Families
(based at Fort McCoy)
j. Col Kathleen Adamson - Military Representative
k. Lynn Sisco - Military Family Representative (absent)
l. JD Englehardt - Wisconsin Department of Military Affairs, Child and Youth
Program
m. Rebecca Boehlke - Representative, Military One Source (excused)
n. Stephanie Hauser- Representative, Executive Director of the WIAA
o. Angelene Mattes - Representative, WI Parent Teacher Association
(absent)
p. Derek Campbell - Executive Branch Representative
3. Approval of the Agenda

WI State Council Meeting, 20 AUG 2021
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4.
5.

6.

7.

8.

9.

a. Motion made by Dr. Jill Underly , Seconded, Agenda approved
Approval of the Minutes from FEB 28, 2020
a. Motion made by Andrea Donnegan, Seconded, Minutes approved.
Welcome from Dr. Jill Underly, State Superintendent of Public Instruction
a. Excited to learn how we can support the children of military families.
b. Thank you to everyone for their commitment and support of military
children.
ACTION ITEM - Vote on Recommendation to the Commission related to the
inclusion of the Guard and Reserve to the Interstate Compact.
a. Motion made by Dr. Jill Underly to take no action at this time, Seconded,
Motion to take no action at this time approved.
Update on Commissioner activities, Shelley Joan Weiss
a. Welcome to new members and best wishes to former members
b. Submission of Wisconsin Annual Report to MIC3 Office
c. Thank you to Andrea Donnegan and the DPI for paying the MIC3 dues for
2021 and 2022.
d. Thank you to Andrea Donnegan for her positive connections and
enthusiastic support.
e. Upcoming Activities
i. Ongoing work with Dr. Jill Underly and DPI staff to explore new
opportunities to support the children of military families.
ii.
Participation in the Annual Business Meeting online on NOV 4-5,
2021. The entire meeting will be online (current as of 20 AUG
2021)
iii.
Preparation of information/articles/proclamations to support
November, Military Family Appreciation Month
iv. Update DPI website
v. Collaborative activities between the Wisconsin Association of
School District Administrators (WASDA), the Association of
Wisconsin School Administrators (AWSA), the Wisconsin School
Counselors Association (WSCA), and the Wisconsin Interscholastic
Athletic Association (WIAA)
1. WADA has reached out to WIAA to get additional help from
WING to draw new officials or officials who did not renew.
Update on School Liaison activities, Becky Walley
a. Gearing up for the start of the school year.
b. Preparing for NOV, Month of the Military Family. She wiill share
information with all as it is developed.
Update on Educator Leadership Rendezvous (ELR), Shelley Joan Weiss
a. 2021

WI State Council Meeting, 20 AUG 2021
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i.

Thank you to the strong support from Brigadier General Joane K.
Mathews, Deputy Adjutant General for the WI Army National
Guard, Lieutenant Colonel Jeremy Duffy, and Sergeant Major Bryan
Douglas. Their commitment and contributions, along with all of the
soldiers involved, ensure the event is successful.
ii.
Thank you to Dr. Scott Prinster, Operations Program Associate at
the WI DPI, who stepped in on very short notice to effectively
represent the WI DPI and actively collaborate on planning.
iii.
Thank you to Mike Harris and the Tomah Area School District for
allowing us to use their facilities for parking, preparation,and wrap
up. Special thanks to Colleen Grovesteen and Scott Hurd for their
ongoing support.
iv. Approximately 30 educators from throughout Wisconsin
participated in the ELR. The 3 day event held at Fort McCoy, WI
focuses on:
1. developing leadership through teamwork among the
participants
2. promoting leadership and teamwork skills in students
3. Increasing the understanding of the mutual goal of both
organizations to support current and future leaders
v. We were excited to have Dr. Jill Underly and Latoya Holiday,
Special Assistant to the Superintendent, travel via Blackhawk
helicopters and join us for a day.
vi. New this year was assignment and brief training of Assistant Squad
Leaders (Educators) who collaboratively led teams along with Wi
Army National Guard Recruiters.
vii.
We expanded the use of the Wisconsin Military Academy.
viii.
An evaluation is being completed by all participants to support
continuous improvement.
ix. An evaluation is being completed exclusively by Squad Leaders
and Assistant Squad Leaders to assess our work with them.
x. Article from DPI ConnectEd
1. Andrea Donegan asked how she could support our ongoing
work.
2. Becky Walley. shared that she has a master trainer for
resiliency on her staff. Unsure of how we may be able to use
that person’s expertise moving forward.
3. Col Kathleen Adamson shared that the resiliency training is
tiered and is outstanding.
b. Plans for 2022

WI State Council Meeting, 20 AUG 2021
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i.

The WI Army National Guard Recruiting and Retention Command
has identified AUG 11-14, 2022 as the potential dates for 2022 and
leaders are working on arrangements with Fort McCoy.
ii.
We are exploring methods to engage a more diverse group of
educators from across the state.
10. Updates and input from members
a. Col Kathleen Adamson will connect with Stephanie Hauser, WIAA.
shauser@wiaawi.org
11. Resources available from Military Interstate Childrens Compact Commission,
MIC3
a. MCEC
b. National Military Family Association
12. Additional Information/Questions
a. Andrea Donnegan will have a DPI table at the Wisconsin Association of
School Counselors Conference. She is happy to share information
through that opportunity.
b. Andrea Donnegan shared that she is working with a DPI team to see how
they can grant partial credits for homeless children. They are using the
Interstate Compact language as a guide.
c. Please share any relevant information or questions with Shelley. She will
provide regular email updates.
13. Future Meetings
a. Typically FEB 2022, but to be determined
b. Shelley will send date/time
14. Motion made by Dr. JIll Underly, Seconded, meeting was adjourned.
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