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Home Education Laws 
 
A wide range of options are available to state policymakers when addressing the issue of 
balance between home education and compulsory education. While drafting and 
enforcing stricter home education laws can assist the state in monitoring the education of 
all children, policymakers must be careful not to be overly intrusive in the parent-child 
relationship.  Below is a range of options, from no oversight to banning home education.  
It is useful to know the range of options within which a state may operate. Addressing 
educational neglect in this manner however restricts the freedom that comes with home-
based education.  There is strong resistance in the community.  Cost would vary 
according to model. Currently in Idaho home education may administered if the 
attendance and subjects taught are the same as public schools.  A variety of models with 
differing home education laws are listed below. 
 

Least Restrictive No oversight 
 Students register with local school or district 
 Students register with state  
 Instructional time requirements  
 Progress monitoring through assessment data 
 Curricular oversight 
 Teacher certification 
 Multiple oversights  
Most Restrictive No Home Education 

 
Least Restrictive – Idaho 
Idaho Code 33-202. School attendance compulsory. 
Statute text 

The parent or guardian of any child resident in this state who has attained 
the age of seven (7) years at the time of the commencement of school in his 
district, but not the age of sixteen (16) years, shall cause the child to be 
instructed in subjects commonly and usually taught in the public schools 
of the state of Idaho. Unless the child is otherwise comparably instructed, 
the parent or guardian shall cause the child to attend a public, private or 
parochial school during a period in each year equal to that in which the 
public schools are in session; there to conform to the attendance policies 
and regulations established by the board of trustees, or other governing 
body, operating the school attended. 

 
Idaho has a very hands-off approach to home educators, requiring almost no oversight of 
students participating in home education.  Typically, the parents of a home-educated 
child need only inform the local school to have their child removed from enrollment 
records.  No standardized collection of this data occurs within Idaho.  Idaho Code 33-202 
only requires that parents “shall cause the child to be instructed in subjects commonly 
and usually taught in the public schools...”  This allows parents providing home 
education to their children a great deal in latitude.  To date, no Idaho parent has ever been 
convicted of educational neglect. 
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In the 1990 Fourth District Court decision, In the interest of Patterson, the court decided 
that Idaho school districts, not parents, have the burden of proof regarding the 
compliance of home education with the compulsory education law, Idaho Code 33-202.  
In the decision, Judge Dutcher wrote, 
 

... the state must prove lack of comparable instruction ... and the burden 
does not shift to the defense (home educators) to affirmatively defend, or 
prove compliance, since the full panoply of criminal procedural due 
process applies to juvenile prosecutions. 

 
Further strengthening the position of home educators, another 1990 Fourth District Court 
decision, Welker v. Independent School District of Boise City No. 1, ruled that home 
educators need not provide any information requested by a school district.  Judge McKee 
concluded, 
 

While the parents have objected to answering the questions on 
constitutional grounds, in practicality they could have simply discarded 
the document (questionnaire) without comment.  There is no statute or 
rule which compels them to answer, and there is no direct sanction 
provided for any refusal to do so. 

  
As a result of not monitoring home education at all, Idaho currently has more than twice 
the national average of children officially unaccounted for in any educational institution. 
For the 2003-2004 academic year, Idaho’s educational system was missing 13,965 
children or 6.5% of the children identified in the census. 
 
Minimally Restrictive - Indiana 
Indiana Code allows home educators to designate themselves as private, unaccredited 
schools which are “not bound by any requirements set forth in Indiana Code 20 or 
Indiana Code 21 with regard to curriculum or the content of educational programs offered 
by the school” (I.C. 20-8.1-3-17.3). However, all Indiana schools must maintain accurate 
attendance records, “solely to verify the enrollment and attendance of the particular child 
upon the request of the state superintendent ... or the superintendent of the school 
corporation in which the private school is located (IC 20-8.1-1-3-23). 
 
Moderately Restrictive - Oregon 
Oregon statute 339.030 (1)(d) exempts Oregon children from public schooling if they are 
“being educated in the children’s home by a parent or legal guardian.” Citizens of Oregon 
may establish and operate a home school rather freely.  Attendance, subjects to be taught, 
qualifications, and record keeping are not required.  However, the local district must be 
notified in writing when children are being taught at home. Furthermore, children must 
participate in an approved comprehensive test in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10 administered by a 
qualified neutral person.  If a child withdraws from school a test must be administered 
within 18 months of withdrawal.  
 
Oregon allows tremendous flexibility to home educators.  The only interaction between 
home educators and the state are 1) initial notification of home education and 2) periodic 
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standardized testing in grades 3, 5, 8, and 10.  As long as children score above the 15th 
percentile on the assessments, the state will not interfere with the parent-child educational 
process. 
 
Strongly Restrictive – Georgia 
The state of Georgia requires multiple levels of oversight and monitoring of home 
education.  Below is the Georgia Declaration of Intent to Utilize a Home Study Program 
which every parent must complete and comply with to legally home educate their 
children. 
 

Declaration of Intent to Utilize a Home Study Program 
In accordance with provisions established by Georgia Law (O.C.G.A. § 
20-2-690.1) requiring that every parent, guardian, or other person(s) 
residing within this state having control or charge of any child(ren) 
between six and sixteen years of age shall enroll and send such child to a 
public school, a private school, or a home study program, I hereby give 
notice to the superintendent of _______________________ School 
System, of my intent to provide for the child(ren) named below a home 
instruction program that meets the following requirements. 

 
1. Parents or guardians may teach only their own children in the home 
study program, provided the teaching parent or guardian possesses at least 
a high school diploma or a general educational development (GED) 
equivalency diploma, but the parents or guardians may employ a tutor who 
holds a high school diploma or a general educational development 
diploma to teach such children; 
2. The home study program shall provide a basic academic educational 
program which includes, but is not limited to, reading, language arts, 
mathematics, social studies, and science; 
3. The home study program must provide instruction each 12 months to 
home study students equivalent to 180 school days of education with each 
school day consisting of at least four and one-half school hours unless the 
child is physically unable to comply with the rule provided for in this 
paragraph; 
4. Attendance records for the home study program shall be kept and shall 
be submitted at the end of each month to the school superintendent of the 
local school district in which the home study program is located. 
Attendance records and reports shall not be used for any purpose except 
providing necessary attendance information, except with the permission of 
the parent or guardian of a child, pursuant to the subpoena of a court of 
competent jurisdiction, or for verification of attendance by the Department 
of Public Safety for the purposes set forth in subsection (a.1) of Code 
Section 40-5-22; 
5. Students in home study programs shall be subject to an appropriate 
nationally standardized testing program administered in consultation with 
a person trained in the administration and interpretation of norm reference 
tests to evaluate their educational progress at least every three years 
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beginning at the end of the third grade and records of such tests and scores 
shall be retained but shall not be required to be submitted to public 
educational authorities; and 
6. The home study program instructor shall write an annual progress 
assessment report which shall include the instructor’s individualized 
assessment of the student’s academic progress. Reports shall be retained 
by the parent(s) or guardian of children in the home study program for a 
period of at least three years. 

 
As a result of monitoring home education closely, Georgia is one of the few states in the 
survey of unaccounted for children that actually produced a surplus of children in schools 
that did not exist in the census. For the 2003-2004 academic year, Georgia’s educational 
system had an additional 17,258 children, or 1.2% of the children identified in the census.  
While any discrepancy indicates an error in the accounting for students, Georgia’s error is 
toward the overcounting of students rather than not accounting for them. 
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Policy Recommendations for the Governor’s 
Taskforce for Children at Risk 
 

Educational Neglect 
 

Based upon a review of state policies across the nation, insight from Idaho educators, the 
professional literature and highly regarded intervention programs, The Center for School 
Improvement & Policy Studies at Boise State University offers the following policy 
recommendations for the state of Idaho. 
 
1.  Establish a clearly defined threshold of truancy that constitutes educational 

neglect. – Our interviews revealed no common definition or understanding of 
educational neglect. 

2.  Establish a clear statement of primary responsibility for educational neglect 
within the Department of Health and Welfare. – In conversations with both the 
Idaho Department of Education and the Department of Health and Welfare, 
neither department accepted responsibility for addressing educational neglect.  
We recommend locating primary responsibility within the Department of Health 
and Welfare because of the multitude of problems that often co-occur with 
educational neglect.  Institutionally, HEW is in a better position to lead efforts in 
addressing the variety of needs troubled families encounter. The Department of 
Education must play a necessary supportive role.  The two departments must 
maintain open lines of mutual support and communication to best address 
educational neglect. 

3.  Development of an intervention program similar to the Missouri Family and 
Response Demonstration and the Idaho Community Resources for Families 
Program. – While the Idaho Community Resource Workers (CRWs) were able to 
quickly and flexibly meet the needs of local families in crisis, the reliance on local 
autonomy and support resulted in widely varying levels of service throughout 
Idaho.  The Missouri program (MFARD) provides a needed level of 
programmatic coordination while still allowing local flexibility to immediate 
needs. 

 

Habitual Truancy 
 

1.  Adopt a single, statewide definition of habitual truancy. – Interviews throughout 
Idaho identified two main definitions.  Approximately 40% of the districts rely on 
what they call the “90% rule,” meaning if students miss more than 90% of a 
semester or academic year, they are considered habitually truant.  Another 40% of 
Idaho districts rely on a specific number of unexcused absences before beginning 
truancy proceedings. 

2.  Establish a combined, multi-agency approach to truancy reduction involving the 
Department of Education, the Department of Health and Welfare, and the 
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Attorney General’s Office. – Our review of the literature indicates that a multi-
pronged approach, emphasizing both support (academic and social services) and 
law enforcement produce optimal results.  Involuntary truants need the support 
services and academic services their families fail to adequately provide.  Their 
parents need to change their behaviors with the assistance of the state through its 
law enforcement procedures.  For voluntary truants, they directly need both the 
support and enforcement services.  Plainly spoken, truants and their families need 
to know that Idaho is serious about truancy.  A combination of support and 
enforcement most clearly delivers this message. 

 

Home Education 
 

1.  Identify children being home-educated in Idaho through registration with 
Department of Education. – According to the calculations discussed earlier in 
this document, Idaho’s educational institutions are “missing” almost 14,000 
children, or 6.5% of all children within the state’s compulsory education age 
range.  It is the constitutional duty of the state to ensure that all Idaho children are 
provided with an adequate education.  Registering with the Department of 
Education is minimally invasive and allows the state to account for the education 
received by home educators.  Furthermore, to maximize registrations, this process 
should be allowed to occur either locally through a public school or directly 
through the state offices.  

2.  Require annual standardized assessments of academic progress for all Idaho 
children in grade equivalents 3 through 10. – In a move to support the goals of 
the No Child Left Behind legislation, the Idaho State Board of Education 
expanded the application of its provisions beyond Title I schools to every public 
school in the state.  If Idahoans truly believe that no child should be left behind, 
then annual standardized assessments of academic progress can help to ensure 
that all Idaho children continue to achieve at academically appropriate levels or 
above. 

 
Implementing the above policy recommendations will improve Idaho’s ability to meet its 
democratic obligation to ensure an educated citizenry.  Continued failure to do so will 
result in a population ill-prepared to meet the intellectual and economic challenges of the 
future. 
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To address the dilemma of counting students “missing” from the data, our research team 
decided to use a strategy employed by Donahue and Plank (2003) in estimating the 
number of home educated children in Michigan.  Basically, Donahue and Plank 
subtracted the number of students in school from the number of students that should be in 
school.  To calculate the number of children who should be in school but are not, we first 
needed to determine how many children, within each state’s compulsory education age 
range, simply existed in each state.  To do this, we started with the 2000 federal census 
population figures.  We then adjusted the numbers of children within the compulsory 
education range by the overall population shifts between 2000 and 2003 for each state. 
 
To identify the number of children being educated, we used a standard data source in 
each state, the state department of education. Within this number we included students 
enrolled in public schools, private schools, and home schools.  Depending on the format 
of data collection used by individual states, we were sometimes forced to distribute 
separately counted special education students into the total state count of children.  
Furthermore, some states aggregated home-educated children into age bands, such as 5-
10 yrs., 11-15 yrs., and 15+ yrs., or grade equivalent bands such as K-3, 4-8, and 9-12.  In 
these instances we evenly distributed the aggregate number into each grade level.  Other 
states simply had one aggregate total for home-educated students in the state.  For these 
states, we proportionally distributed the population based on trends observed in states that 
monitor home education enrollment at each individual grade level. 
 
In an effort not to overestimate the number of children unaccounted for within 
educational institutions, we also included dropouts within the compulsory education age 
range for each state within the accounted for students.  While they optimally should be in 
school, we reasoned that they were actually accounted for by the system even though 
they were not participating.  Thus our formula for calculating the number of children who 
may be suffering from educational neglect, or at least not being monitored by education 
officials is 
 

   (# of comp. ed. children in census)  
– (# of comp. ed. public sch. students) 
– (# of comp. ed. private sch. students) 
– (# of comp. ed. home sch. students) 
– (# of comp. ed. drop outs)  
# of children unaccounted for within schools 

 
 
Educational Neglect in Idaho 
While Idaho was included in the above calculation, we needed to piece together a more 
intimate portrait of what was occurring in Idaho’s schools and districts.  Toward that end 
a series of telephone interviews was conducted with every public school district or 
independent public school in the state of Idaho (n=115).  Three school districts failed to 
return multiple contacts.  Approximately 400 phone calls were conducted to compile 112 
completed interviews.  Interviews lasted from 15 to 60 minutes and were conducted 

Appendix A 

Methodology 
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between May 2004 and March 2005.  The interview protocol included the following 
questions 
 
1. (a)  How many children living within your district are not attending either a public or 
private school?  
1. (b)  How do you know?  
2. (a)  How many declared home educated children live within your district? 
2. (b)  How do you know?  
3.  What actions does your district take regarding children living within your district who 
are neither attending public schools nor being home educated?  
4.  What procedures are written into your district policies for tracking those that do not 
continue from one year to the next without a request for records?   
5.  What criteria must a student meet to be considered habitually truant?  
6. (a)  Once a student is considered habitually truant, what actions does your district take?  
6. (b)  Are these actions working?  
 
Literature review 
 Conducting a literature review regarding the phenomenon of educational neglect 
was challenging.  Because research focused solely on educational neglect is sparse, we 
expanded our search to the more inclusive social services arena.  Often educational 
neglect was subsumed within larger child abuse and neglect studies.  We also examined 
the historical and philosophical bases for compulsory education statutes upon which 
claims of educational neglect are based.  To further explore the phenomenon of 
educational neglect as a legal matter, we identified and summarized landmark legal cases 
that provide precedent for today’s decisions.   Finally, recent efforts at addressing 
educational neglect, truancy, and home education were examined and formed the basis of 
the policy recommendations found in the final section of this report. 
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Public School 
Enrollment Data 

Private Schooling 
Enrollment Data 

Home Education 
Enrollment Data 

Total Enrollment 
Data Dropout Data Missing Children 
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 Ages Pop CEEnroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Dropouts Ed. Pop Comp Ed. Ed. Pop 
Alabama 7--16 639026 585647 91.6% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 585647 91.6% 3,914 0.6% 49,465 7.7% 
Alaska 7--16 112726 104763 92.9% 3215 2.9% 0 0.0% 107978 95.8% 2,058 1.8% 2,690 2.4% 
Arizona 6--16 921317 861419 93.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 861419 93.5% 16,860 1.8% 43,038 4.7% 
Arkansas 5--17 499209 422942 84.7% 0 0.0% 12442 2.5% 435384 87.2% 30,162 6.0% 33,663 6.7% 
California 6--18 7140346 6298772 88.2% 599600 8.4% 0 0.0% 6898372 96.6% 66,567 0.9% 175,407 2.5% 
Colorado 7--16 653308 580559 88.9% 35528 5.4% 7465 1.1% 623552 95.4% 4,767 0.7% 24,989 3.8% 
Conn. 7--16 496900 445921 89.7% 50718 10.2% 1972 0.4% 498611 100.3% 1,838 0.4% -3,549 -0.7% 
Delaware 5--16 136663 96418 70.6% 21936 16.1% 2082 1.5% 120436 88.1% 988 0.7% 15,239 11.2% 
Florida 6--18 2852835 2548799 89.3% 319656 11.2% 47157 1.7% 2915612 102.2% 20,061 0.7% -82,838 -2.9% 
Georgia 6--16 1423849 1311637 92.1% 81798 5.7% 30226 2.1% 1423661 100.0% 17,446 1.2% -17,258 -1.2% 
Hawaii 6--18 224147 182437 81.4% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 182437 81.4% 2,568 1.1% 39,142 17.5% 
Idaho 7--16 215042 194845 90.6% 4985 2.3% 0 0.0% 199830 92.9% 1,258 0.6% 13,954 6.5% 
Illinois 7--16 1872478 1606571 85.8% 194049 10.4% 495 0.0% 1801115 96.2% 18,783 1.0% 52,580 2.8% 
Indiana 7--16 901455 800596 88.8% 97878 10.9% 19159 2.1% 917633 101.8% 3,072 0.3% -19,250 -2.1% 
Iowa 6--16 448591 409183 91.2% 33218 7.4% 0 0.0% 442401 98.6% 1,039 0.2% 5,151 1.1% 
Kansas 7--18 485657 422837 87.1% 27911 5.7% 13427 2.8% 464175 95.6% 3,583 0.7% 17,899 3.7% 
Kentucky 6--16 620697 549727 88.6% 0 0.0% 10621 1.7% 560348 90.3% 3,162 0.5% 57,187 9.2% 
Louisiana 7--17 752709 606230 80.5% 106431 14.1% 5842 0.8% 718503 95.5% 13,463 1.8% 20,743 2.8% 
Maine 7--17 194695 171679 88.2% 12342 6.3% 4391 2.3% 188412 96.8% 1,304 0.7% 4,979 2.6% 
Maryland 5--16 958200 731166 76.3% 136275 14.2% 18672 1.9% 886113 92.5% 5,258 0.5% 66,829 7.0% 
Mass. 6--16 951854 827831 87.0% 102743 10.8% 0 0.0% 930574 97.8% 5,124 0.5% 16,156 1.7% 
Michigan 6--16 1641041 1482782 90.4% 132778 8.1% 1583 0.1% 1617143 98.5% 0 0.0% 23,898 1.5% 
Minnesota 7--18 899053 772709 85.9% 78129 8.7% 17346 1.9% 868184 96.6% 11,007 1.2% 19,862 2.2% 
Mississippi 6--17 523668 461660 88.2% 42952 8.2% 8080 1.5% 512691 97.9% 4,029 0.8% 6,948 1.3% 
Missouri 7--16 818295 701470 85.7% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 701470 85.7% 4,266 0.5% 112,559 13.8% 
Montana 7--16 130245 114493 87.9% 6104 4.7% 3372 2.6% 123969 95.2% 868 0.7% 5,408 4.2% 
Nebraska 7--16 253550 214905 84.8% 30117 11.9% 4616 1.8% 249638 98.5% 0 0.0% 3,912 1.5% 
Nevada 7--17 357036 335327 93.9% 13829 3.9% 3823 1.1% 352979 98.9% 4,141 1.2% -84 0.0% 
New Hamp. 6--16 203296 174795 86.0% 17386 8.6% 3419 1.7% 195600 96.2% 0 0.0% 7,696 3.8% 
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Public School 
Enrollment Data 

Private Schooling 
Enrollment Data 

Home Education 
Enrollment Data 

Total Enrollment 
Data Dropout Data Missing Children 
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Comp CompEd 
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Comp 
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States Ages Pop CEEnroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Enroll Ed. Pop Dropouts Ed. Pop Comp Ed. Ed. Pop 
N. Jersey 6--16 1348180 1167869 86.6% 183122 13.6% 2300 0.2% 1353291 100.4% 3,940 0.3% -9,051 -0.7% 
N. Mexico 5--18 408478 319149 78.1% 31369 7.7% 6243 1.5% 356761 87.3% 3,018 0.7% 48,699 11.9% 
New York 6--16 2964927 2465209 83.1% 414420 14.0% 15839 0.5% 2895468 97.7% 18,216 0.6% 51,243 1.7% 
N. Carolina 7--16 1164982 1084658 93.1% 72030 6.2% 24978 2.1% 1181666 101.4% 12,648 1.1% -29,332 -2.5% 
N. Dakota 7--16 87388 77568 88.8% 5223 6.0% 164 0.2% 82955 94.9% 368 0.4% 4,065 4.7% 
Ohio 6--18 2129724 1815875 85.3% 222826 10.5% 0 0.0% 2038701 95.7% 17,132 0.8% 73,891 3.5% 
Oklahoma 5--18 701435 595644 84.9% 7938 1.1% 0 0.0% 603582 86.0% 1,381 0.2% 96,472 13.8% 
Oregon 7--18 593197 512004 86.3% 0 0.0% 20183 3.4% 532187 89.7% 6,167 1.0% 54,843 9.2% 
Penn. 8--17 1703637 1439401 84.5% 220318 12.9% 22539 1.3% 1682258 98.7% 13,551 0.8% 7,828 0.5% 
Rhode Is. 6--16 159985 136600 85.4% 22145 13.8% 758 0.5% 159503 99.7% 953 0.6% -471 -0.3% 
S. Carolina 5--16 699724 587046 83.9% 46317 6.6% 719 0.1% 634082 90.6% 4,243 0.6% 61,399 8.8% 
S. Dakota 6--16 123684 104059 84.1% 14632 11.8% 2324 1.9% 121015 97.8% 0 0.0% 2,669 2.2% 
Tenn. 6--17 966431 914327 94.6% 0 0.0% 5047 0.5% 919374 95.1% 6,366 0.7% 40,691 4.2% 
Texas 6--18 4515918 4133878 91.5% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 4133878 91.5% 17,151 0.4% 364,889 8.1% 
Utah 6--18 532226 489947 92.1% 14550 2.7% 6950 1.3% 511447 96.1% 6,021 1.1% 14,758 2.8% 
Vermont 7--16 86076 74446 86.5% 3460 4.0% 1758 2.0% 79664 92.6% 427 0.5% 5,985 7.0% 
Virginia 5--18 1422261 1175089 82.6% 0 0.0% 18105 1.3% 1193194 83.9% 11,456 0.8% 217,611 15.3% 
Wash. 8--18 985071 865361 87.8% 54872 5.6% 0 0.0% 920233 93.4% 21,390 2.2% 43,448 4.4% 
W. Virginia 6--16 245109 234793 95.8% 11749 4.8% 0 0.0% 246542 100.6% 1,757 0.7% -3,190 -1.3% 
Wisconsin 6--18 1023802 853363 83.4% 124248 12.1% 21031 2.1% 998642 97.5% 6,325 0.6% 18,835 1.8% 
Wyoming 6--16 77902 71686 92.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 71686 92.0% 436 0.6% 5,780 7.4% 
  49,357,351           1,708,764 3.5% 
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State Ed Neglect 

Definition 
Agency 
Responsible

Agency 
Responsible 

Penalties Penalized 
Party 

Alabama No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Alaska No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Arizona No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Arkansas Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Fine Parents 
California No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Colorado Negl, Abs, Dep District District Undefined Not Specified 
Connecticut No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Delaware No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Florida No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Georgia Negl, Abs, Dep School Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Hawaii Negl, Abs, Dep Dept of Ed Dept of Ed Misdemeanor Parents 
Idaho Comp Ed. Reqs. District Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Illinois No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Indiana Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Iowa No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Kansas Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Undefined Parents 
Kentucky Negl, Abs, Dep District District Fine Parents 
Louisiana No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Maine Negl, Abs, Dep District District Misdemeanor Parents 
Maryland No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Massachusetts No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Michigan No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Minnesota Negl, Abs, Dep District District Misdemeanor Parents 
Mississippi Negl, Abs, Dep State State Misdemeanor Parents 
Missouri Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Montana Comp Ed. Reqs. District District Jail Time Parents 
Nebraska No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Nevada Negl, Abs, Dep School District Misdemeanor Parents 
New Hampshire No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
New Jersey Negl, Abs, Dep School School Fine Parents 
New Mexico Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Misdemeanor Parents 
New York Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Fine Parents 
North Carolina No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
North Dakota Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Ohio Negl, Abs, Dep District District Fine Parents 
Oklahoma No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Oregon Negl, Abs, Dep District District Misdemeanor Parents 
Pennsylvania No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Rhode Island Negl, Abs, Dep School Court Fine Parents 
South Carolina Negl, Abs, Dep District Court Fine Parents 
South Dakota Negl, Abs, Dep District State Misdemeanor Parents 
Tennessee Negl, Abs, Dep District District Misdemeanor Parents 
Texas No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Utah No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Vermont No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Virginia Negl, Abs, Dep School Court Misdemeanor Parents 
Washington No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
West Virginia No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Wisconsin No definition None None No Penalty Not Specified 
Wyoming Comp Ed. Reqs. School Court Misdemeanor Parents 
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State Truancy 

Definitions 
Person 
Penalized 

Agency 
Reporting 

Agency 
Enforcing 

Penalties 

Alabama Refer to Comp Ed Parent School District/Board Combination 
Alaska Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board District/Board Misdemeanor 
Arizona Days/acad time Parent and Child District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Arkansas None Parent School Court Fine 
California Days/year Parent and Child District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Colorado Days/year Parent District/Board Court Undefined 
Conn. Days/year Parent District/Board State Fine 
Delaware Days/year Parent and Child School Court Combination 
Florida Days/non acad time Parent and Child District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Georgia None Parent School Court Misdemeanor 
Hawaii None Parent Dept of Ed Dept of Ed Misdemeanor 
Idaho Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Illinois Days/year Parent and Child District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Indiana None Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Iowa Refer to Comp Ed Parent School Court Combination 
Kansas Days/year Parent District/Board Court Undefined 
Kentucky Days/year Parent and Child District/Board District/Board Combination 
Louisiana Days/non acad time Parent District/Board Court Combination 
Maine Days/year Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Maryland Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board Court Combination 
Mass. Days/non acad time Parent District/Board Court Fine 
Michigan None Parent School Court Misdemeanor 
Minnesota Days/non acad time Parent District/Board District/Board Misdemeanor 
Mississippi Refer to Comp Ed Parent State Court Misdemeanor 
Missouri None Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Montana Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board District/Board Jail Time 
Nebraska Days/non acad time Parent District/Board District/Board Misdemeanor 
Nevada Days/year Parent School District/Board Misdemeanor 
New Hamp. Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board District/Board Fine 
New Jersey Refer to Comp Ed Parent School School Fine 
New Mexico Days/non acad time Parent and Child District/Board Court Combination 
New York None Parent District/Board District/Board Fine 
N. Carolina Days/year Parent and Child School Court Misdemeanor 
N. Dakota None Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Ohio Days/year Parent and Child School District/Board Combination 
Oklahoma None Parent School Court Misdemeanor 
Oregon Days/non acad time Parent District/Board District/Board Misdemeanor 
Penn. Days/year Parent District/Board District/Board Fine 
Rhode Is. Refer to Comp Ed Parent School Court Combination 
S. Carolina Days/year Parent District/Board Court Fine 
S. Dakota Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board Dept of Ed Misdemeanor 
Tennessee Days/year Parent District/Board District/Board Misdemeanor 
Texas None Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Utah Days/non acad time Parent District/Board Court Misdemeanor 
Vermont Refer to Comp Ed Parent School Court Fine 
Virginia Days/year Parent School Court Misdemeanor 
Wash. Refer to Comp Ed Parent and Child School Court Fine 
W. Virginia Refer to Comp Ed Parent District/Board Court Fine 
Wisconsin Days/year Parent School Court Combination 
Wyoming Days/year Parent School Court Misdemeanor 
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 Exemptions Agency 
Reporting 

Agency 
Enforcement

Alabama Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Alaska Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Arizona Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Arkansas Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
California Agency discretion Local District Dept of Ed 
Colorado Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Connecticut Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Delaware Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Florida Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Georgia Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Hawaii Multiple State Dept of Ed 
Idaho Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Illinois Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Indiana Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Iowa Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Kansas Agency discretion Local District HHS 
Kentucky Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Louisiana Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Maine Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Maryland Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Massachusetts Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Michigan Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Minnesota Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Mississippi Medical State Dept of Ed 
Missouri Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Montana Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Nebraska Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Nevada Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
New 
Hampshire 

Medical Local District Dept of Ed 

New Jersey Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
New Mexico Religious Local District Dept of Ed 
New York Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
North Carolina Medical Local District HHS 
North Dakota Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Ohio Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Oklahoma Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Oregon Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Pennsylvania Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Rhode Island Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
South Carolina Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
South Dakota Religious Local District Dept of Ed 
Tennessee Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Texas Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Utah Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Vermont Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Virginia Religious Local District Dept of Ed 
Washington Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
West Virginia Multiple Local District Dept of Ed 
Wisconsin Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
Wyoming Medical Local District Dept of Ed 
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States Exemptions Level of Oversight Diploma 
Provision 

Testing? 

Alabama Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Alaska Medical Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
Arizona Religious Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
Arkansas Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
California Agency discretion None No Diploma No provision 
Colorado Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Connecticut Medical Curricular Oversight No Diploma No provision 
Delaware Agency discretion Curricular Oversight No Diploma No provision 
Florida Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Georgia Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Hawaii Multiple None No Diploma No provision 
Idaho Medical None No Diploma No provision 
Illinois Multiple Curricular Oversight No Diploma No provision 
Indiana Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Iowa Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Kansas Agency discretion Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Kentucky Multiple None No Diploma No provision 
Louisiana Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Maine Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Maryland Multiple Curricular Oversight No Diploma No provision 
Massachusetts Multiple Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
Michigan Multiple None No Diploma No provision 
Minnesota Medical Progress Monitoring No Diploma No provision 
Mississippi Medical Reg. with state No Diploma No provision 
Missouri Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Montana Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Nebraska Medical Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
Nevada Medical Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
New Hampshire Medical Curricular Oversight No Diploma Testing 
New Jersey Medical None No Diploma No provision 
New Mexico Religious Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
New York Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
North Carolina Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
North Dakota Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Ohio Medical Reg. with district No Diploma Testing 
Oklahoma Religious Instructional time No Diploma No provision 
Oregon Medical Progress Monitoring No Diploma Testing 
Pennsylvania Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Rhode Island Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
South Carolina Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
South Dakota Religious Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Tennessee Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Texas Multiple Curricular Oversight No Diploma No provision 
Utah Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Vermont Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Virginia Religious Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Washington Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
West Virginia Multiple Multiple oversights No Diploma Testing 
Wisconsin Medical Multiple oversights No Diploma No provision 
Wyoming Medical Reg. with district No Diploma No provision 
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