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Ms. Rebecca Miller-Rice
Rules Administrator

Bureau of Legislative Research
One Capitol Mall, Fifth Floor
Little Rock, AR 72201

Re: For Legislative Council review: Division of Elementary and Secondary
Education Rule Governing Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program

Dear Ms. Miller-Rice:

Attached is a copy of the proposed amendment to the Rule Governing Arkansas Children’s
Educational Freedom Account Program. This filing also contains the Legislative Council
guestionnaire, financial impact statement, markup version of the rule, post-public comment
summary, and public comments with division responses. The Division respectfully requests that the
proposed rule amendment be placed on the ALC Administrative Rules Subcommittee agenda in
September.

The Governor’s Office approved the rule for public comment and the State Board of Education
released the rule in its November 13, 2025 meeting. The first public comment period ran from
November 15, 2025 to December 16, 2025. A second round of public comment period ran from
March 7, 2026 to April 6, 2026. Public comment hearings were held on December 2, 2025 and
March 30, 2026 at the Arch Ford Building, Four Capitol Mall, Little Rock, AR, 72201. On April 8,
2026, the State Board gave final approval for this rule.

Thank you for your assistance. If you have any questions or require further information, please do
not hesitate to call me at (501) 682-4234.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/ Daniel Shults

Chief Legal Counsel
Arkansas Department of Education

Four Capitol Mall | Little Rock, AR 72201 | dese.arkansas.gov | (501) 682-4475
An Equal Opportunity Employer
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QUESTIONNAIRE FOR FILING PROPOSED RULES WITH
THE ARKANSAS LEGISLATIVE COUNCIL

DEPARTMENT Arkansas Department of Education

BOARD/COMMISSION State Board of Education

BOARD/COMMISSION DIRECTOR Sec. Jacob Olivia

CONTACT PERSON Daniel Shults

ADDRESS Four Capitol Mall, Little Rock, AR 72201

PHONE NO. 501-628-4202 EMAIL Daniel.Shults@ade.arkansas.gov

NAME OF PRESENTER(S) AT SUBCOMMITTEE MEETING
Courtney Salas-Ford

PRESENTER EMAIL(S) Courtney.Salas-Ford@ade.arkansas.gov

INSTRUCTIONS

In order to file a proposed rule for legislative review and approval, please submit this Legislative
Questionnaire and Financial Impact Statement, and attach (1) a summary of the rule, describing
what the rule does, the rule changes being proposed, and the reason for those changes; (2) both a
markup and clean copy of the rule; and (3) all documents required by the Questionnaire.

If the rule is being filed for permanent promulgation, please email these items to the attention
of Rebecca Miller-Rice, miller-ricer@blr.arkansas.gov, for submission to the Administrative
Rules Subcommittee.

If the rule is being filed for emergency promulgation, please email these items to the attention of
Director Marty Garrity, garritym@blr.arkansas.gov, for submission to the Executive
Subcommittee.

Please answer each question completely using layman terms.
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1. What is the official title of this rule?
Rule Governing the Arkansas Children's Educational Freedom Account Program

2. What is the subject of the proposed rule? Educational Freedom Account Program

3. Is this rule being filed under the emergency provisions of the Arkansas Administrative Procedure
Act? Yes |:| No@

If yes, please attach the statement required by Ark. Code Ann. § 25-15-204(c)(1).

If yes, will this emergency rule be promulgated under the permanent provisions of the Arkansas
Administrative Procedure Act? Yes No
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Is this rule being filed for permanent promulgation? Yes[O] No[_]

If yes, was this rule previously reviewed and approved under the emergency provisions of the
Arkansas Administrative Procedure Act? Yes[ | No @

If yes, what was the effective date of the emergency rule?

On what date does the emergency rule expire?

Is this rule required to comply with a federal statute, rule, or regulation? Yes |:| No El

If yes, please provide the federal statute, rule, and/or regulation citation.

Is this rule required to comply with a state statute or rule? Yes @NOD

If yes, please provide the state statute and/or rule citation.

Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501 et seq.

Are two (2) rules being repealed in accord with Executive Order 23-02? Yes No |

If yes, please list the rules being repealed.
If no, please explain.

The Department is unable to identify any additional rules to repeal.

Is this a new rule? Yes|:| NoEl

Does this repeal an existing rule? Yes |:| NOIE'
If yes, the proposed repeal should be designated by strikethrough. If it is being replaced with a
new rule, please attach both the proposed rule to be repealed and the replacement rule.

Is this an amendment to an existing rule? Yes El N0|:|
If yes, all changes should be indicated by strikethrough and underline. In addition, please be

sure to label the markup copy clearly as the markup.
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9.  What is the state law that grants the agency its rulemaking authority for the proposed rule,
outside of the Arkansas Administrative Procedure Act? Please provide the specific Arkansas
Code citation(s), including subsection(s).

Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2504(a)

10.  Is the proposed rule the result of any recent legislation by the Arkansas General Assembly?
Yes[O] No []
If yes, please provide the year of the act(s) and act number(s).

Act 920 of 2025

11.  What is the reason for this proposed rule? Why is it necessary?

The purpose of this proposed rule is to update guidelines for the implementation and operation of the
Arkansas Children's Educational Freedom Account Program as reflected in current law and to provide Arkansas
families with more educational options for their children as they seek educational solutions and curricula that
fit the needs of their families. Changes were also made reflecting the agency's experience impending the
program .
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12. Please provide the web address by which the proposed rule can be accessed by the public as
provided in Ark. Code Ann. § 25-19-108(b)(1).

https://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/Offices/legal/rules/pending

13. Will a public hearing be held on this proposed rule? Yes | [No

If yes, please complete the following:

Date: March 6, 2026

Time: 2:00 p.m. & 5:00pm

Place: ADE Auditorium, Four Capitol Mall, Little Rock, AR 72201

Please be sure to advise Bureau Staff if this information changes for any reason.

14. On what date does the public comment period expire for the permanent promulgation of the rule?
Please provide the specific date. 04/07/2026

15.  What is the proposed effective date for this rule? July 1, 2026

16. Please attach (1) a copy of the notice required under Ark. Code Ann. § 25-15-204(a)(1) and
(2) proof of the publication of that notice.

17.  Please attach proof of filing the rule with the Secretary of State, as required by Ark. Code Ann.
§ 25-15-204(e)(1)(A).

18. Please give the names of persons, groups, or organizations that you anticipate will comment on
these rules. Please also provide their position (for or against), if known.

19. Is the rule expected to be controversial? Yes No [ U

If yes, please explain.
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FINANCIAL IMPACT STATEMENT

PLEASE ANSWER ALL QUESTIONS COMPLETELY.

DEPARTMENT Arkansas Department of Education

BOARD/COMMISSION State Board of Education

PERSON COMPLETING THIS STATEMENT Daniel Shults

TELEPHONE NO. 501-683-4202 EMAIL Daniel.Shults@ade.arkansas.gov

To comply with Ark. Code Ann. § 25-15-204(e), please complete the Financial Impact Statement and
email it with the questionnaire, summary, markup and clean copy of the rule, and other documents.
Please attach additional pages, if necessary.

TITLE OF THIS RULE DESE Rules Governing the Arkansas Children's Educational Freedom Account Program

1. Does this proposed, amended, or repealed rule have a financial impact?
Yes No| O

2. Is the rule based on the best reasonably obtainable scientific, technical, economic, or other
evidence and information available concerning the need for, consequences of, and alternatives to
the rule?
Yes| O No

3. In consideration of the alternatives to this rule, was this rule determined by the agency to be the
least costly rule considered? Yes|O No

If no, please explain:

(a) how the additional benefits of the more costly rule justify its additional cost;

(b) the reason for adoption of the more costly rule;

(c) whether the reason for adoption of the more costly rule is based on the interests of public
health, safety, or welfare, and if so, how; and

(d) whether the reason for adoption of the more costly rule is within the scope of the agency’s
statutory authority, and if so, how.
4. If the purpose of this rule is to implement a federal rule or regulation, please state the following:

(a) What is the cost to implement the federal rule or regulation?
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Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year
General Revenue General Revenue
Federal Funds Federal Funds
Cash Funds Cash Funds
Special Revenue Special Revenue
Other (Identify) Other (Identify)
Total $0 Total $0

(b) What is the additional cost of the state rule?

Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year
General Revenue General Revenue
Federal Funds Federal Funds
Cash Funds Cash Funds
Special Revenue Special Revenue
Other (Identify) Other (Identify)
Total $0 Total $0

What is the total estimated cost by fiscal year to any private individual, private entity, or private
business subject to the proposed, amended, or repealed rule? Please identify those subject to the
rule, and explain how they are affected.

Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year

$o $o0

What is the total estimated cost by fiscal year to a state, county, or municipal government to
implement this rule? Is this the cost of the program or grant? Please explain how the government
1s affected.

Current Fiscal Year Next Fiscal Year

$0 $.0
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With respect to the agency’s answers to Questions #5 and #6 above, is there a new or increased
cost or obligation of at least one hundred thousand dollars ($100,000) per year to a private
individual, private entity, private business, state government, county government, municipal
government, or to two (2) or more of those entities combined?

Yes No | U

If yes, the agency is required by Ark. Code Ann. § 25-15-204(e)(4) to file written findings at the
time of filing the financial impact statement. The written findings shall be filed simultaneously
with the financial impact statement and shall include, without limitation, the following:

(1) a statement of the rule’s basis and purpose;

(2) the problem the agency seeks to address with the proposed rule, including a statement of
whether a rule is required by statute;

(3) a description of the factual evidence that:
(a) justifies the agency’s need for the proposed rule; and
(b) describes how the benefits of the rule meet the relevant statutory objectives and justify
the rule’s costs;

(4) a list of less costly alternatives to the proposed rule and the reasons why the alternatives do not
adequately address the problem to be solved by the proposed rule;

(5) a list of alternatives to the proposed rule that were suggested as a result of public comment and
the reasons why the alternatives do not adequately address the problem to be solved by the
proposed rule;

(6) a statement of whether existing rules have created or contributed to the problem the agency
seeks to address with the proposed rule and, if existing rules have created or contributed to the
problem, an explanation of why amendment or repeal of the rule creating or contributing to the
problem is not a sufficient response; and

(7) an agency plan for review of the rule no less than every ten (10) years to determine whether,
based upon the evidence, there remains a need for the rule including, without limitation, whether:
(a) the rule is achieving the statutory objectives;
(b) the benefits of the rule continue to justify its costs; and
(c) the rule can be amended or repealed to reduce costs while continuing to achieve the
statutory objectives.
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Stricken language would be deleted from and underlined language would be added to the
Code of Arkansas Rules.

Proposed Rulemaking

Title

Promulgated by:
Division of Elementary and Secondary Education

Title 6. Education

Chapter I. Division of Elementary and Secondary Education
Subchapter B. Student Enroliment and Choice

Part 35. Rule Governing the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program

Subpart 1. Generally

6 CAR § 35-101. Purpose.

The purpose of this part is to establish guidelines for the implementation and
operation of the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program, established
pursuant to the Arkansas Children's Educational Freedom Account Program, Arkansas
Code § 6-18-2501 et seq., to provide Arkansas families with more educational options
for their children as they seek educational solutions and curricula that fit the needs of

their families.

6 CAR § 35-102. Definitions.
As used in this part:
(1) “Account holder” means the parent of a participating student, or a
participating student who has attained the age of majority, who:
(A) Signs the EFA agreement; and
(B) Is responsible for complying with all of the requirements of the EFA;

(2) “"Agreement” means a contract signed by an applicant outlining:
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(A) His or her contractual obligations as the account holder of an EFA; and
(B) The acceptable uses of EFA funds;
(3) “Applicant” means:
(A) A prospective participating student; or
(B) The prospective participating student’s parent, when he or she is
applying to the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program on behalf of
the student;

(4)(A) “Core educational expenses” means goods and services that are

primarily instructional in nature and directly necessary for a participating student’s

educational program, coursework, or required educational services:

(B) “Core Educational Expenses” includes the following:

(i) Tuition, fees, and basic supplies required for attendance by an

eligible private school;

(ii) Tuition and fees for academic instruction provided by educational

service providers, tutoring services, or other providers of core educational

instruction under this rule that is provided in a classroom setting;

(iii) Textbooks, workbooks, and curricular materials;

(iv) Consumables common to an academic classroom such as pencils,

pens, paper, erasers, and notebooks;

(v) Costs of digital learning resources, including educational software,

licensed applications, and online course content;

(vi) Fees for required testing, assessments, college and career

readiness assessments, and approved standardized examinations; and

(vii) Special education services aligned to the student’s individualized

learning needs;

(5) “Course” means a discrete program of study that follows a predetermined

syllabus or specification;

(6)(A) “Co-curricular course” means an academic or skill-based educational

experience that may take place during or outside of the regular instructional day, and
that:
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(i) Complements, reinforces, or extends the core instructional

program;
(ii) Contributes to the student’s academic development;

(iii) Includes structured content delivered in an instructional setting;

(iv) Is aligned with academic standards, educational goals, or subject-

area competencies;

(v) Is not part of the required core curriculum;

(vi) Has a documented academic connection to a recognized subject

area or educational standard;

(vii) Is delivered by an instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-

matter knowledge or experience;

(viii) Includes instructional design, such as a syllabus, defined

learning objective, or performance-based assessments;

(ix) Supports the student’'s academic goals as part of a homeschool

education plan or non-public school curriculum; and

(x) Is offered by a public school within the State of Arkansas.

(B) “Co-curricular course” includes but is not limited to:

(i) Fine arts courses including visual arts, music theory, instrumental

instruction, vocal instruction, dance, and theater;

(ii) Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics (STEM)

courses including robotics, coding, engineering design, applied sciences, and

advanced mathematics;

(iii) World languages that are not part of a student’s core curriculum

but are taught as an additional enrichment or proficiency course; and

(iv) Career and Technical Education (CTE) courses including

structured courses in business, agriculture, culinary arts, digital design, and

other vocational pathways;

(7) "Completed student application" means:

(A) A fully finished online application that includes all required fields

completed and all applicable documentation attached to the application for the
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Department of Education to determine the potential award status of an applicant; or

(B) A fully finished paper application that:

(i) Includes all required fields completed and all applicable

documentation attached to the application for the department to determine the

potential award status of an applicant; and

(ii) Bears a postmark indicating that it was placed in transit with the

United States Postal Service or other common carrier before the application deadline;

(8) “Educational field trip” means a learning experience that:

(A) Takes place outside the traditional classroom setting that satisfies the

following:

(i) Is designed to enrich a student’'s academic understanding in core

or supplemental subject areas, including without limitation science, history, literature,

the arts, civics, or career exploration;

(ii) Has a clear educational objective aligned with a specific area of

study;
(iii) Takes place within the State of Arkansas;

(9)(A) “Education service provider” means an individual, business, nonprofit
organization, or other entity that offers educational materials or services that are
qualifying expenses reimbursable by EFA funds.

(B) “Education service providers” may include without limitation:

(i) Public school districts, in-person or virtual, providing services to

students who are not enrolled full-time in the public school district;

(ii) Full-time student-facing providers, e.g., micro-schools, learning
pods, full-time home school co-op, full-time home school instructional support group,
and contracted educators, which provide the majority of a participating student’s
instructional time;

(iii) Part-time student-facing providers, e.g., part-time home school
co-op, part-time home school instructional support group, tutors, educational
therapists, and transportation providers; and

(iv) Vendors (entities that do not directly interface with students,
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such as retailers, curriculum providers, etc.).
(C) A public school district may participate as an education service
provider to the extent that the public school district provides eligible services to a
participating student who is not enrolled full-time in the public school district;
{5)(10) “EFA"” means an educational freedom account established for a
participating student;
£63(11) “EFA funds” means money from one (1) or more EFAs;

(12)(A) “Extracurricular activity” means a supervised, structured non-academic

activity that:

(i) Supports the personal, physical, social, or civic development of a

student;

(ii) Occurs outside the formal academic curriculum;

(iii) Has an organized structure which includes a reqular schedule,

defined expectations, and facilitation by a responsible person or entity;

(iv) Has a developmental purpose that promotes personal growth,

discipline, physical health, teamwork, responsibility, or civic engagement;

(v) Requires the student to actively and constantly participate in the

activity; and

(vi) Is conducted or overseen by a coach, instructor, mentor, or other

adult with similar gualifications not to include the student’s parent.

(B) “Extracurricular activity” does not include sports that restrict or limit

participation based on tryouts or ability. The following components of competitive

sports are explicitly excluded and are not qualifying expenses:

(i) Equipment costs; and

(ii) Travel costs.

(C) Examples of qualifying expenses for eligible activities include, without

limitation, dues and registration fees for community or homeschool sports leagues that

do not exclude students based on tryouts or ability.

(13)(A) “Expelled” means dismissal from a participating school

for a period that exceeds ten (10) days for conduct in violation of the school’s student
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discipline policies.

(B) “Expelled” does not mean dismissal from school based on the failure

of the student to adhere to a system of beliefs or to engage in religious conduct.
A(14)(A) “Foster care” means the care of a child on a twenty-four-hour-

a-day basis away from the home of the child's parent or parents.

(B) The care may be by a relative of the child, by a nonrelated individual,
by a group home, by a residential facility, or by any other entity, and for whom the
child welfare agency has placement and care;

£8)(15) “Home school” means a school provided by a parent or legal guardian,
who has filed a notice of intent to home school, for his or her own child;

£93(16) “Individualized education program (IEP)” means a written plan for
each student with a disability identified pursuant to the Individuals with Disabilities
Education Act (IDEA), that is developed, reviewed, and revised in accordance with IDEA
and 34 C.F.R. §§ 300.320 — 300.324;

(17)(A) “Intentional misuse” means any deliberate action by an account holder

to violate program rules or misappropriate EFA funds.

(B) Examples of intentional misuse include, without limitation:

(i) Submission of falsified documentation;

(ii) Submission of a falsified claim:

(iii) Use of funds in violation of a prior notice or warning issued by the

Department; and

(iv) Use of funds for:

(a) A non-educational purpose:

(b) An explicitly prohibited purpose: or

(©) Personal gain:

{163(18)(A) “Learning pod” means a community of home school students, such
as a home school co-op or support group, created by a voluntary association of parents,
taught by instructors or facilitators, that provides part-time or full-time academic
services, including without limitation core academic subjects of:

(i) Mathematics;
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(ii) English language arts;
(iii) Social studies; and
(iv) Science.

(B) A learning pod is not a:
(i) Micro-school;
(ii) Daycare facility; or
(iii) Private school;

15(19)(A) “Micro-school” means a tuition-based organization that serves a
community of home school students simultaneously in the same space, and that
maintains responsibility for employing instructors or facilitators to provide part-time or
full-time academic services, including without limitation core academic subjects of:

(i) Mathematics;
(ii) English language arts;
(iii) Social studies; and
(iv) Science.

(B) A micro-school is not a:
(i) Learning pod;
(ii) Daycare facility; or
(iii) Private school;

123(20) “Nationally recognized norm-referenced test” means a standardized
test designed to compare and rank test takers in relation to one another as determined
by comparing scores against the performance results of a statistically selected group of

test takers, typically of the same age or grade level, who have already taken the exam;

——(21) "Necessary" means:

(A) Directly and primarily supportive of a student’s academic progress,

developmental growth, or career readiness;

(B) Essential to achieving an identified learning objective or

developmental milestone; and
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(C) Reasonably connected to future readiness for enrollment, enlistment,

or employment.

(22) "Ordinary" means commonly accepted within recognized educational or

instructional environments, including academic and structured enrichment settings that

support cognitive, social-emotional, or physical development.

(A) Ordinary does not include activities that are primarily recreational or

hobby-based.
133(23) “Parent” means any one (1) of the following:

(A) A biological or adoptive parent;

(B) A legal guardian or custodian;
(C) A person standing in loco parentis to a participating student; or
(D) Another person with legal authority to act on behalf of a participating

student;

145(24) “Participating school” means a private elementary school or private
secondary school that:
(A) Offers enrolled students a full academic curriculum and full academic
year experience; and
(B) Receives payments from EFA accounts to provide goods and services
that are covered as qualifying expenses under subdivision (2616) of this section;
15)(25) “Participating student” means an eligible student approved to
participate in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program;

46)(26) “Qualifying expenses” means all ordinary and necessary expenses

that an account holder can pay from an EFA on behalf of the participating student who
is enrolled in private school or a home school under Arkansas Code § 6-15-501 et seq.,
including without limitation:

(A) Tuition;

(B) Fees;

(C) Testing costs;

(D) Costs associated with reguired-school uniforms_that are::
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(i) Required by the school or program; and

(ii) Standardized by the dress code requirements of the school or

program.
(E) Expenses determined to be necessary for the education of the child,

including without limitation:
(i) Supplies;
(ii) Equipment;_and
(iii)-Aecess-to-technology;—and

{iv) Services provided by or at the participating school, when a

student is enrolled in a private school;

(F) Instructional materials required for in-person or virtual instruction
provided by a participating service provider or participating school;

(G) Instructional services;

(H) Tutoring services;

(I) Curricula;

(J) Supplemental materials or supplies required by a course of study for a

particular content area_including without limitations:

(i) Educational software;

(ii) Learning applications;

(iii) Curriculum platforms:

(iv) Subscriptions for course-specific programs; and

(v) Licenses for course-specific programs;

(K)& Fees for courses and associated assessments for college credit.

(L) Fees for assessments related to admission to postsecondary

educational institutions;

(M) Fees for courses and assessments for participation in career and
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technical education, including without limitation career training;

(N) Fees for assessments to obtain industry-based credentials;

(O)(i) Fees for educational services provided by a licensed or accredited
practitioner or participating service provider to a student with a disability;

(ii) Educational service provided under subdivision (26)(0)(i) of this

section may be provided in a nontraditional setting that has been recommended and

approved by a licensed or accredited practitioner or physician for a participating student

who is a student with a disability;

(P) Fees for account management by participating service providers;
(Q)(i) Costs for technological devices used to meet educational needs.
(ii) Technological devices do not include:

(&) Televisions;

#(b) Video game consoles or accessories;

#(¢) Home theater equipment;-er

#(@) Audio equipment:; or

(e) A telephone, cell phone, or other communication device

unless the telephone, cell phone, or other communication device is:

(1) For a student with a disability who is unable to

communicate through other means; or

(2) Required as a part of an academic accommodation as

specified by a clinician.

(iii) When used to directly serve an educational purpose,

technological devices include, without limitation:

(8) Text-to-speech tools;

(b) Screen readers:

(¢) Adaptive input devices;

(d) Devices or software prescribed to support students with

disabilities;

(e) Student industrial devices including laptop computers,

desktop computers, Chromebooks, tablets, keyboards, styluses, mice, protective cases,
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and chargers;

(A Audio visual equipment for learning tools such as

headphones, webcams, microphones, speakers, projectors, smart displays, and

document cameras;

(@) Connectivity and remote learning tools such as Wi-Fi

hotspots, modems, routers, signal boosters, and external storage devices; and

(#) Printing and scanning equipment such as printers, scanners,

and multi-function devices used to complete or submit assignments;

fi(iv) Technological devices must be approved by the Department of
Education or a licensed physician in the State of Arkansas to be a qualifying expense.

(iv)d(a)) All technology purchases will be reviewed by the Department
of Education for appropriateness and need.

(b) The Department of Education shall consider whether the

same or similar devices were purchased by the same account holder in all prior years

when determining appropriateness and need in order to prohibit unnecessary

duplication of purchases.

be-allewed-untess-theA participating student ean-must demonstrate to the Department

of Education’s satisfaction that there is a specific private school requirement, institution

of higher education requirement, or that the technology is deemed necessary for the

participating student by a qualified professional_in order to exceed one thousand dollars

($1,000) in aggregate annual costs for technological devices;

(R) Transportation costs -from an approved service provider directly to
and from a participating school or provider;;
(i) rNot to exceed the reimbursement rate adopted by the state for
state employees; and

(i) Not to exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the funds allocated to

a student’s account in a fiscal year;

(S) Reasonable costs, not to exceed twenty-five percent (25%) of the
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funds allocated to a student’s account in a fiscal year, for extracurricular activities,

physical education activities, or educational field trips that occur within the State of

Arkansas;

(T) Reasonable costs associated with co-curricular

courses in the fine arts, music, or STEM fields if the co-curricular course is offered by a

public school within the state; and

SY(U)H) Fees_and costs associated with a student enrolling

in fer-an academic courses at a participating-student-enrelisinata-public school or

open-enrollment public charter school, including without limitation the amount specified
in Arkansas Code § 6-18-232 to be paid to the public school.

174(27) “Resident” means an individual physically residing in the State of

Arkansas, including uniformed service members stationed and living in Arkansas who

keep property outside of the State of Arkansas, as defined in Arkansas Code § 6-18-
202;

18)(28) “School year” means the duration of school from July 1 through June

30;

(29) “Standard application form” means the form used by the Department of
Education for applicants seeking to establish an EFA on behalf of a participating
student;

{193(30) “Student-facing” means a service provider in which the proprietor or
other personnel directly interface with a participating student, either in-person or
virtually, in the course of delivering an eligible good or service, e.g., tutors,
transportation providers, and instructors; ard

(31) "Student Growth and Development" means structured learning activities
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that support a student’s well-being, their physical, or creative growth in ways that

contribute to educational readiness and long-term success.

20)(32) “Student with a disability” means a student who has been identified
as having a disability consistent with the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA), 20 U.S.C. § 1401 et seq., as it existed on January 1, 26232025, as evidenced

by:

(A) An individualized education program developed by a public school
within three (3) years prior to the date the student applies for an EFA;

(B) Evaluation results from a public school district that indicate a disability,
conducted within three (3) years prior to the date the student applies for an EFA; or

(C) Diagnosis of a disability under IDEA as determined by a qualified
licensed provider specific to the student’s disability type.

(33) “Unintentional Misuse” means the use of EFA funds for non-allowable

expenses without an intent to violate the provision of this part due to:
(A) Good faith error; or
(B) Genuine misunderstanding of the requirement and prohibition of this

part.

6 CAR § 35-103. Student eligibility.
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Beginning with the 2025-2026 school year, a student is eligible for an EFA if the

student:

(1) Has a parent who is physically present in the State of Arkansas and

maintains a permanent place of abode in the State of Arkansas for an average of no

less than four (4) calendar days and nights per week for a primary purpose other than

school attendance; and

(2) Is eligible to enroll in a public elementary or secondary school in this state.

6 CAR § 35-104. Student application.
(a)(1) To apply to participate in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program, a parent shall:
(A) Fully complete the standard application form available on the
Department of Education’s website; and
(B) Submit the application to the department during an application
submission period-windew established by the department.

(2) The standard application form may be submitted via web portal available

on the department’s website.
(3) The standard application form shall include, at a minimum, information and
documentation necessary to establish an applicant’s:
(A) Residency in the State of Arkansas; and
(B) Eligibility pursuant to the criteria set in 6 CAR § 35-103.
(4) The department may assist an applicant in completing the standard
application form as needed.
(5) The department may request additional information from an applicant at
any time to verify eligibility.

(6) The standard application shall indicate whether he or she will attend a
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private school or file a notice of intent to home school.

(7) The general application submission period for participation in the

Educational Freedom Account (EFA) program for an upcoming school year shall:

(A) Open no sooner than February 1: and

(B) Close no later than June 1 preceding the applicable school year.

(8) The department shall approve completed applications received outside of

the established application submission period if:

(A) Funding is available;

(B) The applicant is fully qualified pursuant to this part; and

(C) The applicant provides documentation demonstrating that the

applicant is described by one of the following:

(i) The applicant has moved to the State of Arkansas from another

state;

(ii) The applicant has moved from an area in the State of Arkansas

that does not have a participating school within a reasonable distance for the student to

attend to an area which does have a participating school within a reasonable distance

for the student to attend:

(iii) The applicant is a foster parent or a child in foster care and the

student’s placement has occurred outside the application submission period;

(iv) The applicant, the applicant’s parent, or the applicant’s spouse is

an active duty member of the uniform services of the United States and the applicant

has moved due to that service; or

(v) The applicant, the applicant’s parent, or the applicant’s spouse is

a law enforcement officer employed by the State of Arkansas and has moved due to a

reassignment.
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shalt-award-accounts-in-the-fellowing-erder:_Beginning with the 2025-2026 school year

and each year thereafter, for any year in which funds are insufficient to fund all

applications for new accounts under this part, priority shall be given according to the

following schedule by category first and then by submission time of a completed

student application:

(1) First priority shall be given to students who_participated in the Arkansas

Children's Educational Freedom Account Program during the previous school year;:

(2) Second priority shall be given in-descending-erderto students who

participated in the Succeed Scholarship Program during the 2022-2023 school yearare:;

(3) Third priority shall be given to students with a disability as defined in 6
CAR § 35-102(27);

£A)(4) Fourth priority shall be given to students-Eensidered considered
homeless under the McKinney-Vento Homeless Assistance Act, 42 U.S.C. § 11431 et

seq., as it existed on January 1, 26232025;
—B)(5) Festerchildren-orformeryFifth priority shall be given to students in

foster care;

——€)(6) Sixth priority shall be given to studentsEhildren-of-active-duty

— (B )-Children who were enrolled in a public school that has a rating of "D”,
a public school that has a rating of “F”, or a public school district classified in need of

Level 5 — Intensive support_in the school year-immediately preceding their application
for an EFA;-and

(7) Seventh priority shall be given to students whose parent are active-duty

military, veterans identified under Title 38 of the United States Code, or current or

former members of the Arkansas National Guard;
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(8) Eighth priority shall be given to students who are or whose parents are law

enforcement officers;

(9) Ninth priority shall be given to students who are or whose parents are first

responders;
(10) Tenth priority shall be given to students who are enrolling in kindergarten

or first grade for the first time; and

(11) Eleventh priority shall be given to all other students who are not

described by any of the forgoing categories.

OV w, Cl Cl . Cl O v,

— 5} A)(c) All additienal-applications shall subsequently-be-approvedbe

considered at the conclusion of the application submission period in the order of the

cateqgory priority to which they belong and in the order in which the completed

applications were ir-which-they-are received within a category until the maximum

number of participating students is cumulatively reached.
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(1B) If the total number of applicants exceeds the number of
students that can be funded, the department shall provide notice on its website and to
participating schools that:
—(iA) A-maximum-of-three percent (3% )-of thetotal 2022-2023public
heol " - i 4 ;

{iy-The total number of applicants exceeds the number of students

that can be funded in that given school year; and
—-i(B) Funding will be prioritized as set by this subsection.
fe)(d) The department shall conduct an annual analysis to forecast the level of
funds available for the EFA prior to the start of the application window.
teh(e)(1) The department shall:
(A) Notify applicants when their application is approved; and
(B) Inform parents of participating students how they may:
(i) Activate the account; and
(i) Identify the amount of EFA funding the participating student will
receive.

(2) The department shall continue to approve eligible student applications as
funding remains available and the conditions for continuing eligibility are met by the
applicant pursuant to 6 CAR § 35-106.

fe)(f) Once a completed standard application form has been approved by the
department, the applicant shall complete the enrollment procedures set by the
department to become enrolled in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account
Program, including execution of an agreement to participate in the program as outlined
in 6 CAR § 35-105.

6 CAR § 35-105. Agreement and funds transfer.

(a)(1) Upon notification by the Department of Education that an Arkansas
Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program application has been approved, the
applicant shall sign an agreement outlining the applicant’s contractual obligations as the

account holder upon enrolling in the program, including the acceptable uses of EFA
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funds and expense reporting requirements.

(2) The agreement shall remain in effect until one (1) or more of the
conditions for terminating eligibility are met under 6 CAR § 35-106.

(b) In the agreement, the department shall provide account holders with the
following:

(1) A written explanation of qualifying expenditures for EFA funds, as defined
in Arkansas Code § 6-18-2503(11) and this part;

(2) A written explanation of the responsibilities of account holders, as outlined
in subsection (c) of this section;

(3) A written explanation:

(A) Of the applicability, to the extent they apply, of:
(i) 20 U.S.C. § 1412 of the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act
(IDEA);
(ii) 29 U.S.C. § 794; and
(iii) The procedural rights to a free and appropriate public education
(FAPE) to nonpublic institutions; and
(B) That participation in the program is a parental placement pursuant to
20 U.S.C. § 1412; and

(4) A written explanation of the respective duties of the department and, if
applicable, of any vendor or other supplier the department has contracted with to
administer all or part of the program.

(c) In the agreement, an account holder shall:

(1) Agree not to enroll a participating student full-time in a public school while
the student is participating in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account
Program;

(2) Acknowledge that:

(A) The federal requirement that students receive a free and appropriate
public education applies to public schools and not to private schools; and
(B) Upon enrolling in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom

Account Program, a participating student may no longer be entitled to a free
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appropriate public education, including special education and related services, from
their public school district of residence, as long as the child remains in the Arkansas
Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program;

(3) Agree to use EFA funds on behalf of the participating student strictly for
qualifying expenditures as defined in Arkansas Code § 6-18-2503(11) and this part; and

(4) Further agree, unless otherwise enrolled full-time in a participating school,
to use a substantial amount of the funds each year, as compared to other eligible
qualifying expenses, for the benefit of the participating student to satisfy the
compulsory attendance requirement in Arkansas Code § 6-18-201, providing an
education in at least the subjects of:

(A) English language arts;
(B) Mathematics;

(C) Social studies; and
(D) Science.

(d) The agreement shall not become effective and the first EFA payment shall not
be disbursed until the agreement is:

(1) Submitted to the department, along with any other information required by
the department; and

(2) Signed by the account holder and a designee of the department.

(e)(1) After the agreement is fully executed by the account holder and the
department, the department shall make payments in installments from the participating
student’s EFA to the participating school or service provider as provided for in 6 CAR §
35-111.

(2) Payments shall only be suspended if one (1) or more criteria to terminate
the agreement under 6 CAR § 35-106 are met.

(3) If a student subsequently enrolls in a public school or is otherwise removed
from the program, any of the student’s remaining EFA funds that are unused will be
returned to the EFA fund in accordance with 6 CAR § 35-111.

(f)(1) The total allocation to each participating student’s EFA shall be from funds

appropriated to the Arkansas Children's Educational Freedom Account Fund, or

DRAFT 21 05/12/2025 08:52:41 AM



otherwise made available for the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account
Program, and distributed as an amount equal to ninety percent (90%) of the prior
year's statewide foundation funding allotted per student under Arkansas Code § 6-20-
2305.

(2)(A) Any excess funds allocated to the private school shall be refunded to
the department.

(B) In the event a participating student withdraws from a private school
and the school has received a guarterly-disbursement on behalf of that student, the
department will determine any excess funds that should be refunded to the state based
on the number of weeks the student was enrolled at school prior to withdrawal.

(C) In the event a participating student withdraws from a private school
and the school has not received a guarterhy-disbursement on behalf of that student, the
department will determine any excess funds that should be refunded to the state based
on the number of weeks the student was enrolled at school prior to withdrawal.

(3) A student who participated in the Succeed Scholarship Program, Arkansas
Code § 6-41-901 et seq. [repealed], during the 2022-2023 school year shall continue to
receive one hundred percent (100%) of the prior year's statewide foundation funding
amount allotted per student under Arkansas Code § 6-20-2305 until:

(A) The participating student graduates from high school;

(B) The participating student receives a certificate of completion; or

(C) An event that requires an account to be closed under 6 CAR § 35-106
occurs.

(9)(1) The department may withheldup-te-five percent{5%)permit a vendor,

pursuant to contract, to withhold up to two percent (2%) of the funds allocated to each

EFA for the purpose of the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program
administration.
(2) The specific amount withheld will be set by the contract procured with a
third-party processing vendor.
(h) The department shall provide information on how much of these funds were

spent, and for what purposes, in its annual legislative report.
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(i) An EFA shall remain in force, and any unused funds shall roll over from quarter

to quarter and from year to year until the:

(1) EFA has a balance of more than twenty-thousand-delars{$206,000)-6f

greatereight thousand five hundred dollars ($8,500) or the amount set forth in Arkansas
Code § 6-18-2505(a), whichever is less;
(2) A parent withdraws his or her participating student from the program, or
23(3) Agreement is terminated under 6 CAR § 35-106, which shall result in

the department closing the account and any remaining funds being returned to the

department.

6 CAR § 35-106. Term of EFA eligibility.

(a) For purposes of continuity of educational choice, a student who enrolls in the
Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program shall remain eligible until the
participating student:

(1) Enrolls full-time in a public school;

(2) Graduates with a high school diploma or receives a passing score on all
subtests of a high school equivalency assessment under Arkansas Code § 6-16-118;

(3) Is expelled from a participating school; or

3)(4)(A) Reaches-Completes the school year in which the student reaches

twenty-one (21) years of age.

(B) A student shall not be enrolled in the program past June 30 after
reaching twenty-one (21) years of age.
(b) The Bepartment-efEducationdepartment may immediately remove any

participating student from eligibility for an EFA if the:

(1) Account has been inactive for twe{2)one (1) eensecutive-full school years;

(2) Participating student is no longer a resident of Arkansas; or

(3) Account holder submits written notification to the department to withdraw
a participating student from the program and completes the procedures for withdrawal

set by the department.
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(c) The department may immediately remove any participating student from

eligibility for an EFA if the department determines that the student or account holder:

(1) Fails to comply with the terms of the agreement in 6 CAR § 35-105 or any
other applicable laws, rules, or procedures; ef

(2) Is found to have substantialhy-intentionally misused EFA funds; or
(3) Is found to have committed fraudulent conduct.

(d)(1) The department may also remove a participating student who consistently
fails to demonstrate academic achievement or growth on a valid and reliable
assessment relative to the assessment’s scale.

(2) When a participating student fails to demonstrate academic achievement
or growth from year to year, the participating school or home school instructional
provider shall implement an intervention plan for the student developed by the school
or student’s guardians.

(3) Participating schools enrolling students in intervention plans shall file
annual reports with the department identifying the:

(A) Intervention plans for the school year; and
(B) Academic achievement and growth metrics expected to be met by the
end of the school year.

(4) In the event that a participating student with an intervention plan does not
meet achievement or growth, the intervention plan shall be revised and the student’s
EFA account will be placed on probation and reviewed annually for a determination on
whether the EFA will be closed.

(e€) The account holder may appeal the department’s decision to close an EFA or
remove a student from eligibility pursuant to the procedures outlined in 6 CAR § 35-
109.

6 CAR § 35-107. Participating schools and service providers.
(a)(1) A private school shall notify the Department of Education of its intent to
become a participating school in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account

Program.
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(2) The department shall certify a private school as a participating school if the
private school:

(A)(i) Offers in-person classroom instruction within the geographic limits
of the State of Arkansas or is a school that operates exclusively as a virtual school and
maintains a registered agent who is a resident of the State of Arkansas.

(iNd a)) A school located outside the State of Arkansas that was
approved under the Succeed Scholarship Program, Arkansas Code § 6-41-901 et seq.
[repealed], shall only be considered approved for students who attended the school
under the Succeed Scholarship Program [repealed] and continue to be enrolled.

A b)) The school shall not be approved for any new students;

(B) Complies with one (1) of the following:

(i) Meets accreditation requirements established by the State Board of
Education, the Arkansas Nonpublic School Accrediting Association, Inc., or its successor,
or another accrediting association recognized by the state board that meets the
following minimum criteria:

#(a)) Has been accrediting schools for at least three (3) years;

(b)) Requires as part of its accreditation process both a school
self-study and an onsite review by a visiting team, or a virtual review for a fully virtual
school, and makes the results available to the department; or

#(c)) Periodically reviews participating schools’ accreditation
status, including an on-site visit and review at least every seven (7) years; or

(ihd &) Is an applicant for accreditation to or is an associate member
of the Arkansas Nonpublic School Accrediting Association, Inc., or its successor, or
another accrediting association recognized by the state board and files a report with the
department detailing the school’s progress towards accreditation annually by September
30.

A b)) However, a private school under subdivision
(a)(2)(B)(ii){ a/)) must be fully accredited by July 1 of the fourth year after applying for
participation in the program.

() A participating school that fails to attain accreditation within
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four (4) years after being approved to participate in the program shall notify the
department within thirty (30) days and will be deemed ineligible to participate in
accordance with subsection (b) of this section;

(C) Meets one (1) or more of the following criteria:

(i) Has been in operation for at least one (1) school year;

(ii) Provides a statement by a certified public accountant confirming
that the school is insured and has sufficient capital or credit to operate in the upcoming
school year; or

(iii) Files with the department a surety bond or letter of credit for the
amount equal to the account funds needed by the school for any quarter; and

(D)(i) Attests in writing to the following:

#(a)) The private school does not discriminate on any basis
prohibited by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, as it existed on January 1,
2023;

A b)) 1)) All private school personnel have cleared a background
check every five (5) years and with fingerprinting documentation on file.

{(2)) Participating schools must comply with subdivision
(@)2)(D)(HA b)) 1)) of this section by August 1 immediately preceding the school year;

#(c)) The participating private school does not employ any
individual who may reasonably pose a risk to the appropriate use of EFA funds if
disbursed;

A d)) The private school only employs or contracts with teachers
who hold at least a baccalaureate degree or have equivalent documented experience,
as determined by the private school;

(&) The private school holds valid occupancy of buildings as
required by the relevant jurisdiction in which the private school is located; and

#A) The private school operates according to its published
disciplinary procedures that, at a minimum, outline the terms and conditions for when a
student may be expelled.

(@) The private school administers assessments to participating
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students pursuant to 6 CAR § 35-112: and

(h) The private school provides an education for participating

students in at least the subjects of:

(/) English language arts;

(//) Mathematics;

(/i) Social studies; and

(/v) Science.

(ii) Participating schools shall cooperate with the department when
complaints are made alleging the participating school has violated any of the
attestations made in subdivision (a)(2)(D)(i) of this section.

(b) A private school will be ineligible to participate in the Arkansas Children’s
Educational Freedom Account Program if the participating private school:

(1) Loses its accreditation status after having been previously approved under
subdivision (a)(2)(B)(i) of this section;

(2) Is ineligible or unable to continue the accreditation process, as determined
by the accrediting association, after being approved under subdivision (a)(2)(B)(ii) of
this section;

(3) Violates the terms of subdivision (a)(2)(D) of this section;

(4) Fails to cooperate with the department pursuant to subdivision (c)(4) of
this section; or

(5) Fails to comply with all applicable state laws and rules governing private
schools, or with all applicable health and safety laws and rules.

(c)(1) A participating private school shall notify the department within thirty (30)
days after losing accreditation or taking any action rendering the school ineligible to
participate in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program pursuant
to subsection (b) of this section.

(2) The department will suspend the processing of invoices submitted by a
private school upon receipt of notice required under subdivision (c)(1) of this section.

(3)(A) A private school may apply for reinstatement if it returns to compliance

with the requirements of subsection (a) of this section.
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(B) The department shall:
(i) Determine whether the private school is in compliance with the
requirements of subsection (a) of this section; and
(ii) Issue a formal notice of its determination to the private school
and to families of students participating in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program at the private school.

(4) A private school applying for reinstatement under this section shall provide
documentation to the department of the private school’s efforts to return to compliance
with subsection (a) of this section.

(5)(A) The private school may:

(i) Request a hearing before the state board; or
(ii) Waive its hearing and instead submit evidence to the department.
(B) Upon receipt of the evidence, the department shall issue a decision on
the private school’s reinstatement in writing to the private school.
(C) A private school may appeal a final decision by the department to the
state board.

(d)(1) The department shall publish on its website a service provider application
form by which education service providers shall be accepted for review on a rolling
basis throughout the year.

(2) An applying education service provider shall attest to the following:

(A) The education service provider does not discriminate on any basis
prohibited by the Civil Rights Act of 1964, 42 U.S.C. § 2000d, as it existed on January 1,
2023;
(B) The education service provider:
(i) Is not an individual who may reasonably pose a risk to the
appropriate use of EFA funds if disbursed; and
(ii) Does not employ any individual who may reasonably pose a risk
to the appropriate use of EFA funds if disbursed;
(C) The education service provider acknowledges whether it offers

student-facing services and whether it offers full-time enrollment to participating
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students; and

(D)(i) All persennel-employees of student-facing education service
providers have cleared a background check every five (5) years and have fingerprinting
documentation on file.

(ii) Virtual direct instructional providers, for whom fingerprinting is not
required by Arkansas law, are exempt from the fingerprinting requirement in subdivision
(d)(2)(D)(i) of this section.

(iii) Education service providers shall comply with any applicable
fingerprinting and background check requirements by August 1 or within thirty (30)
days of being approved as providers during a school year.

(3) In addition to the requirements in subdivision (d)(2) of this section, all full-
time student-facing applicant providers;-ineluding and parents of home school students,

shall further attest that they will_comply with the following requirements if applicable:

(A) Administer assessments to participating students pursuant to 6 CAR §
35-1112; and
(B) Provide an education for participating students in at least the subjects
of:
(i) English language arts;
(ii) Mathematics;
(iii) Social studies; and
(iv) Science.

(4) As part of the service provider application form, all full-time student-facing
applicant providers shall provide additienal-details on the provider's+eseurces, services,
educational-pregram;—or-cdrriedium; as required by the department.

(5) The department’s approval of education service providers shall further be
based on a review and confirmation that the following requirements are satisfied:

(A) The education service provider supplies the department with current
and complete contact information;
(B) An education service provider that offers therapies or diagnostic

services to a student with a disability is licensed or accredited by the appropriate state
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or national governing body;

B83(C) An education service provider who only provides products as a

vendor through the marketplace need not provide a list of all products offered so long
as all of its products that may be considered eligible-qualifying expenses are listed, with
the price of the item, on the marketplace; and

{E3(D)(i) The student-facing education service provider supplies proof of
one (1) of the following credentials for any employee or individual that provides
instructional or tutoring services:

#(a)) Holds an Arkansas standard or provisional professional
teaching license or is otherwise qualified through a department-recognized alternative
route program;

(b)) Meets the requirements set by a tutoring organization
accredited by an accrediting association recognized by the state board;

#c)) Is employed in a teaching or tutoring capacity at an
accredited institution of higher education; or

{#(d)) Holds a baccalaureate or graduate-level degree.

(ii) The department may, on a case-by-case basis, approve providers
whose employees do not, or an individual who does not, have one (1) of the credentials
set out above if:

#(a)) The individual has a prior teaching experience of not fewer
than three (3) years which demonstrates special skills, knowledge, or expertise that
qualifies the individual to provide instruction on a specific subject; or

{(b)) Evidence is found that the individual has subject matter
expertise in their field or can otherwise demonstrate possession of, or a satisfactory
plan to acquire, the necessary skills, knowledge, or resources to teach a particular

course or tutor in a particular subject area.
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(6) The department may conduct site visits to education service providers.
(e)(1) The department’s approval of a school or education service provider shall
serve as statewide approval of such provider for purposes of the Arkansas Children’s
Educational Freedom Account Program.
(2) A list of each participating school and service provider's name;—gualifying
materials;-services-offered,and-anyrelevant-credentials shall be available on the
department’s website in a format easily accessible to the public.

(3) If a service provider is approved for only some of the services it offers, this

limitation shall be noted on the list.

(f) Private schools that were approved under the Succeed Scholarship Program
[repealed] outside of the State of Arkansas may continue to receive funds for
participating Succeed Scholarship students for the remainder of the participating
students’ eligibility but shall not:

(A1) Admit new students; or
(B2) Otherwise participate in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program.

(g) To provide proof of financial viability to repay any funds that may be owed to
the department, an education service provider that receives a minimum of one hundred
thousand dollars ($100,000) in EFA funds shall file a surety bond with the department
named as obligee in an amount equal to the aggregate value of payments expected to
be received during the school year.

(h)(1) Participating schools and service providers shall not charge an account
holder tuition or fees for any services on behalf of a participating student in an amount
that is different than the amount otherwise charged on behalf of a student who does
not participate in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program, but
may apply discounts to tuition and fees that are generally available to students
regardless of their participation in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account
Program.

(2) Participating schools receiving EFA funds shall apply any scholarship

awards, tuition rates, and tuition discounts toward an approved student’s tuition, costs,
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and fees before EFA funds are applied to any invoiced charges by the participating
school.
(3) The department shall monitor tuition and fee increases from participating

private schools and-previdersannuaty micro-schools.

(4) The department may ask participating private schools and providers for

rationale for increases in tuition or fee amounts.

(5) The department may prohibit a participating private school or provider
from participating in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program if
the department determines that tuition or fee increases are unreasonable or arbitrary.

(i)(1) Participating schools and service providers shall not refund, rebate, or share
EFA funds directly with account holders.

(2) In the event that a participating school or service provider receives funds
distributed from an EFA to which it is not entitled, the participating school or service
provider shall remit the funds to the EFA from which the funds were originally
disbursed.

(3) If a participating school or service provider is required to return funds to
an EFA that has been closed, the participating school or service provider shall remit the
funds to the department directly.

(4)(A) The department may require a participating school or service provider
to remit funds if the department identifies funds distributed to the participating school
or service provider to which the participating school or service provider is not entitled.

(B) The participating school or service provider shall remit the funds
within ten (10) business days of receipt of written notice by the department that the
entity is required to refund a payment.

(C) When required to refund a payment, a participating school or service
provider may also:

(i) Provide documentation or written justification showing that the
participating school or service provider was entitled to the refunded payment if the
vendor believes the department acted in error; and

(ii) Submit a claim with the Arkansas State Claims Commission if the
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participating school or service provider believes that the entity is entitled to funds that it
was required to refund under this part.

(j) The department may suspend or terminate a participating school or service
provider from participating in the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account
Program if the department determines the school has failed to comply with the
requirements of the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program,
Arkansas Code § 6-18-2501 et seq., or this part pursuant to the following:

(1) For a private school only, disqualification under the terms of subsection (b)
of this section;

(2) For an education service provider only, failure to comply with any of the
criteria detailed in subsection (d) of this section or with all applicable health and safety
laws and rules;

(3) Demonstration of a gross or persistent lack of academic competence as
determined by the department based on a student’s academic achievement and growth;

(4) Intentional or substantial misrepresentation of information to the
department or to account holders;

(5) Failure to refund any overpayments to the department within thirty (30)
days of receiving a written request, including a request by electronic mail; or

(6) Repeated failure to provide participating students with promised
educational goods or services, as determined by the department over the course of the
program.

(k)(1) Nothing shall be construed to expand the regulatory authority of the
department to impose additional rules on participating schools and service providers
beyond those expressly set out in this part to enforce the requirements of the Arkansas
Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program.

(2)(A) A participating school or service provider shall not be required to alter
its creed, practices, admissions policy, or curriculum to:

(i) Receive approval from the department; or
(ii) Accept payments from an EFA.

(B) However, the participating school shall not discriminate against a

D RAFT 33 05/12/2025 08:52:41 AM



student or applicant in a way that would violate subdivision (d)(2)(A) of this section.
(D(1) An accrediting association seeking recognition by the state board shall file a
petition for recognition with the state board.
(2) The state board shall vote on whether to approve a petition within ninety
(90) days from the day the petition is filed.
(3) The petition shall include information necessary to determine that the

petitioner satisfies the requirements of subdivision (a)(2)(B)(i) of this section.

6 CAR § 35-108. Monitoring and compliance.
(a) The Department of Education shall:

(1) Conduct a random audit of EFAs to ensure funds were used only for
expenses that were approved or allowed at the time the expense was made; and

(2) Maintain a copy of the audit plan and all associated audit reports.

(b)(1) The Department of Education shall conduct a random financial audit of
participating schools and service providers.

(2) If selected, a participating school or service provider shall submit to a
financial audit conducted by a certified public accountant within six (6) months of the
most recent fiscal year.

(3) The auditor shall include in the report a statement that the report:

(A) Is free of material misstatements; and
(B) Fairly represents the participating school or service provider’s
maximum total tuition and fees.
(c)(1) The Department of Education shall establish an anonymous fraud reporting
service.

(2) Individuals may notify the Department of Education of any alleged violation
by an account holder or participating school or service provider of state laws, rules, or
procedures relating to the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program.

(3)(A) The Department of Education shall conduct an inquiry into any report of
fraud or make a referral for an investigation to the Attorney General or the Secretary of

the Department of Inspector General.

D RAFT 34 05/12/2025 08:52:41 AM



(B) Individuals making a report of fraud shall be informed that their
reports of fraud must be credible, and, at a minimum, be backed by some reasonable
suspicion of wrongdoing.

(C) If an account holder or participating school or service provider is
found to have violated any state laws, rules, or procedures related to the program, they
shall be ineligible to participate in the program and any unspent EFA funds shall be
returned to the Department of Education.

(d) The Department of Education may contract with a third party to:
(1) Conduct the audits; or
(2) Establish an anonymous fraud reporting service.
(e) The Department of Education shall forward to Arkansas Legislative Audit:
(1) All audits conducted under this section that identify a potential misuse of
EFA funds; and
(2) Any reports of fraud, substantial misuse of account funds, or both that the
Department of Education investigated or referred for investigation to the Attorney

General or the secretary.

6 CAR § 35-109. Appeals process.
(a) The following determinations may be appealed to the State Board of Education:
(1) An applicant may appeal the Department of Education’s determination that
the student does not qualify for priority status under 6 CAR § 35-104(b);
(2) An account holder may appeal:
(A) A final determination that the account holder has substantiatty
intentionally misused EFA funds; or
(B) The removal of the participating student from the Arkansas Children’s
Educational Freedom Account Program;
(3) A prospective participating school or service provider may appeal the
department’s determination that the prospective participating school or service provider
is not eligible to participate in the program; and

(4) A participating school or service provider may appeal the department'’s
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suspension or termination of the participating school or service provider from the
program.

(b)(1) All appeals shall be submitted using the appeal forms provided on the
department’s website.

(2) If an appeal is not submitted on the appropriate appeal form, the appeal
shall be denied.

(c)(1) Appeals shall be submitted to the department within thirty (30) calendar
days of the adverse decision by the department.

(2) The day that the department sends notice of its determination will not
count as part of the thirty (30) calendar days.

(3) If the deadline to submit an appeal falls on a weekend or state holiday, the
appeal shall be considered timely submitted if it is received by the next business day
after the weekend or state holiday.

(4) If an appeal is not timely submitted, the appeal shall be denied.

(d)(1) The state board shall hear the appeal at its next scheduled meeting if the
appeal is received at least fourteen (14) calendar days before the meeting date.

(2) If the appeal is received less than fourteen (14) calendar days before the

meeting date, the hearing will be held at the following state board meeting.

(e) Any appeal shall be held in an open hearing, and the decision of the state
board shall be in an open session.
(f) The following procedures shall apply to state board hearings:
(1) All persons wishing to testify before the state board shall first be placed
under oath by the Chair of the State Board of Education;
(2) The department shall have up to fifteen (15) minutes to present its case to
the state board;
(3) The appealing party shall have up to fifteen (15) minutes to present its
case to the state board;
(4) The chair may allow additional time if necessary;
(5) The state board may ask questions of any party at any time during the

hearing;
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(6) The state board shall then discuss, deliberate, and vote upon the matter;

(7) The state board will grant or deny the appeal based upon the totality of
the evidence presented;

(8) The state board may announce its decision immediately after hearing all
arguments and evidence, or it may take the matter under advisement and announce its
decision at a later date provided that all discussions, deliberations, and votes upon the
matter take place at a public hearing; and

(9) The state board shall provide a written decision within fourteen (14) days

of announcing its decision.

6 CAR § 35-110. Procurement and contracting.

In compliance with all state procurement laws and procedures, the Department of
Education retains the authority to contract with a vendor or other supplier for the
purpose of administering all or part of the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program, including but not limited to:

(1) Implementing a system to collect and compile response data from the
standard application form;

(2)(A) Managing a secure payment system for account holders to use as the
primary method to direct EFA funds to participating schools and service providers by
electronic funds transfer, automated clearinghouse transfer, or other commercially
viable, cost-effective, parent-friendly, and easy-to-use online product.

(B) The secure payment system shall make the EFA fund balance readily
accessible to the account holder through a technology interface with real-time or near
real-time balance information and transaction history, including:

(i) Transaction date;
(ii) The amount deposited or spent; and
(i) The name of the participating school or service provider;

(3) Providing account holders with telephone-operated customer service or

real-time operated online chat response to answer questions related to the secure

payment system and access to participating schools and service providers available
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beyond conventional business hours;

(4) Establishing and maintaining an online anonymous fraud reporting service
and an anonymous telephone hotline for reporting program fraud, pursuant to 6 CAR §
35-108(c);

(5) Compiling the information necessary for the legislative report regarding the
implementation of the EFA, to be submitted annually no later than September 30
pursuant to Arkansas Code § 6-18-2510;

(6) Reviewing applications and expenses; and

(7) General administration and management of the program.

6 CAR § 35-111. Payments under the program.

(a)(1) Once families and participating schools have been approved to participate in
the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program, the Department of
Education shall continue to make guarterly-payments to the EFA on behalf of the
approved students and families to pay for eligible-qualifying expenses invoiced by
participating schools or service providers with the exception of gualifying reimbursable

EXPENSES

which can be paid at the time of services rendered or goods purchased.
(2)(A) The department shall make payments in installments from the
participating student’s EFA to the participating school or service provider.

(B) Participating schools or service providers, or third-party vendors, shall
issue an itemized invoice to approved students and families for documentation of
expense:

(i) Type;
(ii) Amount; and
(iii) Recipient.

(C) Approved students and families shall verify and submit payment
requests, identifying the:

(i) Participating school or service provider to receive payment;

(ii) The payment amount; and
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(i) The expense type.

(D) Approved students and families shall include invoices for review and
documentation during the payment submission process.

(E)(i) Payment shall be made to the participating school or service
provider for authorized expenditures following review and approval of the expense
request and documentation by the department.

(i) A-parent-of-a-participating-studentThe following individuals may
not receive payment from their student’s EFA account unless it is reimbursement for a
preapproved eligible-qualifying expense::

(a) Parents of a participating student: and

(b) An individual residing at the same address as a participating

student.

(F)(i) A parent of a participating student may enty-be reimbursed for
preapproved-eligible-qualifying expenses. -to-include-the-following:
————(a)Course-and-testingfees;

(a) Reimbursement requests related to transportation shall be

submitted using a specific form available on the division’s website.

(b) If it is the first year a student participates in the program,

parents may not request reimbursement for expenses prior to July 1.

(©) If the parent requests reimbursement from an education

service provider that is not on the list of preapproved education service providers, the

parent shall provide sufficient documentation to allow the Department to determine

whether the goods or services provided are qualifying expenses under this part.

(d) A parent of a participating student may only be reimbursed

for a qualifying expense that is not a core educational expense if the parent receives
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approval from the Department before the expense is incurred.

(e) The requirement of subsection (a)(2)(F)(i)(d) shall only apply

to expenses submitted more than six (6) months following the effective date of this

subsection.
(iiYd(&)) The famity-parent seeking to procure a service or resource
through reimbursement shall submit a preappreval-request to the divisionferere{i)of
I elicibl _
————————————————(FHneurthecostand

{Z)-Submit-_that includes a receipt, invoice, or proof of

payment that is itemized and describes the services or resources provided.-fer-serviees

that-mateh-the preapproved-expense:

(G)(i) When the Department denies an expense or reimbursement

request, the account holder may request an individual expense reevaluation under § 35-
113(a) of this part.

(H)(i) When a specialist approves or denies an expense on behalf of the

Department that is not a core educational expense under this part, the specialist shall

document the justification for approval or denial of that expense.

(I)(i) A specialist reviewing an expense pursuant to this part shall first

determine whether the good or service in question has been previously placed on a list

of goods and services that do not qualify for payment under this part.

(ii) The list of goods and services that do not qualify for payment

under this part shall:

(a) Be adopted by the Department no less than 30 days from the

date this provision is promulgated:

(b) Except as provided in subsection (a)(2)(I)(ii)(a), be expanded

to include additional items only if the good or service to be included is;

(1) Subiject to a final denial by the Assistant Commissioner

under § 35-113(a)(2);

(2) Designated for inclusion on the list by the Assistant
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Commissioner; and

(3) Approved for inclusion on the list by a committee of not

less than five qualified individuals appointed by the Secretary of Education;

() Not include any item eligible for payment under this part;

(d) Be made available to program participants.

(b) In the event an account holder, parent, or participating student is found to be
ineligible to participate in the program or in the event the participating student enrolls
in a public school:

(1) The account will be frozen; and

(2) Any EFA funds within the account shall be returned to the department.

(c)(1) In the event that EFA funds are pending payment to a participating school or
service provider for an authorized expenditure at the time the account holder, parent,
or participating student are found to be ineligible, the participating school or service
provider shall remit the funds to the EFA from which the funds were originally
disbursed.

(2) Funds remitted back to the EFA from a participating school or service
provider under subdivision (c)(1) of this section shall also be returned to the
department in accordance with subsection (b) of this section.

(3) The participating school or service provider shall remit the funds within ten
(10) business days of receipt of written notice by the department that the entity is
required to refund a payment.

(4) When required to refund a payment, a participating school or service
provider may also:

(A) Provide documentation or written justification showing that the
participating school or service provider was entitled to the refunded payment if the
vendor believes:

(i) The department acted in error; and
(i) Services were already rendered; and
(B) Submit a claim with the Arkansas State Claims Commission if the

participating school or service provider believes that the entity is entitled to funds that it
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was required to remit under this part.

6 CAR § 35-112. Program evaluation.

(a) The participating school, parent, or service provider that is responsible for the
majority of a student’s academic instruction, shall administer the following to all
participating students who are enrolled on a full-time basis in kindergarten through
tenth grade (K-10):

(1) An examination identified by the State Board of Education that is required
for students attending public schools; or
(2)EA) A nationally recognized norm-referenced test approved by the state
board that:
(i) Measures, at minimum, achievement in literacy and mathematics;
and
(ii) Provides information that compares the performance of students

against the performance of a sample of students from across the country.

provide the following information to the department annually by June 30:

(A) A list of participating students who have taken an examination or
norm-referenced test pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, the name of the
assessment taken, and the achievement results for each student; and

(B) A list of participating students who are exempt from standardized
testing due to the nature of the student’s disability, pursuant to subsection (c) of this
section, and the alternate assessment results or summary of portfolio information
provided for each student.

(2)(A) Information provided to the department may only be released in
compliance with the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA), 20 U.S.C. §
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1232g.
(B) Pursuant to Arkansas Code § 6-15-503, information provided in a
notice of intent to home school:
(i) Is confidential and not subject to the Freedom of Information Act
of 1967, Arkansas Code § 25-19-101 et seq.; and
(ii) May be used only for statistical and recordkeeping purposes as
required by law.

(3) If the school is a high school, the number of participating students who
graduated from high school in a given year and the number of Advanced Placement,
International Baccalaureate, Advanced International Certificate of Education, or other
college-level tests taken by participating students.

(c)(1) A participating student who is determined by a participating school or service
provider to need an exemption to standardized testing due to the existence of a
significant cognitive disability is not subject to the requirement of subsection (a) of this

section.

(2) A testing exemption may be granted for a participating student only when

the student is determined to be unable to participate in a standardized assessment due

to a disability as determined by:

(A) A certified special education teacher; or

(B) An approved education service provider qualified to make the

determination and that delivers therapeutic or diagnostic services to students with

disabilities.

(3) An exempt participating student’s school- shall::

— (A Take-an-atternate-assessment-approved-by-the-state board;-or

R
D

(R
\J
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(A) Provide an alternate assessment approved by the state board; or

(B) PPrepare a portfolio that provides information on the participating

student's progress_to the student’s parent-te-his-er-herparent.
(d) The department shall administer a survey to account holders to assess their

satisfaction with the department’s administration of the Arkansas Children’s Educational
Freedom Account Program and their experience with participating schools and service
providers, including but not limited to the following:
(1) Satisfaction with program service and communication;
(2) Satisfaction with the quality of private schools or education service
providers; and
(3) Satisfaction with value of service provided for money expended, and any
concerns with increases to, or misrepresentation of, tuition or fees for service providers.
(e) The survey shall:
(1) Collect no more than one (1) response from each account holder; and
(2) Be conducted between January 1 and May 31 of each school year.
(f) Survey results may be shared with the public at an aggregated school level

unless the school has fewer than fifteen (15) students participating in the program.

6 CAR § 35-113. Program Integrity.
(a)(1) A program participant may request an individual expense reevaluation of a

denied expense.

(A) In order to receive an individual expense reevaluation, the program

participant must provide additional documentation or clarifying information addressing

the issue which was the basis for the denial.

(B) The expense must be resubmitted in the manner proscribed by the

department no less than fifteen (15) days from the date the denial of the expense is

provided in order to be considered.

(C) If the expense is not a core educational expense, the program participant

may be required to supply additional information prior to consideration for an individual

expense reevaluation.
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(D) An individual expense reevaluation shall be conducted in consultation with

a supervisor.
(2) If the individual expense reevaluation is denied, the program participant may

seek a final review of the expense.

(A) A final review must be requested, in a manner designated by the

Department, no less than fifteen (15) days from the date the program participant is

informed the individual expense reevaluation resulted in a second denial of the

requested expense.

(B) Final approval or denial of an expense shall be with the approval of the

assistant commissioner or director overseeing the program.

(C) The Department shall provide its final determination in writing.

(b)(1) In order to protect the integrity of the program, all suspected instances of

misuse of program funds shall be reviewed by the department and may be subject to

the following measures:
(A) Audit;

(B) Investigation; and

(C) Collection of additional documentation.

(2) Any program participant that fails to cooperate with the department’s

review of a suspected misuse of program funds shall be subject to immediate

suspension of payments and removal from the program.

(3) When determining what action to take following a determination that a

misuse of funds has occurred, the department shall consider the severity, frequency,

and nature of the violation.

(4) When the department determines a misuse of funds has occurred that

appears to be unintentional, the account shall remain active, and the department may

take the following action:

(A) Provide a written warning that instructs the program participant on

the nature of the misuse and state that repeated misuse of funds may result in

termination from the program:

(B) Require repayment of funds as a condition of continued participation
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in the program; and

(C) Designate account transactions for additional scrutiny.

(5) When the department determines a misuse of funds has occurred that is

intentional;

(A) The account shall be immediately suspended and, subject to the

process set out in this part, the person or persons responsible for the misuse

of funds removed from current and future participation in this program; and

(B) The participants shall be notified of the amount he or she is required

to repay.
(b)(1) When the department determines that a misuse of program funds has

occurred, the department shall give notice to the account holder using the electronic

mail address provided in the application process that includes the following:

(A) A clear description of the transaction in question;

(B) The applicable rule or statute allegedly violated;

(C) The action taken to address the misuse of funds;

(D) Instructions on how to request the Department conduct a revaluation

including how to provide additional documents or information to support the request.

(E) In the case of a determination of removal from the program,

instruction on how to file an appeal under 6 CAR § 35-109.

(c) Upon receipt of a notice under this subsection, the parent or account holder

shall have then (10) business days to respond by

(1) Submitting a request for a reevaluation with documentation demonstrating

that the expense was allowable under this part; or

(2) Agreeing to repay the disallowed amount in full on terms approved by the

department.
(d) The department shall review all submitted materials and issue a written

determination within fifteen (15) business days of receipt.

(1) If the department reaches a final determination that a program participant

is removed, or if no response to the notice is received, the program participant subject

to removal shall be sent a written notice informing that person of the action taken and

DRAFT 46 05/12/2025 08:52:41 AM




notifying the person of the appeal process and relevant deadlines under 6 CAR § 35-
109.

(2) If the program participant agrees to repay program funds, a written

agreement shall be signed that sets out the terms of repayment.

(e) If the department determines that an intentional misuse of funds has occurred,

the department may take steps necessary to recover those funds including through a

collection process or civil litigation.

(f) The department shall refer suspected instances of fraud or criminal conduct for

criminal prosecution.

6 CAR § 35-114. Ordinary Expense—Ciriteria.

(a) An expense shall be considered ordinary if all of the following are satisfied:

(1) Appropriateness: The item or service is ordinarily used in a recognized

academic, instructional, or student growth and developmental context;

(2) Reasonableness: The cost and frequency are typical when compared to

similar educational or developmental purchases; and

(3) Alignment: The expense aligns with recognized curricular, developmental,

or career-preparation practices, including coursework, technical training, accredited

programs, or structured enrichment activities.

(b) In determining whether an expense is ordinary, the Department shall consider

the following:

(1) Whether the item or service is ordinarily used in an academic, instructional,

or structured developmental setting (and not primarily recreational or hobby-based);

(2) Whether the expense is reasonable and typical in cost and frequency

compared to similar educational purchases; and

(3) Whether the expense aligns with recognized curricular, developmental, or

career-preparation practices.

6 CAR § 35-115. Necessary Expense—Criteria.

(a) An expense shall be considered necessary if all of the following are satisfied:
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(1) Educational support: The expense contributes directly to the student’s

academic learning, developmental growth, or career-readiness skills;

(2) Justification: The educational or developmental value is clear,

demonstrable, and comparable to similar allowable options;

(3) Objective-oriented: The expense is essential for meeting a documented

learning objective, developmental milestone, or career-preparation goal; and

(4) Future readiness: The expense meaningfully prepares the student for

enrollment, enlistment, or employment, either directly or by strengthening foundational

skills necessary for future success.

(b) In determining whether an expense is hecessary, the Department shall consider

the following:

(1) Whether the expense directly supports the student’s academic,

developmental, or career-readiness progress;

(2) Whether the cost is justified by its educational or developmental value;

(3) Whether the item is essential to achieving a documented learning

objective, developmental milestone, or career-training goal (not merely personal

interest or recreation); and

(4) Whether the expense prepares the student in a meaningful and

demonstrable way for enrollment, enlistment, or employment.

6 CAR § 35-117. Implementation and Administration.

(a) All expenses are subject to review. Expenses shall not be approved or denied

based solely on itemized lists, except where specifically prohibited or required by

statute or rule.

(b) Expenses shall be evaluated in context, with consideration for the student’s

age, grade, and developmental needs.

(c) The Department shall apply a future-readiness lens to interpret expenses in

light of their contribution to enrollment, enlistment, or employment.

(d) Expenses that are primarily recreational, hobby-based, or personal-skill-focused
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shall not be approved unless directly tied to a structured instructional program with

clear academic or career-preparation objectives.

(e) Decisions shall be guided by consistency, fairness, and transparency, with

internal documentation of approval standards and rationale.

(f) Expenses that function primarily as an improvement of real property, a fixture

to real property, or general household furnishings are not ordinary and necessary even

if they can be used incidentally in support of a program participant’s education.

(a) Nothing in this section shall be construed to expand requlatory authority over

participating schools or providers beyond requirements expressly set out in rule.
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Proposed Rule — Rules Governing the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program

PURPOSE

The Division of Elementary and Secondary Education is updating the Rules Governing the Arkansas
Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program to reflect changes made by Act 920 of 2025 and to
implement policy updates based on the initial year of full operation of the program.

BACKGROUND

Pursuant to Arkansas Code § 6-18-2501 et seq., the Division is charged with promulgating rules for
the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account Program. The purpose of this rule is to
establish guidelines for the implementation and operation of the Arkansas Children’s Educational
Freedom Account Program to provide Arkansas families with more educational options for their
children as they seek educational solutions and curricula that fit the needs of their families.

KEY POINTS
e Removes previous limited eligibility criteria that is no longer applicable.
e Adds language regarding the time frame for submission of applications, account funds, and
definitions.
e Makes formatting changes in accordance with the Code of Arkansas Rules.
e Describes agency process in more detail for how the requires of the rule are to be
implemented.

DISCUSSION

In addition to updating the rule to reflect statutory changes, this amendment establishes guidelines
for the implementation and operation of the current Educational Freedom Account Program based
on the initial year where every Arkansas student is eligible to participate.

The rule in its amended form identifies several updates to definitions, sets forth when an account
shall be closed and under what circumstances it should remain in force, authorizes the division to
provide a time frame for the submission of applications, and removes the previous eligibility criteria
and adds the priority schedule in the event of insufficient funds for new accounts.

Language is also added to clarify whether an expense which is generally permissible under the rule is
permissible in a given context by articulating that qualifying expenses must be ordinary and
necessary.
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POST PC 1 CHANGES

The following changes were made to the proposed amendment following the review of

public comments received by the Division:

Several non-substantive changes were made to correct punctuation, to correct
errors in numbering within the rule, more closely aligning rule language to statutory
language, and to make word usage throughout the rule more uniform.

A clearly defined process was included to ensure consistent application of the rules
regarding whether an expense is eligible to be paid under the EFA program.
Provisions were added providing that reimbursement of core educational expenses
are not required to be pre-approved; however, other expenses do require pre-
approval. Program participants are not required to obtain preapproval when
utilizing payment methods which do not require financial disbursement directly to
the program participant.

Competitive sports are permitted as extracurricular activities so long as the team
or activity does not restrict participation based on ability.

A list of items previously found ineligible for payment under the rule is established
to allow participants greater clarity as to what items qualify for payment.

The amount of funds that roll over year after year is reduced to ensure greater
available funds to the program generally.

The cap on technological devices is aggregated but additional exceptions are added
to exceed the aggregated cap.

The definition of intentional misuse is modified to turn on good faith error and
genuine misunderstanding.

POST PC 2 CHANGES

The following three non-substantive grammatical changes were made:

An “an” was removed from proposed 6 CAR § 35-102(4)(B)(ii).
An “or” was added to proposed 6 CAR § 35-102(17)(B)(iv).
An “and” was added to proposed 6 CAR § 35-104(b)(10).
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DIVISION OF ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY EDUCATION RULES
GOVERNING ARKANSAS CHILDREN'S EDUCATIONAL FREEDOM ACCOUNTS

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES - SECOND PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

Commenter Name: Amanda Kentner, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good Afternoon,

I have been homeschooling since 2011. In May, I will be graduating my second of three children. |
will continue to homeschool my son, who will be entering high school next year. Over the past 15
years, | have been involved in multiple aspects of the homeschooling community. The 2025-26
school year was our first year of accepting EFA funds. Before that, | had been watching all the
groups, forums, and commentary. The people who are developing the rules for the program have
their work cut out for them.

For my family, the EFA has been a gift. | have two children with dyslexia, and I am so thankful
that it has helped us to get an official diagnosis as well as start dyslexia therapy for my son.

I know that you all have a huge task on your hands, and | hate that so many people seem to be
pushing the boundaries for ridiculous items. But, I would ask that you please remember the
families who are using it, as | believe it was intended.

There are two areas that | would like to ask you to please take a look at:

1) Please help protect families from individuals/businesses/organizations who seem to be
exploiting homeschoolers for their funds. | have known some people who have taught in the
homeschool community for years, for very low prices to accommodate the needs of the
homeschooler. They put in a ton of work outside of their class, and give everything to their
students for a fraction of what classes cost anywhere else. When the funds came, and they were
able to increase their prices to a fair wage. As you all know, educators tend to put in a ton of work,
and take a home a meager pay. | do not fault these individuals. My concern is more with people
who popped up over-night, or charge an excessive rate for homeschoolers, that takes every bit of
their funds. Their are some tutoring places that are charging what seems like private school tuition,
for a couple of hours a week.

2) | know there has been a lot of debate about sports. We are an athletic family, we play travel
ball as well as for our local homeschool organization. Our homeschool organization is the
equivalent to school sports. The registrations go to pay for uniforms, equipment, game fees (gym
rental, officials, etc), practice fees, etc. Registrations are only a fraction of the cost of what it takes
to pay for a program, so they often have to do a lot of fundraising outside of registrations. These
organizations are governed by the rules of the NCHC- which has been around for
years. https://www.nchclive.com/




As a parent of an athlete, I understand the difference between travel ball sports (USSSA
Baseball/softball, AAU Basketball, Soccer, etc). These are organizations that are open to everyone,
(publicschool, private school, homeschool) As a way to develop for their "school Teams". | do
not believe that these should be covered by EFA funds.

But, I do believe that homeschool sports organizations should be covered by EFA funds, as school
sports are provided for public school students through tax dollars and fundraising; and provided
for private school students through tuition (that would be covered by EFA funds.)

I understand that you all have a lot to evaluate, and | appreciate the time you have taken to read
my email and consider my concerns. Please know, that there are many families who are
appreciative of the funds, and use them as intended.

Sincerely,
Amanda Kentner

Division Response:

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Joe and Sam Siebold, 04/07/2026

Comment: Education is not curriculum. Intelligence is not a score on a test. Learning is not limited
to books authorized by government programs.

The ADE is negligent in managing this program. Not because of any specific approval abuse or
lack of oversight. But instead because the ADE has utterly failed to begin to understand the
program itself. The EDUCATIONAL FREEDOM ACCOUNTS are not to burden families with
the paradigm of the average public schools. They were instituted to allow families to maximize
their investment in their children’s capacity to learn.

Education is not a goal to be achieved or a neat book with the selective knowledge to create an
intelligent society. Education is a disciplined process of accepting constant learning and challenges



of the body, mind, and spirit. Education is not what you find in graded institutions to the exclusion
of what you find among a parent and child sitting at a table reading a book together.

The American education system is an experiment designed to develop minimally capable, high
work ethic, hierarchically motivated members of society. Unlike the various private schooling
programs and home based learning environments the experiment has utterly, unquestionably
failed. Students are less “educated” than ever before. The most basic necessary capacities have
been diminished. This leads to economic stagnancy, personal struggles, and society becoming
increasingly unstable. The model has failed on the individual level and at scale.

Yet, there insistence to use that model as a measure for what the private sector educators should
or should not be doing.

The LEARNS act was not designed to reinforce the failing measures but to thwart them.

Changes proposed from here forward should be centered around the very families engaging in the
alternative systems and schooling that have all ready proven themselves integral and valuable to
society. This includes both private education, small group education, and home education.

Continued failure to understand the functional aspects and day to day structures of the
homeschoolers, in particular, will leave the entire state of Arkansas at a loss. The ADE is in the
position of learning how to educate. Not the other way around.

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Commenter Name: Aaron Conrad, Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families, 04/07/2026

Comment: April 7, 2026

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments regarding the “Rule Governing the
Arkansas Children’s Education Freedom Account Program.” Arkansas Advocates for Children
and Families (AACF) recommends revisions described below to strengthen accountability,
fiscal control, and efficiency.

Costs Associated with School Uniforms as a Qualifying Expense

The allowance for costs associated with school uniforms that “are standardized by the dress
code requirements of the school or program™ as a qualifying expense in 6 CAR § 35-102(26)(D)



appears overly broad and would allow Education Freedom Account (EFA) funds to cover
standard clothing purchases that could also be worn regularly outside the school or program
setting. Given that students whose education is not supported by EFAs do not receive
standardized monetary assistance to purchase clothing that meets their school dress code
requirements, this rule would create disparities between children attending schools that accept
EFAs and those that do not accept EFASs or are not eligible to receive EFAs.

Application Window Exceptions

Applicants should not be able to apply outside of the regular application window and receive an
award if they moved from an area of the state that does not have a participating school within a
reasonable distance for a student to attend to an area of the state which does have a participating
school within a reasonable distance, as currently allowed under the proposed rule in 6 CAR § 35-
104. ACA 8§ 6-18-2505(j)(B)(ii) requires a rule for an applicant that falls into this category but
does not require that application to be approved, if all other requirements are met. If a student is
already approved for an EFA and enrolled in a participating EFA school, or is homeschooling,
then moves, the student should be allowed to amend his or her application outside of the
application window. However, allowing families to move in order to find a participating school
after the application window has closed could encourage unnecessary disruptions in a child’s
educational setting during an academic year, as well as place additional strain on the department
depending on the demand.

Research suggests that increased school mobility for non-promotional school changes may
negatively impact educational outcomes, particularly for students who already struggle with
academic performance or behavior challenges or who experience instability within their family
or community.'

Board Approval of an Accrediting Association

Proposed rule 6 CAR 8 35-107(a)(2)(B)(i), although it does not contain any changes from the
current version, describes the minimum criteria for an accrediting association to be recognized
by the state board. The current list on ADE’s website contains 28 accrediting associations;
however, it is unclear how the state board approved them or what was considered. AACF
recommends adjusting this rule to describe how associations will become approved and to
include stronger accountability requirements for accrediting organizations, specifically to
include school reviews every two years, which would be more in line with how often the public-
school standards and accreditation policies are reviewed and revised. Additionally, accrediting
organizations should require standards around a school’s faculty to include a majority of
educators being credentialed or certified.

Tuition and Fees Monitoring

Regular and consistent monitoring are crucial to ensuring accountability of any program. As
such, AACF recommends that tuition and fee increases from participating private schools and
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micro-schools be reviewed annually (see 6 CAR § 35-107(h)(3)). Additionally, the department
should publish a list of participating schools that have raised tuition rates, the monetary value of
the increase, the percentage increase, and the provided rationale. Applications for tuition and fee
increases should be publicly available to improve transparency so parents can make the most
informed decision about their child’s education.

In 6 CAR 8§ 35-107(h)(4) and (5), the word “may” should be replaced with “shall” to ensure that
accountability measures are enforced if a participating school requests an unreasonable or
arbitrary tuition increase.

Monitoring and Compliance

The monitoring and compliance section does not specify how often the department should
conduct a random audit of participating private schools. AACF suggests that participating
private schools follow the same audit rules that govern other state-supported schools and that
participating schools be required to report their audits to ADE and Arkansas Legislative
Audit. Current audit requirements can be found at 6 CAR § 240-101 et seq. and should be
incorporated into these rules. This would include an annual audit for participating private
schools conducted either by Arkansas Legislative Audit or a private auditor.

Because Arkansas Legislative Audit, ADE, and the legislature already have an audit
infrastructure for educational institutions, this change would improve transparency by having
a third party conduct the audit without placing an undue burden on ADE.

Payments Under the Program

AACF has concerns that the word “quarterly” is removed from the rule in 6 CAR § 35-111. If
EFA funds were distributed quarterly, the department would have additional internal control
over the funds and could stop payments quicker if a student leaves the program, an EFA is
suspended, or a student is expelled from a participating school. AACF recommends continuing
quarterly payments. If something else is intended with this rule change, it is unclear.

Program Evaluation — Testing Requirements

Students in grades 3-10 who are enrolled in public schools are required to take their grade level’s
Arkansas Teaching, Learning, and Assessment System (ATLAS) exam. Since ATLAS currently
serves as the statewide student assessment system to measure public school student progress and
is a major component of public- school accountability, ATLAS should also be the required
examination for participating EFA schools as these schools are also supported, in part, by state
funding. This change in 6 CAR § 35-111(a) would allow for a more direct comparison of student
achievement across public schools, participating EFA schools, and homeschooling participants
as well as aid in program evaluation.

The rule should further be clarified that students must take their grade-level’s exam unless
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they receive a waiver from the department.
Program Evaluation — Data Publication

The written evaluation report on the EFA program is required annually and includes, “other
relevant data as determined by the department,” ACA 8 6-18-2510(b)(9). AACF suggests the
program evaluation rule in 6 CAR § 35-112(d) is clarified to include additional information in
the annual report that will provide the public with insights into how the program is functioning,
particularly around access to school choice options. The evaluation report should include the
number of participants in each grade-level and the population per county that are participating
in homeschool, unless the number is too small to report due to privacy concerns.

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the proposed EFA rule. We share your goal
of implementing program rules that ensure Arkansas tax dollars funding Education Freedom
Accounts are spent responsibly and managed efficiently. To that end, we appreciate your
consideration of the comments and recommendations above and look forward to working with
you in the future.

Sincerely,

Qo Grved

Aaron Conrad
Education and Fiscal Policy Fellow
Arkansas Advocates for Children and Families

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Regarding the first issue raised, this comment concerns the statutory provision that required
uniforms are a qualified expense which is required in A.C.A. § 6-18-2503(13)(D) and
implemented by this rule. Consequently, the comment’s concerns are outside the scope of
rulemaking. Furthermore, the relevant text of this amendment is a clarification which clarifies
the school’s requirement must be implemented by a standardized dress code.

Regarding the second issue raised, this comment concerns the statutory requirement that
applications be considered outside the application period established in A.C.A. § 6-18-
2505(j)(2)(B) and implemented by this rule. Consequently, the comment’s concerns are outside
the scope of rulemaking.

Regarding the third issue raised, this comment concerns language which is not being considered
for amendment at this time.

Regarding the fourth issue raised, this comment concerns language which is not being considered
for amendment at this time.



Regarding the fifth issue raised, this comment concerns language which is not being considered
for amendment at this time.

Regarding the sixth issue raised, this comment concerns the removal of the quarterly structure of
funding. The change in the rule is an implementation of Act 920 of 2025 8§83 which deleted the
word quarterly from the statutory text this amendment is implementing. Consequently, the
comment’s concerns are outside the scope of rulemaking.

Regarding the seventh issue raised, this comment concerns the provision governing testing set
out in A.C.A. 8 6-18-2509(a) and implemented by this rule. Consequently, the comment’s
concerns are outside the scope of rulemaking.

Regarding the eighth issue raised, this comment concerns language which is not being
considered for amendment at this time.

Comments related to portions of the rule not subject to this preposed amendment may be
considered for future rulemaking.

Commenter Name: Miranda Lynn, 04/07/2026

Comment: To whom it may concern,

I am writing to formally submit my feedback regarding the proposed rule changes for the Arkansas
Education Freedom Accounts (EFA). As a parent dedicated to providing a robust and tailored
education for my children, | appreciate the opportunity to voice my concerns. While | support the
mission of the EFA program, several of the proposed adjustments appear to create unnecessary
barriers to the high-quality, individualized learning the program was designed to facilitate.
Specifically, 1 would like to address the following areas:

**1. Benchmarking Co-Curricular Activities to Public School Offerings**

The requirement that co-curricular activities be "comparable” to public school offerings is
problematic. Public schools frequently add or drop courses based on fluctuating resources and
staffing, which makes them an inconsistent benchmark for educational value. The strength of the
EFA program lies in its ability to provide specialized opportunities that may not be available in a
traditional setting; tethering them to public school standards limits the very innovation the program
seeks to encourage.

**2_Restrictions on Parental Instruction**

The language "not taught by a parent™ in both co-curricular and extra-curricular definitions is
overly restrictive. Many parents possess professional expertise or specialized skills that are highly
beneficial to their children's education. Prohibiting the use of EFA funds for parent-led instruction
overlooks the primary role parents play in the educational success of their children.



**3. Sports Eligibility and Tryout Restrictions**

The proposed rule that sports involvement cannot involve a "tryout”™ to remain eligible is
inconsistent with the reality of athletic competition. Even public school teams utilize tryouts to
manage team sizes and skill levels. Barring EFA students from competitive environments that
require evaluations places them at a distinct disadvantage compared to their peers.

**4. Funding for Sports Equipment and Safety Gear**

The exclusion of sports equipment—including essential safety gear—is a significant concern.
Physical education and team sports are vital to a well-rounded curriculum. Ensuring that children
have access to the proper equipment, particularly for safety, is necessary for their well-being and
participation.

**5, Technology Caps**

In an era of rapid technological advancement, a strict cap on technology funds seems unrealistic.
Our children’s ability to learn, create, and compete in the modern workforce depends on access to
current tools. A rigid cap may stifle a student's drive to explore fields like coding, digital design,
and engineering.

**6. Rollover Fund Limitations**

Maintaining the current $20,000 rollover limit is essential for long-term educational planning.
Reducing this cap may inadvertently encourage "use it or lose it" spending, leading to less efficient
use of taxpayer funds. Allowing parents to save for future, more expensive educational milestones
ensures that funds are spent purposefully on a child's evolving field of interest.

**7. Streamlining the Pre-Approval Process**

The current pre-approval system is experiencing significant delays, often exceeding one week.
This timeframe frequently leads to rejections because prices for educational materials fluctuate
quickly. I propose implementing a **price variation cap** (for example, $100). If an item’s price
changes within that margin between pre-approval and purchase, it should be automatically
processed. This would drastically reduce the administrative workload for the department and
eliminate the need for parents to restart the submission process for minor price differences.

**8. Support for Agriculture and Gardening Curriculum**

Gardening and farming supplies are foundational educational tools. These projects teach children
about biology, sustainability, and self-sufficiency. | have observed many parents discouraged by
recent rejections in this category. | urge the department to ensure that supplies and curriculum
related to cultivating food remain a supported and recognized educational expense.

Thank you for your time and for considering these perspectives. | hope these recommendations
assist in creating a more streamlined and effective program for all Arkansas families.



Sincerely,
Miranda Bertrand

Division Response:

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s



worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Amanda Lester, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom it May Concern:

I am in opposition to the proposed rule changes for the EFA PROGRAM. Additional restrictions
on the items and programs available to homeschool students will significantly limit the
opportunities that students should have available to them through this program. Rather than limit
legitimate purchases, the program should focus on the “freedom” that was intended in the
beginning.

Thank you,

Amanda Lester
Homeschool Parent of 2 EFA recipients

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The general concern of this comment
is that the rule will act as a constraint to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the
State of Arkansas. The division respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between
the law governing home schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect
the expenditure of public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars.
Likewise, if a parent chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to
supplement their home school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must
do so at their own expense.

Commenter Name: Angelica Ukestad

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:
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1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a "co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
"Instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience." The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, it an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of ""Hobby-Based™ Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of "hobby-based™ activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a "private school

requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
"qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling.
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Parents are responsible for selecting appropriate tools based on their child's educational needs, and
this added layer of approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving "tryouts" eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap.

Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public schools also limit participation
based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a) (2) (F) (i) (d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that "a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred."

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including "fine arts,” "STEM," "world
languages,” and "career and technical education”-require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families. This program has been extremely valuable in
allowing us to homeschool our children and provide them with an excellent education.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Angelica Ukestad

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
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courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Ashley Nelson, Parent, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good afternoon,

My name is Ashley Nelson, and | am home-educator of two children--ages 8 and 11. We are in
our seventh year of homeschooling, and the EFA program has greatly benefited our family. We
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are so grateful for the hard work and dedication of all whom have brought this legislation and
program to us.

I write today to oppose the current revision of the EFA program for the following reasons:

1) the extremely confusing language around co-curricular activities. I am really not understanding
what this definition is trying to express.

2) limits to allow funding to only activities allowed in the public school. As a homeschool parent,
how am | supposed to verify this information?

3) the exclusion of competitive sports.

4) the shift to pre-approvals. | have serious concerns that this will only add to the already lengthy
wait times of funding.

Thank you.
Ashley Nelson

ashnelson007 @gmail.com
870-321-7007

Division Response:

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.
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Commenter Name: Haley Conley Cloughessy, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom it May Concern,
I am writing to express my concern for the proposed changes.

Most alarming is the limiting of roll over funds. | joined EFA with the intent of being able to use
the funds for dual enrollment or vocational fields in the next few years for my middle school aged
children. Slashing that, and by more than half, limits their future plans significantly.

I'm the same vein, limiting technology to a hard cap is short sighted as quality electronics are not
cheap and inflation is just going to rise. Being able to buy a quality product that you don't have to
replace as often makes more sense than buying something cheap over and over. Also saying it has
to be deemed necessary by a "qualified professional™ seems to say the parent isn't qualified to
know what their child needs. A more reasonable answer would be putting a 25% cap like sports
has so it automatically adjusts when the funding does.

The co-curricular language implies that it must be through a third party. It creates ambiguity to
whether a parent could buy the materials and curriculum needed to teach it themselves and/or allow
for student led study.

I am also worried about the "hobby" based activity. Handicrafts, stem, agriculture, and non
traditional activities shouldn't be taken off the table. The Arkansas Dept of Agriculture is currently
have a school garden of the year contest.

Requiring pre-approval for co-curricular expenses will significantly slow the already slow process
and cause people to miss out on classes that fill up quickly. It will also cost more if you are unable
to jJump on sales because you're waiting for pre-approval and then waiting on approval.

I also believe limiting the funding for sports on top of the 25% cap that is already there to be
unnecessary. Also, tying it to sports that have tryout seems unfair since schools hold tryouts. |
personally think, that obesity is such a problem and sports are amazing for children, that the funds
should be opened further for at home PE equipment, especially for those in rural areas with no
easy access to classes and gyms. Even things like theater are generally tryout so does the new
wording impact those activities?

The changes proposed will cause significant setbacks to what was supposed to be more freedom
in our children's education and cause uncertainty and hardships for the families that participate in
good faith. | respectfully ask that you reconsider and make the wording clearer so that the EFA
program is practical and accessible for families.

I also request that changes cannot be implemented mid year. Almost all updates should happen
after each year going into effect July 1 when the program rolls over.

Sincerely,
Haley Cloughessy
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Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public

16



school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Nathan Sanders, 04/07/2026

Comment: Arkansas State Board of The Division of Elementary and Secondary Education
Four Capitol Mall
Little Rock, AR 72201 PO Box 210

RE: EdChoice Public Comment on Proposed Rules Governing the Arkansas Children’s
Educational Freedom Account Program

Dear Honorable Members of the State Board,

EdChoice has championed educational freedom for 30 years, guided by Milton and Rose
Friedman's vision that every student deserves access to the best possible education. That vision is
at the heart of EdChoice's commitment to the continued success of the Arkansas Children's
Educational Freedom Account (EFA) program, which currently serves over 40,000 students across
the state.

The latest version of the proposed rules governing the EFA program are an improvement, as they
address several issues identified in earlier versions. Still, the rules should be improved by allowing
EFA funds to be used for competitive sports that determine participation through tryouts or ability.

The original legislation creating the Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account program
contained no language prohibiting competitive sports. In fact, the program explicitly allows the
use of EFA funds for reasonable costs associated with “extracurricular activities, physical
education activities, or educational field trips.” Competitive sports clearly fall within this category.

Creating new restrictions for EFA students through rulemaking would replace the Department’s
preferences with those crafted by elected representatives. When the General Assembly imposed
restrictions on EFA expenditures, it did so explicitly — as shown in the twenty-five percent
spending cap in the authorizing statute (Arkansas Code § 6-18-2503).

Additionally, in September, the Arkansas Department of Education informed EFA families that
funds could be used for team sports. Following that guidance, families made enroliment and
financial choices. Reversing course by limiting the type of team sports for the next school year
would damage the trust families have in the program and the Department, signaling to families
that EFA students are less deserving of opportunities than their public school peers.

Another reason not to move forward with the restriction on competitive sports is that the public is
strongly opposed to it. Of the 196 public comments submitted during the comment period for the
previous iteration of the rules, more than 180 opposed the sports exclusion. This sentiment aligns
with statewide polling by Opportunity Arkansas, which found that 60 percent of Arkansas parents
support allowing EFA participants to use funds for extracurricular activities. EdChoice’s national
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polling similarly finds that 83% of families support education savings accounts, higher than any
other type of education choice program, likely because ESAs are supposed to offer maximum
flexibility to meet each child’s individual needs.

EdChoice encourages the Arkansas Department of Education to continue listening to families, as
it has throughout the program’s implementation. Removing the exclusion on competitive sports
would reaffirm the Department’s trust in parents to determine the best educational experience for
their children. That principle is what has guided the program since its founding and should remain
central to the program moving forward.

Sincerely,

Nathan Sanders
Policy and Advocacy Director EdChoice

Division Response:

Rulemaking Authority: The ADE has the legal authority to promulgate this provision. The
division is required to adopt rules for the administration of the program. A.C.A. 8 6-18-2503(a).
Under the Administrative Procedures Act, this authorizes the department to adopt statement of
general applicability and future effect that implements, interprets, or prescribes law or policy, or
describes the organization, procedure, or practice of an agency. See, A.C.A. 8 25-15-202(a)(9)(A).

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Chelsie Martin, 04/07/2026

Comment: Hello,

I am concerned about what is considered a “hobby”, vs life skills that can turn into careers. I’'m
hoping there can be more specifications in the new rules. Especially in AR where the trades are
very prominent- and studies in farming (animals/growing food), construction, electrical, computer
tech, etc. are important avenues for many students.

Second, | am hoping that “it must be taught in a public school” should be change to “public or
private school”. | believe as a homeschool parent, we should still have the options provided to
those with a private education (especially since these funds give us an option to send our kids to a
private school indicating what is taught there is being paid for with these funds).

18



I also have a suggestion that some at home PE equipment be recognized as valid. A lot of people
in AR live way out of town, so the time dedication to drive our children to multiple things in town
sometimes isn’t possible. | know these things can be hard to regulate- but a school would provide
PE equipment, and | feel a lot of families could benefit from this option.

The last suggestion, which I’m sure has been mentioned, is having clearer breakdowns of what is
allowed and at least a general idea of a spending limit. Like if we could have access to what criteria
those judging each submission is using. It is so hard to know if we are aiming too low (and could
have provided our children something of better quality) or too high (and have to play a guessing
game of how much lower to go and then wait for long period of times to see if the guess was right).

In addition, I would so appreciate the staff to be trained to actually read emails. The two times |
attempted to email the general line, I received a general info reply that made it very clear they do
not read my email and didn’t help me in the least bit (since | had already read the general info and
needed further assistance). I still have a mileage help email floating out there- that no one bothered
replying back to since my “box” must have been checked as replied.

Overall though I am beyond thankful for this program, and | know you guys are just doing your
best to keep it legally going!

Blessings,
-Chelsie Martin

Ps. If by some chance you guys have work from home positions and are hiring, 1I’d love to apply!
Just didn’t know where to go to look for this so I figured I’d throw it out in this email lol.

Sent from my iPhone

Division Response: Comment received, no changes made. The division respectfully rejects the
premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool context is or should be to provide
equity between public or private schools and homeschooling. The goal of the EFA program is to
support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience by ensuring parents have access
to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality education. This purpose of
homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or private schools.

Commenter Name: Alexandra Marie, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Sir or Madam,
I am writing to express serious concern regarding the proposed changes to homeschool funding

under the LEARNS Act and the increasing restrictions being placed on Arkansas homeschooling
families.

19



The original intent of this funding was to empower parents to meet the unique educational needs
of their children, especially those whose needs are not fully met within traditional public school
settings. These proposed revisions move us further away from that purpose and toward
unnecessary limitation, confusion, and inequity.

Several of the proposed changes raise significant concerns.

First, the language referring to “recreational or hobby” expenses is far too subjective.
Homeschooling families already navigate unclear and inconsistent interpretations, and adding
more vague terminology only increases the burden on parents trying to do what is best for their
children. Clear, objective standards should replace language that invites arbitrary decisions.

Second, the $1,000 technology cap feels outdated and unrealistic given today’s educational
landscape. Technology is not a luxury. It is a core component of modern learning. Many
homeschool students rely on specialized software, adaptive tools, online programs, and devices to
access their education effectively. Limiting this access directly undermines student success.

Third, the restriction that co-curricular courses must be offered by public schools within Arkansas
is particularly problematic. Homeschooling exists because many families need options beyond
what public schools provide. If families are limited only to what public schools already offer, then
the flexibility and individualized education that homeschool funding was designed to support is
effectively eliminated.

If such a restriction is to remain, then families should be provided with a comprehensive,
transparent, and annually updated list of all courses offered across the state, from kindergarten
through 12th grade, including syllabi. Without this, families are left guessing what qualifies, which
creates unnecessary stress and inconsistency. If the system requires that level of limitation, then
the responsibility for clarity should fall on the system rather than individual parents.

It is also important to recognize the role extracurricular and nontraditional activities play for
children with ADHD, sensory needs, and other learning differences. Many of these children thrive
in environments that are hands-on, movement-based, creative, or specialized. These are often
labeled as recreational, but in reality they are essential to development and learning. Activities
such as martial arts, music, art, outdoor education, and specialized programs help these children
regulate, focus, and succeed academically.

The homeschool funding provided through LEARNS has been life-changing for many Arkansas
families. It has allowed parents to tailor education, close learning gaps, support mental health, and
provide opportunities that would otherwise be inaccessible. Increasing restrictions risks undoing
that progress and disproportionately impacts families who rely on this flexibility the most.

I respectfully ask that these proposed changes be reconsidered and that policies remain focused on
preserving flexible and individualized educational opportunities for Arkansas students.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Sincerely,
Alexandra Esparza (Homeschool Mom)

Sent from my iPhone

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Elizabeth Murders, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Arkansas Department of Education and State Board members,

I am writing to formally express my concerns regarding the proposed changes to the Educational
Freedom Account (EFA) program, specifically those related to the 25% extracurricular cap,
reduced rollover limits, and new athletic restrictions.

While | support the program’s goal of expanding educational choice, | believe the following

proposed restrictions will negatively impact my child's ability to receive a truly customized
education:
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e The 25% Extracurricular Cap: Capping funds for physical education, field trips, and
extracurriculars at 25% is overly restrictive. For many families, these activities are not
"extras" but essential components of a holistic curriculum that foster social skills and
physical health.

o Reduced Rollover Limits: Reducing the rollover limit (reportedly from $20,000 down to
$8,500) penalizes families who are fiscally responsible. Many of us save funds across
multiple years to afford high-cost items like specialized technology, therapy equipment, or
advanced high school curriculum.

e Athletic and Participation Restrictions: Banning funds for sports that require tryouts or
"ability-based" participation limits the opportunities for students to pursue excellence in
their chosen fields. These restrictions feel like an unnecessary barrier to programs that
private and homeschool students should have the right to access.

The strength of the EFA program lies in the "Freedom" it offers parents to direct their child’s
unique educational journey. These new caps and oversight measures shift that control away from
parents and back toward a "one-size-fits-all" model.

I ask that the Board reconsider these specific caps and maintain the flexibility that was originally
promised to Arkansas families.

Thank you for your time and for considering my feedback.

Sincerely,
Elisabeth Murders

elisabeth.murders@gmail.com
479-233-0036

Division Response:

25% Cap on Extracurricular Activities: Comment considered, no changes made. Because the
statutory law governing the EFA program restricts funds spent on extracurricular activities to
twenty-five percent of the funds allocated but does not define extracurricular activities, it is
necessary to provide a definition in the rule in order to administer the program.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
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of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Janet Pierce, 04/07/2026

Comment: April 07, 2026

To: Arkansas Department of Education State Board Attn: EFA Accounts Committee
Little Rock, Arkansas

RE: Opposition to Proposed Education Freedom Account (EFA) Rule Changes Regarding Co-
Curricular Activities and Technology Caps

To the Members of the Arkansas Department of Education Committee,

I am writing to formally address concerns regarding the proposed rule changes for the Education
Freedom Account (EFA) program. While the program’s intent is to provide educational flexibility,
certain proposed shifts—particularly regarding the definition of parent-led instruction and caps on
technology—threaten to undermine the very freedom the program is named for.

Co-Curricular Activities and the ""Not Parent Led" Clause

The vague wording regarding "co-curricular activities and courses"” being labeled as "not parent-
led" is highly concerning. For many families, especially those in rural areas or those
homeschooling children with learning disabilities such as ASD and ADHD, parent-led instruction
is not a preference—it is a necessity. Rigid, outsourced classroom environments are often ill-
equipped to handle the specific requirements of neurodivergent learners. Imposing restraints that
force students into such environments can result in a significant waste of state funding, as these
settings often impede learning progress for both the student in question and their peers.

Technological Constraints and Market Realities

The proposed $1,000 limit on technology costs is insufficient in today’s market. High- quality
computing equipment and specialized assistive technology for students with disabilities often
exceed this threshold. A low cap will result in the purchase of lower- quality hardware that requires
frequent replacement and costly upgrades, ultimately creating a higher long-term financial burden
on the state and the families involved.

Classification of STEM and Educational Philosophy
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Furthermore, STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) should not be
categorized as an extra-curricular activity associated solely with EdTech or general science. It is a
fundamental co-curricular necessity that should be eligible for parent- led instruction. Any
constraint on co-curricular courses of study contradicts the spirit of established Arkansas
homeschooling law, which explicitly grants parents the right to select and utilize the curriculum
they deem most effective for their child's unique needs.

| urge the committee to reconsider these changes to ensure the EFA remains a tool for genuine
educational choice rather than a vehicle for increased bureaucracy and restriction.
Sincerely,

[Your Name]
Arkansas Resident / Educator

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Commenter Name: Joel D. Larru, 04/07/2026

Comment: | am making comment on the following section of the proposed rule: “A participating
student must demonstrate to the Department of Education’s satisfaction that there is a specific
private school requirement, institution of higher education requirement, or that the technology is
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deemed necessary for the participating student by a qualified professional in order to exceed one
thousand dollars ($1,000) in aggregate annual costs for technological devices;”

A $1000 aggregate cap on technology expenditures for homeschooling families does not reflect
the actual cost of delivering a comprehensive, modern education. This cap disproportionately
affects families who cannot supplement the shortfall with personal funds, creating unequal access
to essential educational tools. Further, the proposed cap undermines instructional quality and fails
to account for the essential role technology plays in curriculum access, assessment,
communication, and accessibility. As written, the proposed rules restricts educational
opportunities rather than supporting them.

One reason for this is the proposed cap is misaligned with actual market costs. This proposed cap
assumes that a functional homeschool technology setup can be purchased and maintained for
$1000. Current market data contradicts this assumption. For one thing, a reliable laptop suitable
for daily academic use typically costs $600-$1200. Even a brief review of the ClassWallet
marketplace shows that most suitable devices are in this price range. Or, if we go with a desktop
computer, a desktop setup with the required monitor, webcam, and peripherals often exceed $900—
$1500. By setting the cap at or below the cost of a single durable device, the policy effectively
forces families to choose between substandard equipment or out-of-pocket spending. This
undermines the very spirit of the EFA program’s goal to expand educational choice and flexibility
for families.

Homeschooling requires more than a single computing device. Modern curricula rely on online
platforms and digital resources that often require printing handouts, worksheets, and lab materials.
This requires additional equipment such as headphones, printers, ink and paper, external storage,
webcams, and network-access hardware. These are not “extras”—they are the functional
equivalent of public school-provided classroom resources. A cap that covers only a fraction of
these needs is inadequate.

| believe this to be an unnecessary and arbitrary restriction on the use of the funds. This burden is
particularly acute for first-year program participants, who must often purchase multiple
foundational items to establish an effective learning environment. In our first year in the EFA
program, we needed to purchase a laptop, printer, toner, headphones, and other basic items. These
necessary purchases exceeded the proposed cap, yet we will still have a substantial balance of
unused funds at the end of the year. It is unclear how limiting access to essential technology—
despite the availability of sufficient funds—would benefit any child’s education. The proposed cap
functions as an arbitrary barrier rather than a safeguard, and it undermines the program’s stated
purpose of expanding educational opportunity.

Joel D. Larru
APRN, FNP-C, RN, MSN

Division Response:

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
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ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: Megan Greenwood, 04/07/2026

Comment: | am writing as an Arkansas homeschool parent to share concerns about the proposed
changes to the Education Freedom Account program. | appreciate the goal of accountability, but
several of the new restrictions would reduce the flexibility that makes homeschooling work for
many families.

First, the proposed $1,000 technology cap is too low, especially for high school students who may
need a laptop, software, or other devices for advanced coursework. | also believe e-readers should
be treated as books rather than tablets, since their purpose is limited to reading and they do not
function like a general-use device.

Second, I am concerned about restrictions on co-curricular classes being limited to those taught
outside the home. I do not believe parents should be paid to teach these classes, but families should
still be able to use EFA funds to purchase curriculum and supplies for co-curricular learning at
home.

Third, hobby-based learning should remain eligible. Many subjects that begin as hobbies later
become careers, skills, or lifelong interests. These opportunities should not be excluded simply
because they are hands-on or interest-based.

Fourth, requiring a syllabus for every class goes beyond what Arkansas homeschool law requires
and does not reflect the flexibility that homeschooling is meant to provide. Families use a wide
variety of educational approaches, and a one-size-fits-all syllabus requirement could create
unnecessary burdens without improving student learning.

I support reasonable oversight of public funds, but I ask that any final rules preserve homeschool
flexibility and continue to recognize that parents need room to customize education for their
children.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Megan Greenwood

Homeschool mom of Chase and Kaelen

Division Response:

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
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and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Commenter Name: Cynthia Oman, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Arkansas Board of Education,

In regard to revising the regulations for carrying out the LEARNS Act, please alter the section
below to require all public, private and home school students to either take the same examinations
required of students in public schools (currently ATLAS) or all students -- including public school
students -- to take a state-approved nationally normed-reference test.

Arkansas taxpayers are entitled to an apples-to-apples comparison of student achievement in the
different categories of schools in light of the more than $300 million going annually to the
Educational Freedom Accounts every year. Requiring all to take a same end-of-year tests is fair
and could tamp down the animosity on the vouchers.

Nothing should legally stop a private or home school mandated to give the state tests to also give
a nationally normed test, if desired. The cost of the state tests is minimal and would be deducted
from the voucher account for each student.

6 CAR § 35-112. Program evaluation.

(a) The participating school, parent, or service provider that is responsible for the
majority of a student’s academic instruction, shall administer the following to all
participating students who are enrolled on a full-time basis in kindergarten through
tenth grade (K-10):

(1) An examination identified by the State Board of Education that is required
for students attending public schools; or

(2)(A) A nationally recognized norm-referenced test approved by the state

board that:

(i) Measures, at minimum, achievement in literacy and mathematics;

and

(ii) Provides information that compares the performance of students

against the performance of a sample of students from across the country.
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Thank you for your consideration of this important matter!

Sincerely,
Cynthia Howell Oman

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Joseph Pierce, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. | support the goal of ensuring accountability within the program; however,
several provisions raise concerns regarding clarity and how these rules will function in practice for
homeschooling families.

I respectfully offer the following feedback:
1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that instruction must be delivered by
an “instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” As written, it is
unclear whether curriculum, materials, and supplies associated with co-curricular courses would
remain eligible expenses unless tied directly to a third-party provider.

Many co-curricular subjects—such as STEM, fine arts, and technical education—require the
purchase of books, materials, and supplies in order for students to participate meaningfully. The
current language creates uncertainty as to whether these necessary materials would continue to
qualify for reimbursement.

Clarification is needed to ensure that curriculum, materials, and supplies used for co-curricular
learning remain allowable expenses under the EFA program.

2. Technology Spending Cap

The proposed requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 annually must meet a
“private school requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be approved by a
“qualified professional” does not align with how homeschooling operates today. Technology is an
essential component of modern education, used daily for coursework, research, writing,
assessments, and participation in online and dual enrollment classes.

A fixed $1,000 cap is not sufficient to cover even one reliable device, such as a laptop or tablet,

when factoring in necessary software and accessories. This limitation is especially challenging for
families with multiple students or those engaged in more advanced or technical coursework.
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A more practical solution would be to set a reasonable percentage-based cap—such as 25 percent
of the total EFA award—rather than requiring external justification. This approach would scale
appropriately for different families, maintain fairness, and align with other percentage-based limits
already used within the program.

A percentage cap provides accountability while also recognizing the essential role technology
plays in education today, without adding unnecessary administrative hurdles.

3. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed requirement that non-core educational expenses must receive Department approval
before being incurred represents a significant change from the current reimbursement process.

Many co-curricular opportunities—such as arts programs, STEM activities, world language
instruction, and career-focused courses—require timely decisions and enrollment. A pre-approval
requirement may introduce delays that limit access to these opportunities and create additional
administrative challenges for families.

In addition, students participating in dual credit or concurrent enrollment programs often face strict
registration deadlines and associated costs. It is unclear how these programs would be impacted
by the proposed pre-approval process.

I respectfully request clear confirmation that dual credit and concurrent enrollment expenses will
continue to be eligible and will not be negatively affected by approval delays.

Conclusion

Overall, these proposed changes may unintentionally restrict educational flexibility and create
uncertainty for families who are striving to comply with program requirements. Greater clarity and
a more flexible approach would better support both accountability and the practical realities of
homeschooling.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these comments.

Sincerely,
Joseph Pierce

Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
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courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Danielle Pierce, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While | understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
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raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:
1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” As written, the
language appears to imply that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics—areas explicitly included in the co-curricular definition—it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Technology is not a
supplemental expense in modern education—it is a foundational tool used daily for curriculum
access, research, writing, testing, communication, and participation in online and dual credit

coursework.

A fixed $1,000 threshold is not sufficient to cover even a single durable device such as a laptop or
tablet, particularly when combined with necessary accessories, software, or subject-specific tools.
For families with multiple children, or those participating in online, technical, or college-level
coursework, this limitation is especially restrictive.

A more practical and equitable approach would be to cap technology spending at a reasonable
percentage of the total EFA award—such as 25 percent—rather than requiring external
justification. A percentage-based cap scales appropriately with the total award amount, treats
families consistently, and aligns with existing program structures that already use percentage limits
for other categories.

A 25 percent cap is a balanced standard: it is high enough to reflect the essential role of technology
in modern education, while still maintaining clear guardrails to prevent misuse. This approach
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provides accountability without imposing unnecessary administrative barriers or requiring families
to seek third-party validation for routine educational purchases.

3. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including fine arts, STEM, world
languages, and career and technical education—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith. Additionally, my children participate in dual credit/concurrent credit courses, which
often have strict enrollment timelines and associated costs. It is unclear whether these opportunities
would be affected by pre-approval requirements, and whether delays could jeopardize
participation.

I respectfully request explicit clarification that dual credit and concurrent credit courses will
remain eligible expenses and will not be negatively impacted by pre-approval requirements or
delays in processing.

In summary, these provisions risk narrowing educational opportunities and creating uncertainty
for families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Danielle Pierce
Sent from Proton Mail for iOS.

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
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materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Amy Hale, 04/07/2026

Comment: | am writing to express serious concerns regarding the implications of the LEARNS
Act, particularly as it relates to the constitutional responsibility of the State of Arkansas to provide
an equitable and adequate public education for all students.

The precedent established in Lake View School District No. 25 v. Huckabee made it clear that
education in Arkansas is not optional policy—it is a constitutional obligation. The Arkansas
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Supreme Court affirmed that the State must ensure a general, suitable, and efficient system of
public education, funded in a way that is both adequate and equitable, regardless of a student’s
geographic location or local wealth.

The LEARNS Act appears to move in a direction that undermines this responsibility.

Specifically, I am concerned with the provision of taxpayer-funded “rollover” accounts and
financial allocations to homeschool and private school students. While | fully support a parent’s
right to choose the best educational path for their child—including homeschooling or private
education—those choices are, by nature, personal decisions. Taxpayers should not be financially
responsible for subsidizing individualized or alternative education pathways that operate outside
the public system.

Public education is held to strict standards—curriculum requirements, certified educators,
accountability measures, testing, reporting, and compliance with both state and federal regulations.
Private and homeschool environments are not subject to the same level of oversight, yet the
LEARNS Act proposes distributing public funds to these systems as though they are equivalent.

This raises a critical concern: If funding is equal, should not the standards, accountability,
and requirements also be equal? Without parity in guidelines, restrictions, and oversight,
equal funding creates an imbalance that ultimately disadvantages the very system the
Constitution mandates the State to protect—public schools.

Additionally, diverting funds away from public education to support private and homeschool
options reduces the resources available to students who may not have a choice in their educational
setting. Many Arkansas families rely on public schools as their only viable option. Weakening that
system disproportionately impacts rural communities, lower-income families, and students who
depend on public education for stability, opportunity, and support.

More broadly, this approach risks eroding the foundation established by the Lake View decision.
By reallocating funds in this manner, the State may be stepping away from its constitutional duty
to ensure that every child—not just those with access or means—receives an adequate education.
If families wish to receive taxpayer-funded education, it is reasonable to expect that
participation occurs within the public school system, where accountability, equity, and
standards are upheld for all.

I respectfully urge you to reconsider the structure and long-term impact of the LEARNS Act.
Arkansas has already fought—and legally affirmed—the importance of equitable education. We
should not move backward from that progress.

Thank you for your time, your service, and your consideration of this important issue.

Sincerely,

Amy Hale
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Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Commenter Name: Ryan McAfee, Parent, 04/07/2026

Comment: Background: I'm a parent in Rose Bud with 2 children currently homeschooling and
receiving EFA funding. A third child will be old enough start in a few years.

Referencing this section of the proposed rulemaking:

A participating student can must demonstrate to the Department of Education’s satisfaction that
there is a specific private school requirement, institution of higher education requirement, or that
the technology is deemed necessary for the participating student by a qualified professional in
order to exceed one thousand dollars ($1,000) in aggregate annual costs for technological devices;

Comments:
$1,000 is a low cap for technology needs, especially if a student requires something like a laptop
and a printer.

Perhaps it would be more reasonable to evaluate this as either $2,000 over 2 years or $3,000 over
3 years?

I've been a technology professional in the State of Arkansas for many years. | have been, and
currently am, responsible for purchasing a significant number of computers and other devices.
Purchasing a quality laptop from a reputable manufacturer for under $1000 is difficult once you
include tax, shipping, and a good extended warranty. Historically, EFA funding assumed a device
would be required last at least 3 years. With students that can be a difficult requirement without
coverage for accidental damage as well as component failure for a full 3 years.

Ebook readers (dedicated devices) should not be classified as tablets or fall under the technology
limits. These should be categorized under book/reading devices.

Also, please don't do anything to make it more difficult to get books (and especially ebooks)
covered. One of my children will read for as long as you will let her. She finishes a stack of books
from the library within a day of getting them home. Ebooks are often the only method we have for
providing her with reading material. I'm trying to get my son to adopt this habit.

Sincerely,
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Ryan McAfee
Rose Bud, AR
ryan@n5qz.org
501-230-6413

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: Rick Smith, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good afternoon!

I would like to state that the expansion of pre-approval requirements for co-curricular expenses in
going to literally double the amount of time and effort required to get approval for a whole laundry
list of items that should be easily approved. Making every parent submit the same request twice
(once for pre-approval and again to make the actual purchase) is the wrong approach. The already
exhaustive list of approved categories, and a dose of common sense, should be more than
sufficient. At most, pre-approval should be an optional step for parents purchasing something via
reimbursement if they have any question as to the validity of the purchase. If they choose not to
use pre-approval, then they are simply responsible for the purchase if they cannot make a
compelling case for it being a valid educational expense.

These are adults, parents who have the responsibility to make wise decisions in the use of their
education funds. They are not children who should be required to ask permission for everything
like kids wanting a hall pass.

Thanks for your hard work, and for your consideration of my concerns.

Sincerely,
Rick Smith

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Preapproval Requirements: The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved
in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is
designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If
a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within the exception for
preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request preapproval.
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Commenter Name: Tailor Peintner, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While | understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:
1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)
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The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

38



Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Grant Minor, 04/07/2026
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Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a *“co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)
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The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Tailor Olivea, 04/07/2026
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Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a *“co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)
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The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
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Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Hillary Jeter, 04/07/2026
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Comment: Hello,

I am an EFA funds participants, and have utilized the program for both homeschooling and private
school education. Upon reading the proposed changes for the program, multiple concerns became
apparent.

The language and structure of these proposed changes raise significant issues that | believe warrant
careful reconsideration.

At the heart of my concern is that these rules appear to extend beyond the scope of Arkansas
homeschool law and, in practice, redefine homeschooling into a more rigid, institutional model
that does not reflect how home education functions or why families choose it.

One example is the definition of a “course” as requiring a predetermined syllabus. Homeschooling
is intentionally flexible and individualized. Parents regularly adjust pacing, content, and methods
based on a child’s needs, mastery, and even life circumstances such as illness or family obligations.
Requiring a fixed, pre-written syllabus imposes an unnecessary and developmentally inappropriate
structure—especially for younger students—and creates a barrier to the very adaptability that
makes homeschooling effective. This requirement does not align with current Arkansas law and
risks excluding legitimate educational approaches simply because they do not mirror a traditional
classroom model.

Similarly, the definition of “co-curricular course” is deeply concerning due to its extensive and
highly specific requirements. The emphasis on “structured content,” formal instructional design,
alignment with standards, and delivery by an instructor with subject-matter expertise introduces a
framework that closely resembles institutional schooling. This raises several issues.

First, it appears to diminish or exclude the role of the parent as the primary educator. Many
homeschooling parents bring valuable real-world experience and knowledge to their children’s
education, even if they do not hold formal teaching credentials. Second, it restricts the use of
widely accepted and effective learning methods, including informal instruction, project-based
learning, and the use of online resources such as tutorials or educational platforms. Third, it risks
disqualifying meaningful educational experiences—such as art exploration, photography, or
hands-on STEM activities—simply because they do not fit into a narrowly defined “structured”
format.

Education in a homeschool environment often happens organically and through exploration.
Requiring every activity to meet institutional criteria undermines that process and excludes many
legitimate pathways to learning.

The restrictions on extracurricular activities, particularly competitive sports, also raise concerns.
By excluding sports that involve tryouts or ability-based participation, these rules create an
inequity between homeschool and public school students. Public school students are supported in
participating in competitive athletics, yet homeschool students would be denied equivalent support
under the EFA program. Competitive sports are not merely recreational; they provide opportunities
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for skill development, discipline, teamwork, and even access to college scholarships. Denying
homeschool students access to funding for these opportunities places them at a distinct
disadvantage.

Another significant issue lies in the definitions of “necessary” and “ordinary,” as well as the
broader concept of “qualifying expenses.” These terms are inherently subjective and insufficiently
defined. What is considered necessary or ordinary for one student may not be for another,
particularly in a homeschool setting where education is tailored to the individual. Additionally, the
exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is problematic and contradictory. Many career paths begin
as interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as photography, aviation, agriculture, 3D printing, or
athletics may initially appear recreational but often serve as the foundation for future careers or
entrepreneurial opportunities.

This ambiguity creates a system where approval of expenses may vary widely depending on the
individual reviewer. One family may receive approval for an educational tool or activity, while
another is denied for the same request. This lack of consistency not only creates confusion but also
introduces inequity and uncertainty for families trying to comply in good faith.

These concerns are further compounded by the enforcement and review provisions. The
combination of subjective standards with potentially punitive consequences—such as repayment
requirements, suspension, or removal from the program——places families in a precarious position.
Parents who are making thoughtful, good-faith educational decisions for their children could still
face penalties simply because an expense is later interpreted differently. This creates a chilling
effect, discouraging participation in the program and undermining its intended purpose.

Additionally, the administrative burden imposed by these requirements cannot be overlooked.
Homeschool parents would be expected to document, justify, and defend routine educational
decisions to a degree that is both impractical and inconsistent with the intent of school choice. This
burden will likely fall most heavily on families who lack the time, resources, or expertise to
navigate complex compliance expectations—ironically limiting access for those the program is
designed to support.

In summary, the proposed rules:

* Introduce requirements that exceed the scope of Arkansas homeschool law

* Impose an institutional model onto a flexible, parent-directed form of education

* Rely on subjective standards that invite inconsistent and inequitable enforcement

. Restrict access to legitimate educational opportunities, including competitive athletics and
experience-based learning

»  Create unnecessary administrative and compliance burdens for families
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. Pair unclear standards with punitive enforcement mechanisms that place good-faith
participants at risk

As an actively participating family, | ask that these concerns be reviewed and considered so that
the original intent of this program is not diluted or overshadowed by restrictive and complex
language.

With thanks,
Hillary Jeter

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Rulemaking Authority: The ADE has the legal authority to promulgate this provision. The
division is required to adopt rules for the administration of the program. A.C.A. § 6-18-2503(a).
Under the Administrative Procedures Act, this authorizes the department to adopt statement of
general applicability and future effect that implements, interprets, or prescribes law or policy, or
describes the organization, procedure, or practice of an agency. See, A.C.A. 8 25-15-202(a)(9)(A).

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.
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The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Ordinary and Necessary: Comment considered, no changes made. Regarding the ordinary and
necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by
the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten
student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be
ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be
funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in
clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for
the division and the program participants how distinctions of this nature will be made.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Michele Rowland, 04/07/2026

Comment: With the current rule proposals my main concern is how the freedom of homeschooling
our children is being ripped away from us. With the proposed rule changes you now require a
“qualified teacher” for extra-curriculars. Not ONLY does this require MORE EFA funding going
towards the exorbitant fees of the teachers and leaving families with less funding for other needs
it also takes away from farming or homesteading families that don’t require the need of someone
“qualified” to teach their children what they themselves can do freely due to experience of living
that life. It also says that parents aren’t educated enough to teach their own children home
economics...budgeting...entrepreneurship...life skills. The VERY basics of homeschooling is
being able to educate our children on OUR terms as fit for OUR children...NOT the states. The
stipulation agreed upon by every EFA family is annual testing. It should remain as a stipulation
but as an every semester and not annually in the spring only. There also needs to be strict guidelines
with vendors and their pricing...a CAP on their charges to save EFA funding. The proposed rule
changes needs more time to be considered and to allow for changes as needed for EFA families
and not things from the minds of the dept. Our needs as EFA families need to be considered FIRST.
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Preapproval times are going to far outweigh direct payments, reimbursements and thus cause
further delays in the needs of families. Companies are going to have no choice but to cancel orders
as their payments aren’t being met by EFA due to approval times. It’s already happening and has
with me on several occasions. It should be simple to see what’s considered an educational need
and move on. Things that seem outlandish should definitely get preapproval waitlisted until the
need is specified with documentation. Other then that this program is about the children and the
parents having the freedom to educate their own children in a more safe and healthy environment
compared to today’s public or private schools. Thanks!

Michele Rowland

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Michaela Christian, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Department of Education / EFA Program Team,

I am writing as a parent and EFA participant to share my thoughts regarding the proposed rule
changes that would prohibit the use of EFA funds for extracurricular activities that require tryouts
or limit participation based on ability.

I want to begin by saying that I understand and support the need for accountability and reasonable
spending limits within the program. Establishing clear guidelines and caps can help ensure funds
are used responsibly and fairly. However, | respectfully disagree with restricting EFA funds from
being used for certain types of physical education and extracurricular activities—specifically those
that involve skill-based placement or competitive advancement.
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To share a personal example, my daughter has been involved in gymnastics since she was 2 years
old and is now 6. This past year, she was able to move up based on her skill level and participate
in league competitions at her gym. Since then, | have watched her confidence grow tremendously.
She has become more disciplined, motivated, and proud of what she can accomplish. She currently
trains three days a week and truly loves the sport.

Gymnastics, by nature, requires evaluation and placement for both safety and proper development.
Advancing levels or making a team is not about exclusion—it ensures children are placed where
they can safely learn and succeed. She is now working toward making the competitive team, which
would allow her to compete across Arkansas. Opportunities like this would not be financially
possible for our family without EFA support.

What is most concerning is the inconsistency this creates when compared to public school
opportunities. Public schools use taxpayer funds to support extracurricular athletics such as
basketball, volleyball, and cheerleading—many of which require tryouts and limit participation
based on ability. Students who make those teams are supported using public funds. Under the
proposed changes, however, families who have chosen alternative education paths would be
denied access to similar opportunities simply because those programs involve evaluation or
selection.

This creates an inequitable situation and contradicts the purpose of the EFA program, which is to
expand educational freedom and allow families to make the best choices for their children.

Physical education is a critical part of a well-rounded education. Programs like gymnastics provide
not only physical benefits, but also teach discipline, perseverance, confidence, and goal-setting.
These are valuable life skills that should not be limited based on the structure of the program.

Rather than restricting access to entire categories of activities, 1 would respectfully encourage
maintaining flexibility in how EFA funds can be used for physical education. If needed, reasonable
caps or guidelines could be implemented to ensure fairness and responsible use of funds without
removing access to meaningful and developmentally appropriate opportunities.

Thank you for your time, consideration, and continued efforts to support Arkansas families. |
respectfully ask that you reconsider this portion of the proposed rules and allow families the ability
to choose the best physical education opportunities for their children.

Sincerely,
Michaela Christian

Division Response:

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
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experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Jonathan Phillips, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules.

I understand the intent is to ensure accountability; however, several provisions raise concerns
regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried out.

I respectfully submit the following:
1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching accounting or finance - areas explicitly
included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether materials for this parent-led
instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.
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2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
a few important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective as many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional”” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is

not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”
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This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

Summary

These provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for families
attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would support both
accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Jonathan Phillips

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
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school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8§ 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Desiree McCain, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Arkansas Department of Education,

I am writing to express my concern regarding the recent changes to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) program.

Like many families, we were encouraged by the original intent of this program—to provide
meaningful flexibility and empower parents to make educational decisions tailored to their
children. However, the recent rule changes appear to move away from that intent and toward
increased restriction and standardization.

The newly imposed limitations on spending categories, particularly the cap on extracurricular,
physical education, and enrichment-related expenses, are especially concerning. For families
utilizing nontraditional education paths such as homeschooling, these are not supplemental—they
are core components of a complete and effective education.

Additionally, the increasing complexity surrounding application timelines, compliance
requirements, and allowable expenses creates barriers for families who are attempting to
participate in good faith. These changes risk discouraging participation or limiting the program’s
usefulness for those it was originally designed to support.

I respectfully ask that the Department reconsider these restrictions and place greater emphasis on

preserving flexibility for families. At a minimum, | urge you to seek and incorporate direct
feedback from participating families before implementing further changes.
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Please also clarify whether additional restrictions or requirements are being considered for future
implementation, as this uncertainty makes it difficult for families to plan their children’s education
with confidence.

Thank you for your time and consideration. | would appreciate any response or guidance you can
provide regarding these concerns.

Sincerely,

Desiree McCain
479-549-5875

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Kristen Colton, 04/07/2026

Comment: | am a homeschooler veteran-1 have homeschooled all eight of my children, 4 who are
now in college, 2 who are National Merit Scholars, 4 still at home.

First of all I want to thank you for the EFA bill that has been so wonderful for our family. As the
primary educator of our children, I have chosen to stay home which has limited our salary. The
EFA funds have opened up therapy for my dyslexic child and she is thriving like she never has. It
has afforded opportunities for my children to learn archery, thanks to the extra curricular option,
and most importantly it has allowed my oldest to participate in online synchronous classes of high
caliber with our homeschooling program in CA.

I want to express my concern about the new language- the new definition of “core educational
expenses” versus “qualifying expenses.” | have read the family council’s e-mail on this topic and
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I agree with them. Right now | am waiting up to a month for reimbursement for my daughter’s
dyslexia therapy to be reimbursed. We are not living paycheck to paycheck so | am able to absorb
this but it is frustrating and challenging. The family council seems to believe this language change
will only make the reimbursement process even more cumbersome and longer. And quite honestly,
we have chosen to use reimbursement for the majority of our expenses because it is cheaper than
those that are listed on the market place.

I am also concerned that this language allows lawmakers and those reviewing the reimbursements
to limit items that we might view as core. For example, for us, Catholic faith courses are core
curriculum but I know they are not for the public school or even for evangelicals. Changing the
language would potentially discriminate against us, specifically our right to practice our religion
as we may not get certain books and other materials (including the online class my daughter is
taking-Sacred Scripture which costs $585 for the year) to be reimbursed. How sad that she would
not be able to learn our faith and how sad that AR, one of the most open states to freedoms would
limit this. Please consider how this language may be interpreted in the future, how it allows for a
slippery slope and do not approve the change.

Thank you
Kristen Colton

Division Response:

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Faith based curriculum: Comment considered, no changes made. Nothing in the prosed
amendment to the rule prohibits faith based curriculum.

Commenter Name: Amanda Senske, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom it May Concern,

I am writing today as a concerned parent over some of the proposed changes to the EFA program.
1. The wording in some areas is very confusing, particularly in the area regarding teaching co-
curriculars. | assume that it is referring only to vendors who are paid but the wording could also
be interpreted as parents not being able to teach co-curriculars if they do not meet the requirements
proposed.

2. The technology limit is too stiff. | agree that younger grades could certainly get away with
staying under $1000 however in older grades that will be difficult, especially for students new to
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the program who are in need of a new computer. For example, my 1st grader and 3rd grader only
needed a new computer this year. My 8th grader needed a new computer this year as well, however
she enters high school next year and is wanting to get into photography as well as other STEM
related learning. If we had to purchase a camera and software and anything else on top of the
computer it would be impossible with the hard cap on technology.

3. Confusion over co-curriculars. For example, currently I am teaching one of my students how
to sew as | have been sewing for a very long time. However she is wanting to get into more
complicated things that I can't teach her but I can easily get books for her to teach herself. Is this
still going to be allowed or will we have to find a qualified teacher.

4. Books in general. My kids love to read and we use books for much of our learning. Currently
my understanding is that all books are covered expenses, even books for recreational reading. Will
this still be the case? | certainly hope so.

5. Religious studies. Will we still be able to purchase bible studies and curriculum that includes
religious wording or teaches science from a creationist point of view?

6. Kindergarten. Will we be able to purchase items for kindergarteners that don't relate directly
to education. For example a sensory or water table. Currently items like that are approved
expenses but | worry about if they will still be available when my youngest becomes eligible for
kindergarten.

Overall | agree that there needs to be some clarification for items. However I think that the first
pace we should be changing things is among the marketplace vendors. There are many vendors
on the marketplace who have huge markups on items when purchasing through the marketplace
vs purchasing out of pocket. There are also many items on the marketplace that are not approved
expenses but are available to purchase, it's very confusing. Having a detailed list of items that are
specifically not allowed would also be very helpful.

As a long time broke homeschool parent I love this program and am very grateful for the things
that it has allowed me to do and purchase for my kids. | hope that it continues to be around for a
long time.

Thank you,
Amanda Senske

Sometimes you have to jump into the darkness to find the light.

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
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courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Faith based curriculum: Comment considered, no changes made. Nothing in the prosed
amendment to the rule prohibits faith based curriculum.

Ordinary and Necessary: Comment considered, no changes made. Regarding the ordinary and
necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by
the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten
student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be
ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be
funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in
clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for
the division and the program participants how distinctions of this nature will be made.

Commenter Name: Erika Dison, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Arkansas Department of Education,

I am writing to provide public comment on the newly proposed rules for the Arkansas Education
Freedom Account (EFA) program.

As a parent, | value the intent behind the EFA program to expand educational opportunities and
empower families to choose what works best for their children. However, | am deeply concerned
that the proposed rules, as written, could make the program overly restrictive and ultimately defeat
the purpose of offering true educational freedom.

In particular, 1 am concerned about the uncertainty surrounding parent-led instruction for co-
curricular subjects. The proposed rules include a broad list of co-curricular areas, many of which
fall under STEM and other core skill-building disciplines, yet it is unclear whether families can
still utilize funds for materials, books, or resources if a parent is the one providing instruction. For
many homeschool families, parent-led education is foundational, and limiting access to resources
in these areas would be a significant setback.

Additionally, tying allowable educational opportunities primarily to what is offered within public
schools raises concerns. One of the greatest strengths of homeschooling and alternative education
models is the ability to pursue advanced, specialized, or nontraditional courses that may not be
available in a traditional public school setting. Restricting access in this way could limit students’
ability to fully explore their interests and potential.
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The vague exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is another area of concern. Many skills that may
begin as hobbies, such as coding, music, art, entrepreneurship, or agriculture, can and often do
lead to viable career paths. Without clear definitions, families may be discouraged from investing
in meaningful educational experiences that fall outside a narrow interpretation of traditional
academics.

I am also concerned about the $1,000 cap on technology purchases and the additional requirements
needed to exceed that limit. In today’s educational landscape, technology is not a luxury but a
necessity. For families educating multiple children or utilizing specialized programs, this cap may
create unnecessary barriers.

Further, the exclusion of competitive sports that require tryouts could limit opportunities for
students who thrive in structured, high-level athletic environments. Athletics often play a critical
role in developing discipline, teamwork, and even opening doors for future scholarships and career
opportunities.

The proposed shift to a pre-approval process for co-curricular expenses also raises concerns about
added administrative burden and delays. One of the key benefits of the EFA program is flexibility,
and requiring pre-approval for a wide range of expenses could make it difficult for families to
respond to their children’s evolving educational needs in a timely manner.

Taken together, these proposed changes risk creating an intensely strict EFA program that
undermines the very flexibility and innovation it was designed to support. I am especially
concerned about the potential downstream impact on homeschooling in Arkansas. Increased
restrictions, unclear guidelines, and added administrative hurdles could discourage families from
participating and may unintentionally limit the freedoms that homeschool families currently rely
on.

I respectfully urge the Department to reconsider these provisions and work toward a framework
that preserves accountability while still allowing families the flexibility to provide a truly
individualized education.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Erika Dison
ekdison@gmail.com

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
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school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR 8§ 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Morgan Jones, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While | understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:
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1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school

requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional”” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for

62



selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Morgan Jones, mother of Rafe Jones, EFA participant.

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
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however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Ariel Williams, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good afternoon

I am writing to submit public comment regarding the proposed changes to the Arkansas Education
Freedom Account (EFA) program.
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As a homeschooling parent, | appreciate the intent to provide oversight and prevent misuse of
funds. However, several of the proposed changes appear to limit the flexibility and effectiveness
of the program in ways that may ultimately hinder student outcomes rather than support them.

First, the proposed restrictions around parent-led instruction and co-curricular activities create
unnecessary uncertainty. Homeschool education often relies on parents tailoring instruction to
their child’s specific needs, including in STEM and specialized subjects. Limiting or questioning
this flexibility undermines one of the core strengths of homeschooling.

Second, tying eligible educational opportunities primarily to what is offered in public schools is
overly restrictive. Many families utilize EFA funds specifically because public school options do
not meet their child’s academic, developmental, or vocational needs. Educational value should not
be defined solely by public school availability.

Third, the exclusion of “hobby-based” activities fails to recognize that many of these activities—
such as coding, robotics, music, and skilled trades—are pathways to real-world careers and
valuable skill development.

Additionally, the $1,000 technology cap is insufficient, particularly for students pursuing STEM-
related learning. Technology is not supplemental in these cases—it is essential.

The shift to a pre-approval process for expenses is also concerning. Delays in approval could
significantly slow access to curriculum and resources, disrupting the learning process for students.

The exclusion of competitive sports and certain equipment costs raises further concerns about
fairness and consistency, especially when similar opportunities are available within public school
systems.

Finally, several portions of the proposed language are vague and open to interpretation, including
definitions related to “instructional settings,” “qualified providers,” and “academic alignment.”
This lack of clarity could lead to inconsistent enforcement and unnecessary barriers for families.

I respectfully ask that these rules be reconsidered and revised to better reflect the intent of the EFA
program: to provide families with the freedom and flexibility to choose the educational path that
best serves their children.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Ariel Williams

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
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chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
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education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Shannon Speake, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While | appreciate the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and alignment with how homeschooling is practically
implemented.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The definition of a *“co-curricular course” requires instruction by an “instructor, teacher, or
provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience,” which appears to imply a third-party
provider. This creates uncertainty about whether parent-led instruction qualifies and whether
associated materials are reimbursable.

This concern is not about compensating parents for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to
cover legitimate materials used in parent-led instruction. For example, a parent with a STEM
background teaching advanced engineering or applied mathematics may be unclear whether
materials for such instruction are eligible. Clarification is needed to ensure parent-led co-curricular
learning remains supported.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.X)
Limiting expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools raises several questions:

o Will a comprehensive list of eligible courses and descriptions be provided?
« Will advanced or specialized courses qualify if not explicitly offered?

Homeschool education often includes specialized, interest-driven learning that may not align with
a traditional public school catalog but still provides meaningful educational value.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)
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The term “hobby-based” is vague and subjective. Many legitimate career paths—such as aviation,
agriculture, baking, or skilled trades—can be labeled as hobbies. Without clear definitions, this
standard may lead to inconsistent and inequitable decisions.

4. Technology Spending Cap

Requiring additional justification for technology purchases over $1,000—such as alignment with
institutional requirements or approval by a qualified professional—does not reflect the realities of
homeschooling. Parents are responsible for selecting appropriate tools, and this requirement adds
unnecessary barriers.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

Excluding activities involving tryouts limits access to standard athletic opportunities. Competitive
sports support physical education goals and are already subject to a 25% spending cap. Additional
restrictions appear unnecessary.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

Requiring pre-approval for non-core expenses represents a significant shift from the current
reimbursement model. Many co-curricular opportunities—such as fine arts, STEM, world
languages, and career education—require timely access. A pre-approval process may delay or
prevent participation and adds administrative burden for families acting in good faith.

Conclusion

These provisions risk narrowing educational opportunities and creating uncertainty for families.
Greater clarity and flexibility would better support both accountability and practical
implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration to ensure the EFA program remains accessible and workable
for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
~ Shannon Speake

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
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however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Erin Lachowsky, Homeschooler, 04/07/2026

Comment: To whom it may concern:

This is my first year participating in the Educational Freedom Account program. As a
homeschooler, | have been very thankful to have the state investing in my children's education the
way it has invested in countless public school educations, including my own, many years ago.
However, recent proposed changes have me questioning whether the state actually endorses
educational freedom at all. As we began the year, a few guidelines were communicated about
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spending limits and allowable expenses. However, as the year has progressed, the rules have
changed and the allowable expense list has shrunk *without notice* and, in fact, without any
semblance of consistency. | have heard from homeschoolers who made purchases based on what
they believed was reasonable and based on what had been approved for others, only to find out
weeks later that their requests were denied and they were out the money that they had expected to
be reimbursed. It now feels like we're all just guessing what is in the mind of the EFA employees
about what Educational Freedom looks like and entails. And now, based on the proposed changes
for next year, | find that the "freedom” part is further curtailed to restrict the qualifications of
instructors, the inclusion of extracurricular equipment, and in fact the very means of achieving
"future readiness for enrollment, enlistment, or employment.”

First of all, limiting co or extracurricular courses to those NOT taught by the parent means that if
I want to teach my children to play the piano (as I can and have), | would not be considered a
qualified instructor. The expense of a keyboard and music would not be covered, despite the fact
that I am teaching my children for free. Perhaps | need to document every area of experience that
I have, or gain a license to teach piano? But, increasing regulation and licensing rules does not feel
or sound very much like educational freedom. As another example, should my own children be
excluded from the co-op classes that | teach within my degree field? Restricting parents from
teaching or leading in their areas of expertise is not only arbitrary, it also literally undermines what
homeschooling is and wastes state resources on paid instruction that parents can otherwise
provide. And all of that ignores the fact that some activities and classes can be led by someone
without prior experience. Everyone begins somewhere. Every teacher has a first year. This rule
implies that parents do not have any qualifications. As a tax paying citizen with an advanced degree
and professional licensure, I resent the implication.

Regarding the rules for sports, I continually read that qualifying expenses should be similar to what
is accessible to public schoolers, but there are many try-out based sports in public schools (golf?
tennis? cheerleading?), and every piece of equipment is provided by the school. That not only does
not sound like freedom, it also does not sound equitable.

Finally, I am appalled by the limitation on hobby based supplies. Evidence suggests that children,
teens, and adults with active hobbies have better mental health outcomes and wellbeing throughout
their lives. Hobbies often turn into professions, small businesses, and sometimes entire
corporations, and hobbies preserve knowledge, traditions, and craftsmanship. If the goal of the
LEARNS Act is to foster 1) educational freedom, 2) the well-being of students and future citizens,
and 3) the economic benefit of the state of Arkansas, how can it possibly justify cutting off support
for the very seeds of tomorrow's flourishing? In a way, homeschooling IS hobbies. It's about
pursuing very niche interests in order to create a love of learning, problem solving, and self-
improvement. Are these not the VERY traits we want in future citizens? How very short sighted
it would be to end support for this form of exploration and education.

In taking a chance on parents and homeschoolers, the state of Arkansas did something great both
for its families and for itself, but if it continues to change course and attempt to micromanage those
families, it will not be providing educational freedom at all. The LEARNS Act already provides
clear consequences for those who abuse it, so the stated revisions mostly punish the vast majority
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who are participating in the program in good faith. Please consider revising or abandoning these
changes.

Sincerely,
Erin Lachowsky

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Quialified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
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of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Gabrielle Seewald, Parent, 04/07/2026

Comment: Dear Arkansas Department of Education,

My name is Gabrielle Seewald, and I am a homeschooling mother in Arkansas with four children
using Education Freedom Accounts. This program has been a beautiful gift to our family. It has
allowed us to provide a rich, fulfilling education tailored to each child’s needs, and they are
learning more than ever before.

Two of my children are significantly dyslexic. For them, I use the Orton-Gillingham approach, a
proven multisensory method that helps them learn the way their brains need. One child in particular
struggles deeply and requires intense, frequent tutoring from a specialized tutor. The annual EFA
funding does not cover the full cost of this level of support, so I have been carefully saving the
unused portion of our account each year to afford consistent tutoring sessions in the future.

The proposed rule change to cap rollover balances at $8,500 would prevent us from continuing to
save for this essential help. Without the ability to accumulate funds over time, my child will not
receive the intensive intervention he needs to thrive. This directly impacts his ability to learn to
read and succeed academically.

Please reconsider this change to the rollover limit. Families like mine rely on the flexibility of
these accounts to meet the real, ongoing needs of children with learning differences. The EFA
program is working—please don’t take away the tools that make it possible for us to give our
children the education they deserve.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Gabrielle Seewald

Division Response:

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Commenter Name: Katie Inouye, 04/07/2026
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Comment: To whom it may concern, | am writing in regards to the proposed changes to rules for
the  Arkansas EFA  program. The purpose of this rule, as stated
(https://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/Files/f6 CARpt.35- Agency_ Draft - PC2_Legal.pdf), is to provide
greater educational opportunities for the students of Arkansas and for parents as they seek
educational solutions and curricula that fit the needs of their families, and I am highly concerned
that the proposed rule changes will do the opposite.

The wording of these proposed changes seems to imply that there is a clear distinction between
core curricular activities and co-curricular activities and classifies subjects such as fine arts,
STEM, world languages, and career education as co-curricular subjects; however, the ADE has a
separate document for public schools that lists each of these categories on the list of required high
school courses (https://dese.ade.arkansas.gov/Files/AR_Thirty-
Eight Required High_School_Courses LS.pdf)

Section 6(B) under 6 CAR 8 35-102. Definitions. is entirely subjective. The listed classes could
be considered either core curricular or co-curricular, depending on the individual student and their
educational trajectory. If I, as a homeschool teacher, decide to teach my child about STEM as part
of their core curriculum within regular instructional hours in our home, then EFA funding should
cover the curriculum and educational supplies for that in home class. If public school students are
to have access to these classes and educational supplies, there should be equal opportunity for
homeschoolers to have access to these classes and supplies. Online classes are not sufficient to
teach many subjects that need hands-on learning and experience, and families who are lower
income and/or live in more rural areas may not have access to a variety of in-person classes with
outside instructors. In addition, not all homeschool families desire to outsource their children’s
education through co-curricular classes. Many parents are fully equipped to teach the classes on
the ADE list above without outsourcing those classes to a “professional.” Requiring a fixed, pre-
written syllabus imposes an unnecessary and developmentally inappropriate structure—especially
for younger students—and creates a barrier to the very adaptability that makes homeschooling
effective. This requirement does not align with current Arkansas law and risks excluding legitimate
educational approaches simply because they do not mirror a traditional classroom model.

Another proposed rule concern is the addition of 6 CAR 8§ 35-114. Ordinary Expense—Ceriteria.
And 6 CAR 8 35-115. Necessary Expense—Criteria.

Unless the ADE intends to implement a requirement for career course trajectory to be mapped out
for each individual student starting in elementary grades, the ability to make informed decisions
regarding what educational expenses directly support said student’s career progress and
preparation seems impossible. It is unreasonable to expect, for example, a 7th grader to know
whether or not an educational course is meeting a career-training goal. In fact, many of the required
core classes do not actually prepare students for their future careers and once the student has passed
the required class, they do not use the material again in the future. Once again, the proposed rules
in this section are subjective to information and interpretation. Implementation of these rules would
require a lot more resources from the ADE and create hassle and frustration for families as they
seek educational solutions based on their students needs.
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These terms are inherently subjective and insufficiently defined. What is considered necessary or
ordinary for one student may not be for another, particularly in a homeschool setting where
education is tailored to the individual. Additionally, the exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is
problematic and contradictory. Many career paths begin as interest-driven pursuits. Activities such
as photography, aviation, 3D printing, or athletics may initially appear recreational but often serve
as the foundation for future careers or entrepreneurial opportunities.

Homeschool parents should be considered qualified professionals when determining needs of the
student and class materials needed. The $1000 for technology should be adjusted for inflation as
time goes on? Especially if it is meant to be comprehensive of all technology and electronics for
the entire year.

This ambiguity creates a system where approval of expenses may vary widely depending on the
individual reviewer. One family may receive approval for an educational tool or activity, while
another is denied for the same request. This lack of consistency not only creates confusion but also
introduces inequity and uncertainty for families trying to comply in good faith.

In summary, the proposed rules:

Introduce requirements that exceed the scope of Arkansas homeschool law

Impose an institutional model onto a flexible, parent-directed form of education

Rely on subjective standards that invite inconsistent and inequitable enforcement

Restrict access to legitimate educational opportunities, including experience-based learning
Create unnecessary administrative and compliance burdens for families and ADE employees

Thank you for your attention to my concerns, and those of many other Arkansas students and
parents. We appreciate your time and effort to provide educational resources to Arkansas children!

Division_Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The general concern of this
comment is that the rule will act as a constraint to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have
in the State of Arkansas. The division respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish
between the law governing home schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability
to protect the expenditure of public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA
dollars. Likewise, if a parent chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able
to supplement their home school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must
do so at their own expense.

The comment expresses concern regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be
taught by a qualified teacher or instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does
not prevent the parents from serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule
defines the scope of spending with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of
home school parents to teach courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program
funds cannot be paid as labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-
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111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule
and utilized by the parents; however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in
the rule to address situations where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Regarding the ordinary and necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary
exercise of discretion by the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For
example, a Bunsen burner would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the
education of a kindergarten student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying
expense, but it would not be ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these
hypothetical expenses to be funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to
unjustly enrich themselves in clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in
the text of the rule clarities for the division and the program participants how distinctions of this
nature will be made.

Commenter Name: Christine Keeter, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a *“co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)
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This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may led to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of

approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.
5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
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languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Christine Keeter

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The EFA program is designed to
prevent parents from incurring upfront costs given that the only time upfront costs would be at

issue is when reimbursements are utilized rather than invoicing or selecting items in the
marketplace.

The establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which
balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

Regarding the ordinary and necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary
exercise of discretion by the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For
example, a Bunsen burner would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the
education of a kindergarten student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying
expense, but it would not be ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these
hypothetical expenses to be funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to
unjustly enrich themselves in clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in
the text of the rule clarifies for the division and the program participants how distinctions of this
nature will be made.

Finally, the division respectfully contradicts the assertion that a program participant is less able to
utilize the program due to this amendment and rejects the assertion that program participants are
required to put forward their own funds in order to fully patriciate in the program.

Commenter Name: Nichole Nabholz, Homeschool Parent, 04/07/2026
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Comment: Good morning,
I wanted to write a quick note in response to the proposed changes to LEARNS.

First off, I am a homeschooling mom in my 7th year of homeschooling. My family has been so
blessed by the EFA program, making educational purchases, tutoring options, and more available
to us that weren’t previously. | am truly grateful.

I understand there is a desire to improve what is currently in place. | agree with that. Currently
what is in operation is somewhat loose and undefined. It allows for unscrupulous people to take
advantage of the system. Improvement is needed. But what I’m reading is not just improvement,
it’s a fundamental shift from one extreme to the other. This proposal, if implemented, would
translate into stifling overregulation. It would make LEARNS EFA nearly unusable for many
important educational purposes. | believe it also represents a much larger overhead burden on the
state. If the state can not efficiently clear approval requests, they will build up. And more staff will
be needed to field the requests.

If approved as proposed, | think LEARNS in the upcoming years will just become a private school
funding mechanism. Most homeschool families will not be able to effectively utilize the funds.
And as a homeschool parent who has benefitted from this program, this concerns me.

Thank you for your work on this. This is a hard task. And | wish you the best as you try to land in
a reasonable place.

Nicole Nabholz
Sent from my iPhone

Division Response: Comment received, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Heather-Marie Wells, 04/07/2026

Comment: To the education committee,
I have several concerns with the suggested new rule changes for the EFA program.

6 CAR § 35-102. Definitions. 6Avii Is delivered by an instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-
matter knowledge or experience;

I’m concerned that this means these subjects will not be funded unless the parents is demeamed
“qualified” and there is not any indication of what qualifies as “subject matter knowledge or
experience.”

This really flies in the face of the point of homeschooling - for the parent to teach their child and
would mean a lot of subjects would no longer be eligible for funding unless outsourced. This seems

78



like a huge over reach for ADE and against the point of the EFA funding and AR homeschool laws
in general.

If ADE is trying to say only “qualified” individuals can teach co-curriculars, I believe they should
consider a different rule for various ages of students. To teach elementary students art, music, and
various STEM classes is no different then teaching reading, math, social studies, and science at
those levels and this would allow families to save up more money to outsource classes for older
students when the time comes.

However, We live in a day and age where we have access to so much information in the form of
wonderful book curriculum as well as video tutorials, why would ADE not fund parents getting
curriculum on subject matter and the supplies needed to teach the subject instead of relaying on
outsourcing the subjects?

If this is not what ADE is trying to say | believe the rules need to be updated to include a clause
indicating a parent with curriculum is allowed to teach these subjects. And reviewers need to
understand that if curriculum is submitted as justification for a purchase it should be approved.

6 CAR 8 35-102. Definitions. 12Avi Extra-curriculars Is conducted or overseen by a coach,
instructor, mentor, or other adult with similar qualifications not to include the student’s parent.

Does this mean that a parent can’t be paid to be the coach, instructor, mentor, or other adult, but
can be a volunteer coach, instructor, mentor, or adult?

If it is ok for the parent to volunteer to be in any of those positions this clause should be updated
to reflect that. If it really means the parent can’t be involved, again, this flies in the face of the
point of homeschooling - for the parent to teach their child. Which | also want to point out is a
living example to students of civic duty, pride, and community service which ADE has indicated
in the past is important for students to learn.

A number of extracurricular activities depending on parent volunteers to even exist. Scouts,
community sports leagues, etc. The registration fees for these activities never go to the supervising
adult, they are used for facilities usage, supplies, membership, etc. So why are parents being
excluded from this if they are volunteers. If the concern is that the parent can’t be paid, the
language should be updated to reflect this issue. If there is a concern that the parent is the only
supervisor such as 1:1 golf coaching or 1:1 swimming and ADE is concerned about funding that
experience, then please specifically call that out rather than a blanket no parent. The language
could be updated to paid or sole supervision.

6 CAR § 35-102. Definitions. 12C
We have an obesity problem in nation and it would be nice to see ADE being more supportive of

how these funds can be used for PE. | feel there is a sense of discrimination by limiting sports
teams which are mostly played by boys while dance (mostly used by girls) has no limits.
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No competition fees and related mileage feels more reasonable then no teams that have tryouts.
The public school teams often have tryouts, tryouts are also seen for dance, band, choir, theater
because there are only so many slots but no mention is made of excluding those. Just like in the
real world there are only so many job positions per application. It’s a part of life and could be a
good learning experience for students. It feels like ADE is just trying to come up with excuses for
further limiting the 25% that can be used on PE. If sports are already being limited to 25% that can
only be used for registration fees or lessons and not competion fees, travel, or equipment why does
the type of team need to be further limited. It feels like there is very little this category can even
be used for.

It would be wonderful if ADE could help find reasonable solutions - PE is a big concern. Several
areas in our state are really rural with no access to classes, gyms, or community centers. Rather
than saying no to trampolines, playsets, etc. You could come up with a list of suggestions that
would be approved. Would it be so horrible if simple things like jump ropes, balls, hula hoops, or
suggest PE books/curriculum or things of other modest costs would be approved and ADE let
parents know that’s what would qualify?

In three separate places ADE refers to “hobby-based” activities 22A, 6 CAR § 35-114. Ordinary
Expense—Criteria b1, and 6 CAR 8§ 35-117. Implementation and Administration d

Please define “hobby-based” because in this day and age one person’s hobby is another persons
vocation, art, agriculture or other educational subject.

I understand that ADE is probably concerned about the number of participants requesting
greenhouses and chicken coops/runs. However we are an agrarian state and food insecurities in the
state also make it important that students learn about growing their own food and raising animals
that contribute to that. If there are concerns about the amount of money being spent on specific
items or subjects | would rather see more percentage caps or specific limits. ADE has done a great
job saying no live animals (even though that’s not even mentioned in these rules). How hard would
be to say no more than x pounds of planting soil? No greenhouses bigger than x?

6 CAR 8 35-102. Definitions. Qvc ...l in order to exceed one thousand dollars ($1,000) in
aggregate annual costs for technological devices;

I’m concerned that a $1000 limit is being put on technology per year. For families just getting
started who need a computer and accessories (mouse, headphones), software, adaptive technology,
and printer that is not anywhere near enough to get started. Then as students get older and get into
lessons that require more computing power such as video or audio production or photography
again these is not enough to cover even basic technology. Our society is such now that these are
the growing fields for employment, yet ADE does not seem to be supporting students to learn in
these fields but setting such a low amount. | would rather see a percentage limit for this category
so that it can grow with a students needs as well as with inflation needs, but I also believe it should
be up to the legislature to set this limit and not ADE as it has in other categories.
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6 CAR § 35-105. Agreement and funds transfer. i1 EFA has a balance of more than eight thousand
five hundred dollars ($8,500) or the amount set forth in Arkansas Code § 6-18-2505(a), whichever
is less;

I’m against lowering the role over amount from 20K to 8,500K. Again | believe this is short sighted
of ADE concern the costs of educating a student. These funds are already less than a public school
student gets on average for a year. As students get older costs increase, as well as issues with
inflation and tariffs, letting students keep more roll over money in their accounts allows for more
future planning and coverage of costs. Also having more money will in particular be more
important if ADE really is trying to change the rules to make it more prevalent that to use funds a
parent would need to outsource more classes.

Reimbursements need pre-approval 6 CAR Section 35-111(F)(i)(d) *a parent of a participating
student may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is not a core educational expense if
the parent receives approval from the Department before the expense is incurred.” The definition
of “Core Educational Expenses” in 6 CAR Section 35-102(4)(B) does not include supplies for
courses in the list of what is considered to be “Core Educational Expenses. | believe this will create
more burdens on families and further delays within a system that is already overtaxed. Requests
for reimbursements and approvals are already taking more than a month now. This new rule will
make the workload even larger and cause more delays.

On the whole | feel that ADE is being too board and vague with these new rules. I believe they are
trying to target specific changes that ADE wants to make without being specific and | fear it is
going too far. If there are concerns about the amount of money being spent on specific items or
subjects I would rather see more percentage caps or specific limits. How hard would be to say no
decorative bookcases or tables rather than eliminating it as an eligible expense all together? If you
are concerned with greenhouses, chicken coops, 3d printers put limits on those items.

ADE says it wants to be transparent, but it doesn’t feel that way. These rule changes weren’t even
shared directly with program participants for comment. Participants got them from third party
advocates. Why weren’t they included in the weekly emails? Why when ADE makes mid-year
updates are those not shared? There have been a number of instances where items were approved
in the fall semester but then stopped being approved in the spring semester without notice in the
weekly emails. Parents depend on this knowledge to make sure they are following the guidelines
and being fiscally responsible. It’s not fair to accuse of us of abusing the funds when the line is
constantly shifting.

All the new rules seem to be targeted at the parents, where ore the new rules for vendors? Why are
they allowed to make such large mark-ups in the marketplace? Also why are there no proposed
improvements to the marketplace such as eliminating ineligible items or at least getting them
labeled that they are no eligible expenses for our program to make it easier for parents to not make
mistakes in requesting these items?

I really hope that the committee will not be voting on the new rule changes at the Thursday April

9 meeting when public comments close on April 7. A day is not nearly enough time for your to
give thoughtful consideration to the concerns being submitted by the tax payers.
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Sincerely,
Heather Marie Wells

Division Response:

Qualified Professional: The comment expresses concern regarding the requirement that a co-
curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or instructor and requests changes be made
to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from serving as the instructor. The division wishes
to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending with respect to program funds and in no way
restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach courses. However, one of the core policies of
this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as labor to the parents of participating students. 6
C.A.R.835-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions
of the rule and utilized by the parents; however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is
included in the rule to address situations where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Team Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule
amendment that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the
educational focus of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation
based on athletic ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered
separate and apart from a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in
choosing the educational experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t
believe that’s the public school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment
necessary to provide high quality education.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses,
with some exceptions, to $1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and
devices are ancillary expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to
substantive academic materials or instruction.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: The establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a
considered policy which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for
program resources. The division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings
to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing
other student’s access to the program.

Reimbursements: The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to
be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to
provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program
participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the
participant can reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Amber Kennon, 04/07/2026
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Comment: Governor Sarah Huckabee Sanders & the Arkansas Department of Education:

I am a long-time conservative homeschool mother of 4 from North Central Arkansas. The proposed
rules (6 CAR § 35-101 et seq., May 12, 2025 draft) systematically exceed the authorizing statute
(Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501 et seq., the LEARNS Act) and directly contradict Arkansas’s long-
standing homeschool law (8 6-15-501 et seq.).

They impose new restrictions, subjective standards, pre-approvals, caps, and administrative
burdens that the statute never contemplated. Governor Sarah Huckabee Sanders has repeatedly
described the EFA program as a tool for parental empowerment and universal education freedom,
not bureaucratic control. Her statements emphasize that “parents’ choice, not random geography,
should be the primary determining factor,” that Arkansas is leding an “education freedom
revolution,” and that families should access funds for “the school that best meets their needs,
whether it be private, public, parochial, or homeschool.”

The rules draft instead builds a larger oversight apparatus that micromanages exactly the families
the Governor sought to benefit.

Arkansas homeschool law (8 6-15-501 et seq.) is deliberately minimal: parents file a one-page
notice of intent, assume full responsibility for their child’s education, and face no state-mandated
subjects, curriculum approval, teacher qualifications, assessments, or portfolio requirements. The
EFA statute was written to expand those freedoms with flexible funding and a broad catch-all for
“any other educational expense approved by the Division” (§ 6-18-2503(11)(B)(xi)). It directs the
Department to remove unnecessary barriers to service providers (8 6-18-2504(b)(1)) and limits
oversight to basic audits for fraud/misuse. The draft rules ignore these directives and layer on
dozens of new mandates.

Below is a comprehensive, section-by-section extraction of every material overreach. | group them
by theme for clarity, with exact rule citations, the conflicting statute/homeschool law language,
and the conflict with Governor Sanders’ stated intent.

1. Micromanagement of Qualifying Expenses & Purchases (Biggest Departure from
Statutory Breadth)

*Rules add restrictive definitions, caps, pre-approvals, and subjective tests nowhere in the statute.

- 88 35-102(4), (26), 35-114, 35-115, 35-117: New “core educational expenses,” “ordinary,” and
“necessary” multi-factor tests requiring “primarily instructional,” “aligned with recognized
curricular  practices,”  “documented learning  objective,”  “future readiness”  for
enrollment/enlistment/employment, and exclusion of “primarily recreational or hobby-based”
items. Creates a non-qualifying list via committee/specialist review. “Hobbies” vs Skilled trades
can be subjective and are very individualized.

- § 35-102(26)(R)—(S): 25% caps on transportation, extracurriculars, field trips (Arkansas-only);
competitive sports equipment/travel explicitly banned.
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- 8 35-102(26)(Q): Tech devices subject to annual duplication review, $1,000+ personal-device
ban unless extra proof provided, rigid approved sub-list.

- § 35-111(a)(2)(F)—(1): Non-core items require prior pre-approval; parents or anyone at the
student’s address is barred from direct payment except for narrow pre-approved reimbursements.

Statute contrast: § 6-18-2503(11) lists examples but ends with the unlimited catch-all “(xi) Any
other educational expense approved by the Division.” No “ordinary/necessary” tests, no
percentage caps, no pre-approvals, no prohibited lists. Oversight is post-use audits for fraud (8§ 6-
18-2504(b)(2)—(3)), not pre-vetting.

Governor contrast: She has celebrated EFAs as letting families “customize their child’s education”
without bureaucratic hurdles. Impact: This turns flexible parental spending into a permission-
based system that will further burden busy parents and overwhelm already strained ADE staff,
who are not able to handle the reimbursements and direct payments to vendors promptly, as is with
the small staff that is working on this task.

2. New Curriculum & Instructional Structure Mandates (Violates Homeschool Law’s
Minimalism)

*Rules impose state-defined structure on families who choose homeschooling precisely to avoid
it.

- 8 35-102(6): “Co-curricular course” definition with 10 strict criteria** (must complement core
curriculum, have syllabus/learning objectives, instructor qualifications, alignment to standards,
etc.); some limited to public-school offerings.

- 88 35-102(18)—(19): Full-time providers (learning pods, micro-schools, co-ops) must cover math,
ELA, social studies, and science.

- § 35-112: Mandatory testing (norm-referenced or state exam) for K-10 full-time homeschooled
students; alternate assessment/portfolio only for severe disabilities.

- § 35-106(d): Academic growth monitoring with mandatory intervention plans, probation, and
potential account closure for lack of “demonstrated growth.”

Statute/homeschool law contrast: § 6-18-2503(5) and (26) require participating schools to offer a
full curriculum, but homeschoolers remain under § 6-15-501 et seq. No mandated subjects, no
testing, no portfolios, no growth metrics. The EFA statute contains no academic probation or
intervention plan requirement.

Governor contrast: Her vision is “matching every student with the learning environment where
they can succeed”, including unstructured or parent-designed homeschooling, not forcing
alignment to state standards.

3. Direct Penalty on Homeschool Parents Who Operate Co-ops or Host Classes
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*Rules treat parent-providers as suspects instead of empowering them to teach their children along
with other children in a group setting. This is unfair to students whose parents are EFA vendors
and teaching other students along with their own children, which is common in many homeschool
settings.

- § 35-111(a)(2)(E)—(F): “Parents of a participating student” and “an individual residing at the
same address” may not receive payment from the EFA except for narrow preapproved
reimbursements.

- 88 35-102(9), (18)—(19), 35-107(d): Full-time/part-time student-facing providers (including
parent-run co-ops) face extra attestations, curriculum disclosure, testing duties, and background-
check/fingerprinting burdens.

Statute contrast: § 6-18-2507 and § 6-18-2504(b)(1) explicitly direct ADE to remove unnecessary
barriers to service providers and allow broad participation (including part-time tutors, co-ops,
contracted educators). No parent-payment ban exists.

Governor contrast: She has highlighted thousands of homeschool families successfully using
EFAs for “the educational path that best fits them.” Penalizing the very co-ops and parent-led
classes that make homeschooling scalable contradicts this.

4. Expanded Provider Approval, Tuition Veto, and Operational Oversight

- § 35-107: Extra site visits, detailed curriculum/resource disclosure for full-time providers,
financial viability/surety-bond hurdles beyond statute minimums.

- 8 35-107(h)(5): ADE may prohibit schools/providers with “unreasonable or arbitrary” tuition
increases (statute only requires general anti-inflation measures).

Statute contrast: § 6-18-2507 lists basic eligibility (accreditation progress, background checks,
non-discrimination, fiscal soundness) and limits ADE to enforcing those. No tuition veto power,
no curriculum disclosure for non-schools.

5. Overall Administrative Burden & Philosophy Shift

- New processes in 8§ 35-111, 35-113 (expense reevaluations, specialist justifications, non-
qualifying lists, individual pre-approvals).

- § 35-102(31): New “Student Growth and Development” definition pushing everything toward
structured, state-aligned activities.

- Rollover caps, quarterly payment rules, and probation mechanisms add layers of compliance.

Statute contrast: The law focuses on parent-driven use with minimal upfront barriers and targeted
post-use audits. It does not authorize creating a parallel regulatory regime for homeschoolers.
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In conclusion, the Slippery Slope:

These rules are exactly the bureaucratic creep the Governor warned against when she championed
LEARNS as a “conservative blueprint” for parental rights. They transform a freedom-enhancing
account into a new Department of Education oversight program that second-guesses every
purchase and lesson plan. If left unchanged, they will deter innovative homeschool co-ops, burden
busy families and already-overloaded ADE staff, and erode the very parental authority Arkansas
law has protected for decades.

Proposed Solution: Tax Refund Alternative

Where parents cannot or choose not to meet the new structured curriculum, testing, growth plan,
or administrative requirements, the rules should include an opt-out. A direct tax refund equal to
the EFA amount (or 90% of foundation funding). This honors existing homeschool law, avoids
micromanagement, and still delivers the Governor’s promise of freedom and opportunity. It
prevents the program from forcing families into a bureaucratic box or penalizing non-traditional
approaches, and saves the state on high overhead costs to administer the program.

I would appreciate a response to the issues addressed.

Thank you for your time.

Amber Kennon

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home

schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars.

Ordinary and Necessary: Regarding the ordinary and necessary analysis, the rule amendment
seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by the division when determining whether an
expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner would be a qualifying expense, but it would
not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of
the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be funded with EFA dollars would be to allow
program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in clear contradiction to the intent of the law.
Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for the division and the program participants
how distinctions of this nature will be made.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses,
with some exceptions, to $1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and
devices are ancillary expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to
substantive academic materials or instruction.
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Reimbursement: The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to
be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to
provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program
participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the
participant can reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Grant Nabholz, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good morning,

I wanted to write a quick note in response to the proposed changes to LEARNS. | understand there
IS a desire to improve what is currently in place. | agree with that. Currently what is in operation
is somewhat loose and undefined. It allows for unscrupulous people to take advantage of the
system. Improvement is needed. But what I’m reading is not just improvement, it’s a fundamental
shift from one extreme to the other. This proposal, if implemented, would translate into stifling
overregulation. It would make LEARNS EFA nearly unusable for many important educational
purposes. | believe it also represents a much larger overhead burden on the state. If the state can
not efficiently clear approval requests, they will build up. And more staff will be needed to field
the requests.

If approved as proposed, | think LEARNS in the upcoming years will just become a private school
funding mechanism. Most homeschool families will not be able to effectively utilize the funds.

Thank you for your work on this. This is a hard task. And | wish you the best as you try to land in
a reasonable place.

Grant Nabholz

Division Response: Comment received, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Amber Rice, Homeschool Parent, 04/07/2026

Comment: Amber Rice
11101 Short Road
Bentonville, AR 72712
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ajmrzf@gmail.com
4/7/26

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to provide feedback on the proposed changes to the Educational Freedom Account
(EFA) program, particularly as they relate to funding for extracurricular activities, technology
purchases, and co-curricular courses. As a parent of 3 homeschool students, | want to highlight
areas where the current language and proposed restrictions feel uneven and may unintentionally
limit meaningful educational opportunities.

1. Extracurricular Activities & Sports
There is noticeable inequity in the program’s coverage:

. A public school student can play sports, travel to games, and use school-provided
equipment, often with expenses fully or partially covered by taxpayer dollars.

. An EFA student, however, cannot use their funding for equivalent activities outside of
public schools.

For example, my daughter is interested in joining a local homeschool volleyball team. Participation
requires tryouts, similar to public school volleyball. In the public school setting, such participation
would be covered; in the homeschool setting, under the current rules, the same type of program
would not be eligible for coverage. This creates an inequitable situation.

Programs like the NWA Hornets volleyball team are directly comparable to public school
volleyball: both teach foundational skills, require tryouts, and provide athletic and developmental
experiences. Excluding such programs simply because they are outside the public school system
unnecessarily limits access and opportunity for students who wish to participate in structured, skill-
building activities. | understand restricting club sports and travel teams, but there are many
homeschool sports opportunities that look like club/travel sports on the outside, but in reality
function the same way as public school sports teams. | do not believe these opportunities should
be restricted as a whole as the proposed changes specify.

2. Definition of “Primarily Recreational or Hobby-Based” on page 8.

The phrase “activities that are primarily recreational or hobby-based” is extremely broad and
leaves significant room for subjective interpretation. Many activities traditionally labeled as
hobbies, such as gardening, sewing, woodworking, or art, offer structured skill development,
problem-solving, and responsibility. Excluding them because they are enjoyable risks restricting
meaningful educational opportunities. Coverage decisions should focus on learning objectives and
measurable skills, not whether an activity is also enjoyable. | believe the heart of the program does
not intend to exclude classes such as these, but the language is up for interpretation, and | believe
we need to be careful with how these things can be interpreted to avoid confusion and inequity.
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3. Technology Purchases

The proposed $1,000 cap on technology purchases presents a challenge. In today’s market, $1,000
does not go far for a durable, reliable educational device. For example, the Apple laptop we need
for school use costs $999 - technically under the limit - but add tax and shipping, and now it’s not
approved. While cheaper alternatives like Chromebooks exist, they repeatedly require replacement
due to hardware limitations, slow performance, and software issues that interfere with completing
schoolwork and online learning. In contrast, MacBooks have proven durability; a single device
can last most, if not all, of a student’s academic career (I’ve had my own since 2014.) Limiting
reimbursement without flexibility for higher-quality, long-lasting technology unnecessarily
increases costs for families over time and may impact students’ ability to access consistent, reliable
learning tools. | do think there should be spending limits so people cannot blatantly abuse the
program, but reasonable flexibility due to preferences, taxes, and other costs in purchasing
technology would be beneficial.

4, Co-Curricular Courses

The current language requiring that a co-curricular course “is offered by a public school within the
State of Arkansas” may unintentionally exclude courses offered in homeschool or local micro-
school settings, even if they cover the same topics or go more in-depth. Many homeschool
programs provide flexible timing, extended instruction, or specialized curriculum that cannot be
directly mapped to a public school course listing. | encourage broader language that allows courses
to qualify based on educational content and learning outcomes, rather than simply whether they
are formally offered by a public school. If the proposed language is not broadened, | would
encourage a complete and updated list of every course every public school in the state offers yearly
with syllabus so we have clear guidelines on what would be approved and what would not.

Thank you for your consideration of these points. | appreciate the opportunity to provide feedback
and hope these suggestions can help create a more balanced and equitable program for all students.

Sincerely,
Amber Rice

Division Response:

Extracurricular Activities & Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior
version of the rule amendment that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but
protects the educational focus of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit
participation based on athletic ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often
offered separate and apart from a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents
in choosing the educational experience they believe is best for their students when the parent
doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and
equipment necessary to provide high quality education.
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The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Recreational/Hobby-Based:

Technology Purchases: The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with
some exceptions, to $1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and
devices are ancillary expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to
substantive academic materials or instruction.

Co-Curricular Courses: The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular
course must be offered by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-
2501(13)(E) and implemented by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside
the scope of rulemaking.

Commenter Name: Lacy Rodriguez, 04/07/2026

Comment: Good Afternoon,

I am writing on behalf of my husband and myself, AR homeschool parents who currently take
advantage of the EFA program for both of our children, to express concern with the proposed
changes.

The language and structure of these proposed changes raise significant issues that | believe warrant
careful reconsideration.

For those who have not been privy to a homeschool environment, it looks vastly different than
other instructional environments. The ability to tailor the environment to the individual child has
categorically been one of its greatest strengths. During the webinars at the inception of the EFA
program, homeschool parents were told that the goal was to protect and support our autonomy in
how we chose to educate our children. The proposed changes greatly threaten that approach, and
are misaligned with the intended goals of EFA funding for homeschool families.

At the heart of my concern is that these rules appear to extend beyond the scope of Arkansas
homeschool law and, in practice, redefine homeschooling into a more rigid, institutional model
that does not reflect how home education functions or why families choose it.

One example is the definition of a “course” as requiring a predetermined syllabus. Homeschooling
is intentionally flexible and individualized. Parents regularly adjust pacing, content, and methods
based on a child’s needs, mastery, and even life circumstances such as illness or family obligations.
Requiring a fixed, pre-written syllabus imposes an unnecessary and developmentally inappropriate
structure—especially for younger students—and creates a barrier to the very adaptability that
makes homeschooling effective. This requirement does not align with current Arkansas law and
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risks excluding legitimate educational approaches simply because they do not mirror a traditional
classroom model.

Similarly, the definition of “co-curricular course” is deeply concerning due to its extensive and
highly specific requirements. The emphasis on “structured content,” formal instructional design,
alignment with standards, and delivery by an instructor with subject-matter expertise introduces a
framework that closely resembles institutional schooling. This raises several issues.

First, it appears to diminish or exclude the role of the parent as the primary educator. Many
homeschooling parents bring valuable real-world experience and knowledge to their children’s
education, even if they do not hold formal teaching credentials. Second, it restricts the use of
widely accepted and effective learning methods, including informal instruction, project-based
learning, and the use of online resources such as tutorials or educational platforms. Third, it risks
disqualifying meaningful educational experiences—such as art exploration, photography, or
hands-on STEM activities—simply because they do not fit into a narrowly defined “structured”
format.

Education in a homeschool environment often happens organically and through exploration.
Requiring every activity to meet institutional criteria undermines that process and excludes many
legitimate pathways to learning.

The restrictions on extracurricular activities, particularly competitive sports, also raise concerns.
By excluding sports that involve tryouts or ability-based participation, these rules create an
inequity between homeschool and public school students. Public school students are supported in
participating in competitive athletics, yet homeschool students would be denied equivalent support
under the EFA program. Competitive sports are not merely recreational; they provide opportunities
for skill development, discipline, teamwork, and even access to college scholarships. Denying
homeschool students access to funding for these opportunities places them at a distinct
disadvantage.

Another significant issue lies in the definitions of “necessary” and “ordinary,” as well as the
broader concept of “qualifying expenses.” These terms are inherently subjective and insufficiently
defined. What is considered necessary or ordinary for one student may not be for another,
particularly in a homeschool setting where education is tailored to the individual. Additionally, the
exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is problematic and contradictory. Many career paths begin
as interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as photography, aviation, 3D printing, or athletics may
initially appear recreational but often serve as the foundation for future careers or entrepreneurial
opportunities.

This ambiguity creates a system where approval of expenses may vary widely depending on the
individual reviewer. One family may receive approval for an educational tool or activity, while
another is denied for the same request. This lack of consistency not only creates confusion but also
introduces inequity and uncertainty for families trying to comply in good faith.

These concerns are further compounded by the enforcement and review provisions. The
combination of subjective standards with potentially punitive consequences—such as repayment
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requirements, suspension, or removal from the program—_places families in a precarious position.
Parents who are making thoughtful, good-faith educational decisions for their children could still
face penalties simply because an expense is later interpreted differently. This creates a chilling
effect, discouraging participation in the program and undermining its intended purpose.

Additionally, the administrative burden imposed by these requirements cannot be overlooked.
Homeschool parents would be expected to document, justify, and defend routine educational
decisions to a degree that is both impractical and inconsistent with the intent of school choice. This
burden will likely fall most heavily on families who lack the time, resources, or expertise to
navigate complex compliance expectations—ironically limiting access for those the program is
designed to support.

In summary, the proposed rules:

* Introduce requirements that exceed the scope of Arkansas homeschool law

* Impose an institutional model onto a flexible, parent-directed form of education
*  Rely on subjective standards that invite inconsistent and inequitable enforcement

. Restrict access to legitimate educational opportunities, including competitive athletics and
experience-based learning

*  Create unnecessary administrative and compliance burdens for families

. Pair unclear standards with punitive enforcement mechanisms that place good-faith
participants at risk.

I ask that you revoke these changes until careful reconsideration can occur to ensure the program
continues to support homeschool families in the manner in which it was intended.

Thank you,
Lacy Rodriguez

Thanks,
Lacy Rodriguez

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.
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Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Ordinary and Necessary: Comment considered, no changes made. Regarding the ordinary and
necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by
the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten
student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be
ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be
funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in
clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for
the division and the program participants how distinctions of this nature will be made.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
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the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Tosha Hamrouche, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

I would like to bring up the subject of sports this morning. It seems to me that there is a significant
injustice in the area of team sports and sports in general. | believe that children should be given
the opportunity to participate and have the costs covered, as public schools provide these programs.
While | understand that equipment, travel fees, and other expenses cannot be covered, | believe
that practice fees should be paid. Some children need different choices and challenges tailored to
their level. It is not feasible to treat everyone the same. Allowing children to participate with some
costs covered, while excluding the most expensive items such as uniforms and travel, appears to
be a reasonable compromise.

Sincerely Tosha Hamrouche
Sent from my iPhone

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Darian Burns, Southern Education Foundation, 04/07/2026

Comment: April 7, 2026

Public Comment on Proposed DESE Rule Governing the Arkansas Children's Educational
Freedom Accounts
Submitted to: Arkansas Division of Elementary and Secondary Education

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed rules governing the Arkansas
Children's Educational Freedom Account (EFA) program. For background, the Southern
Education Foundation (SEF) is the nation's longest-standing education opportunity
organization, committed to advancing education policies and practices that elevate learning
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for students from low-income families and students of color in the South since 1867. We focus
on systemic solutions to ensure that students of color and students from low-income families
receive a high-quality education. Arkansas is one of 17 states in our region that we support
through research, public policy, technical assistance, and leadership development.

As you know, the Arkansas constitution states, "Intelligence and virtue being the safeguards
of liberty and the bulwark of a free and good government, the State shall ever maintain a
general, suitable, and efficient system of free public schools and shall adopt all suitable means
to secure to the people the advantages and opportunities of education.” In simpler terms, it is
the duty of the state to provide a suitable and efficient system of free public schools, not
private, for all. Further, the vision of the state’s Division of Elementary and Secondary
Education is to transform Arkansas to led the nation in student-focused education. Despite the
constitutional obligation and goal to transform Arkansas's education system, the state ranks
36 out of 51 in the Education domain of the 2025 Annie E. Casey Foundation's Kids County
report, with 72% of the state's public school 4th graders deemed not proficient in Reading and
80% of public school 8th graders scored below grade-level in Math. The state has yet to make
good on its constitutional and public responsibility to administer not only a suitable but leding
public school system.

A key education priority of state leadership and policymakers has been the EFA program - an
effort that, by design, does not create equal educational opportunities for all students. The
EFA program allows parents to receive public funding to attend private or home schools when
Arkansas's private schools only educate 4.5% of students in the state, and 73% of private
schools are located in urban or suburban areas. Despite this reality, in the 2026 fiscal session,
the state proposed a $6.7 billion budget that includes $190 million for the EFA program. There
is no comparable effort being considered for the state's public K-12 schools, which serve the
majority, 94%, of the state's students.

Further, just last year, an analysis of the EFA program's annual report found that 88% of Year
2 EFA participants were already enrolled in private schools before participating in this
program. This is evidence that an overwhelming majority of the participants did not
matriculate from public schools that are in need of intensive support, which was the initially
stated purpose of the program. Instead, the majority of students taking advantage of the EFA
come from families who were already able and planning to send their children to private
school.

While we fundamentally oppose the diversion of taxpayer dollars to support students in
private schools through school voucher programs, we acknowledge that this program is
operating and offer the following comments and recommendations to ensure the EFA program
directs resources to the families and students in greatest need.

The proposed rules for the EFA program do not prioritize students with the greatest
needs or students in public schools that require intensive support.

Proposed Rules 6 CAR § 35-103 outline two parameters for participating student eligibility.
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The first requirement is that a student is eligible to participate if they have a parent physically
present in Arkansas with a permanent residence, and the second is if a student is eligible to
enroll in a public elementary or secondary school in the state. This means that families who
already send their children to private school and never intend to send them to public school
can participate. Further, beginning in 2025, there are no longer limits to participation based
on family income, meaning all students, including those in multi-millionaire households, can
receive an EFA voucher. Proposed Rules 6 CAR § 35-104 outline several priority categories
for student applications once the maximum number of applications has been received.
Students who are considered homeless under the McKinney-Vento Act and students in foster
care are the fourth and fifth priority groups, respectively. Students in public schools that have
a rating of "D" or "F" or needed intensive support the year before their application are the
sixth priority group.

The first two priority groups are reserved for prior program participants. As previously
mentioned, an analysis of data from the University of Arkansas' annual report on the EFA
program found that a total 88% of Year 2 program participants did not attend a public school
the year before participating in this program. Entering the third year of the EFA program, if
the majority of participating students are not leaving their public schools and, in fact, have
never attended public schools, this program is not serving public school students desiring
alternative options or choices. Furthermore, because the current proposed rules are designed
to prioritize previous program participants while students wishing to leave their public schools
that may be on an intensive support list are not even among the top three priority groups. The
current proposed rules do not provide meaningful choices and options for families in the
greatest need.

Recommendation: SEF urges policymakers to use the publicly available data on student participation and
demographics to make the necessary changes to ensure this program is designed to effectively serve
students with the greatest needs. We recommend that the state exclusively prioritize students living in low-
income households, students in foster care, homeless students, and students who attend schools that were
recently labeled in need of intensive support.

The proposed rules do not require participating private schools to administer state
standardized tests analogous to tests administered in public schools, eliminating the
ability to measure the program'’s effectiveness in participant academic achievement.

Proposed Rules 6 CAR § 35-112 outline the parameters for program evaluation. This section
gives the participating school, parent, or service provider the option to choose between
administering an examination identified by the State Board of Education that is required for
students attending public schools or a nationally recognized norm-referenced test approved
by the state Board. A nationally norm-referenced test does not provide any meaningful
benchmark to compare how these students were achieving before the program nor how the
students are faring compared to their public school counterparts. If the program's goal is to
ensure Arkansas students achieve academically, the state must track participating students'’
progress compared to their public school counterparts. Otherwise, the state and the public
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won't be able to understand the program's effectiveness and value to students and families
without an accurate understanding of how well students are performing on comparable state-
approved benchmarks. Furthermore, ensuring there is high-quality and easily accessible data
to understand the program efficacy and impact on student achievement is important for
empowering parents and caregivers to make the best and most informed choices for their

children.Recommendation: SEF strongly urges the state to require participating private schools to
administer the same state standardized tests, at the same time and in the same general manner as public
schools, such that a meaningful understanding of participating students' academic achievement compared
with their public school counterparts can be attained. It is the state's fiscal responsibility to have a clear
understanding of how taxpayer dollars are utilized, and parents and taxpayers alike deserve to have access
to this information as well.

The proposed rules could provide stronger transparency mechanisms to ensure parents and
families with children who rely on IDEA.

Proposed Rules 6 CAR § 35-105 outline the expectations for the signed agreement and funds
transfer process. The rules require the State Department of Education to provide account
holders with a written explanation of qualifying expenditures for EFA funds, and that
enrolling in a private school with EFA funds waives federal rights to free special education
services. This is a crucial provision, as a U.S. Government Accountability Office study found
that 83 percent of private voucher programs nationwide provide either inaccurate or no
information about how students' rights change under IDEA. Families deserve full transparency
before making decisions that may limit their access to essential services.

Recommendation: SEF urges state leders and policymakers to further require the state Department of
Education to "make available on its website in a conspicuous location™ that parents would lose their federal
disability rights if participating in this program. This would add opportunity for clarity and transparency
for parents and caregivers exploring this opportunity for their children.

In closing, SEF urges the State Department of Education to revise the proposed EFA rules to
better align with Arkansas's state obligation to maintain a general, suitable, and efficient
system of education for all students. Without clearer prioritization for students with the
greatest needs, stronger accountability for the use of public funds, and meaningful measures
of student outcomes, the EFA program risks widening, not narrowing, academic performance
gaps. However, thoughtful rulemaking can ensure that any program utilizing taxpayer dollars
is transparent and demonstrably effective for families with the greatest needs. We appreciate
the opportunity to submit these comments and stand ready to support policy solutions that
advance educational excellence and opportunity for every Arkansas student.

If you have any questions or concerns about the content of this submission, please do not
hesitate to contact me at dburns@southerneducation.org, or my colleague, Fred Jones, Sr.
Director of Public Policy and Advocacy at fjones@southerneducation.org. Thank you.
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Sincerely,

Darian Burns, Legislative and Public Policy Analyst

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Regarding numbered comment one, this comment concerns the priority list which is set out in
A.C.A. § 6-18-2506(b)(4) and implemented by this rule. Consequently, the comment’s concerns
are outside the scope of rulemaking.

Regarding numbered comment two, this comment concerns the provision governing testing set
outin A.C.A. 8§ 6-18-2509(a) and implemented by this rule. Consequently, the comment’s
concerns are outside the scope of rulemaking.

Regarding numbered comment three, program participants are given notice that the IDEA is only
applicable in public schools and that participation in the EFA program does not extend IDEA to
private or in home educational opportunities.

Commenter Name: Heidi Myers, Homeschool Parent, 04/07/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern:

A group of my fellow homeschool parents got together to go over these proposed rules. We are in
agreement on the following points, with a few added personal notes.

The proposed rules (6 CAR § 35-101 et seq., May 12, 2025 draft) systematically exceed the
authorizing statute (Ark. Code Ann. 8 6-18-2501 et seq., the LEARNS Act) and directly contradict
Arkansas’s long-standing homeschool law (8 6-15-501 et seq.).

They impose new restrictions, subjective standards, pre-approvals, caps, and administrative
burdens that the statute never contemplated. Governor Sarah Huckabee Sanders has repeatedly
described the EFA program as a tool for parental empowerment and universal education freedom,
not bureaucratic control. Her statements emphasize that “parents’ choice, not random geography,
should be the primary determining factor,” that Arkansas is leding an “education freedom
revolution,” and that families should access funds for “the school that best meets their needs
whether it be private, public, parochial or homeschool.”

The rules draft instead build a larger oversight apparatus that micromanages exactly the families
the Governor sought to free.
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Arkansas homeschool law (8 6-15-501 et seq.) is deliberately minimal: parents file a one-page
notice of intent, assume full responsibility for their child’s education, and face no state-mandated
subjects, curriculum approval, teacher qualifications, assessments, or portfolio requirements. The
EFA statute was written to expand those freedoms with flexible funding and a broad catch-all for
“any other educational expense approved by the Division” (§ 6-18-2503(11)(B)(xi)). It directs the
Department to remove unnecessary barriers to service providers (8 6-18-2504(b)(1)) and limits
oversight to basic audits for fraud/misuse. The draft rules ignore these directives and layer on
dozens of new mandates.

Below is a comprehensive, section-by-section extraction of every material overreach. | group them
by theme for clarity, with exact rule citations, the conflicting statute/homeschool law language,
and the conflict with Governor Sanders’ stated intent.

1. Micromanagement of Qualifying Expenses & Purchases (Biggest Departure from
Statutory Breadth)

*Rules add restrictive definitions, caps, pre-approvals, and subjective tests nowhere in the statute.

- 88 35-102(4), (26), 35-114, 35-115, 35-117: New “core educational expenses,” “ordinary,” and
“necessary” multi-factor tests requiring “primarily instructional,” “aligned with recognized
curricular  practices,”  “documented learning  objective,”  “future readiness”  for
enrollment/enlistment/employment, and exclusion of “primarily recreational or hobby-based”
items. Creates a non-qualifying list via committee/specialist review. “Hobbies” vs Skilled trades
can be subjective and are very individualized.

- § 35-102(26)(R)—(S): 25% caps on transportation, extracurriculars, field trips (Arkansas-only);
competitive sports equipment/travel explicitly banned. *** Public school based sports are indeed
“competitive” by definition. For example, there are tryouts for high school soccer, volleyball,
dance, cheerleading, debate clubs, etc. Furthermore, “competitive” sports are also defined by
“guaranteed equal play time”. All public high school sports are not guaranteed equal play time, i.e.
football, basketball, soccer, etc. Many players sit the bench and are never allowed to take the court
or field. To emphasize this point more, public schools have Regional, Conference, and State
Championships. Many sports outside of public schools or other extra-curricular activities are
excellent scouting opportunities that colleges frequent to look for students with scholarship
potential. In fact, many students get offered college scholarships through these events. To limit a
homeschool student these opportunities, limits college scout exposure that may not otherwise be
able available to them financially.

- 8 35-102(26)(Q): Tech devices subject to annual duplication review, $1,000+ personal-device
ban unless extra proof provided, rigid approved sub-list.

- § 35-111(a)(2)(F)—(1): Non-core items require prior pre-approval; parents or anyone at the
student’s address is barred from direct payment except narrow preapproved reimbursements.

Statute contrast: § 6-18-2503(11) lists examples but ends with the unlimited catch-all “(xi) Any
other educational expense approved by the Division.” No “ordinary/necessary” tests, no
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percentage caps, no pre-approvals, no prohibited lists. Oversight is post-use audits for fraud (8§ 6-
18-2504(b)(2)—(3)), not pre-vetting.

Governor contrast: She has celebrated EFAs as letting families “customize their child’s education”
without bureaucratic hurdles. Impact: This turns flexible parental spending into a permission-
based system that will further burden and overwhelm already strains ADE staff that is not able to
handle the reimbursements and direct payments to vendors in a timely manner as is.

2. New Curriculum & Instructional Structure Mandates (Violates Homeschool Law’s
Minimalism)

*Rules impose state-defined structure on families who chose homeschooling precisely to avoid it.

- 8 35-102(6): “Co-curricular course” definition with 10 strict criteria** (must complement core
curriculum, have syllabus/learning objectives, instructor qualifications, alignment to standards,
etc.); some limited to public-school offerings.

- 88 35-102(18)—(19): Full-time providers (learning pods, micro-schools, co-ops) must cover math,
ELA, social studies, and science.

- § 35-112: Mandatory testing (norm-referenced or state exam) for K-10 full-time homeschooled
students; alternate assessment/portfolio only for severe disabilities.

- § 35-106(d): Academic growth monitoring with mandatory intervention plans, probation, and
potential account closure for lack of “demonstrated growth.”

Statute/homeschool law contrast: § 6-18-2503(5) and (26) require participating schools to offer a
full curriculum, but homeschoolers remain under § 6-15-501 et seq. No mandated subjects, no
testing, no portfolios, no growth metrics. The EFA statute contains no academic probation or
intervention-plan requirement.

Governor contrast: Her vision is “matching every student with the learning environment where
they can succeed”, including unstructured or parent-designed homeschooling, not forcing
alignment to state standards.

3. Direct Penalty on Homeschool Parents Who Operate Co-ops or Host Classes

*Rules treat parent-providers as suspect instead of empowering them to teach their children along
with other children in a group setting. This is unfair to students whose parents are EFA vendors
and teaching other students while teaching their own children which is common in many
homeschool settings.

- § 35-111(a)(2)(E)—(F): “Parents of a participating student” and “an individual residing at the

same address” may not receive payment from the EFA except narrow preapproved
reimbursements.
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- 88 35-102(9), (18)—(19), 35-107(d): Full-time/part-time student-facing providers (including
parent-run co-ops) face extra attestations, curriculum disclosure, testing duties, and background-
check/fingerprinting burdens.

Statute contrast: 8§ 6-18-2507 and § 6-18-2504(b)(1) explicitly direct ADE to remove unnecessary
barriers to service providers and allow broad participation (including part-time tutors, co-ops,
contracted educators). No parent-payment ban exists.

Governor contrast: She has highlighted thousands of homeschool families successfully using
EFAs for “the educational path that best fits them.” Penalizing the very co-ops and parent-led
classes that make homeschooling scalable contradicts this.

4. Expanded Provider Approval, Tuition Veto, and Operational Oversight

- § 35-107: Extra site visits, detailed curriculum/resource disclosure for full-time providers,
financial viability/surety-bond hurdles beyond statute minimums.

- 8 35-107(h)(5): ADE may prohibit schools/providers with “unreasonable or arbitrary” tuition
increases (statute only requires general anti-inflation measures).

Statute contrast: § 6-18-2507 lists basic eligibility (accreditation progress, background checks,
non-discrimination, fiscal soundness) and limits ADE to enforcing those. No tuition veto power,
no curriculum disclosure for non-schools.

5. Overall Administrative Burden & Philosophy Shift

- New processes in 8§ 35-111, 35-113 (expense reevaluations, specialist justifications, non-
qualifying lists, individual pre-approvals).

- § 35-102(31): New “Student Growth and Development” definition pushing everything toward
structured, state-aligned activities.

- Rollover caps, quarterly payment rules, and probation mechanisms add layers of compliance.

Statute contrast: The law focuses on parent-driven use with minimal upfront barriers and targeted
post-use audits. It does not authorize creating a parallel regulatory regime for homeschoolers.

Proposed Solution: Tax Refund Alternative

Where parents cannot or choose not to meet the new structured-curriculum, testing, growth-plan,
or administrative requirements, the rules should include an opt-out direct tax refund equal to the
EFA amount (or 90% of foundation funding). This honors existing homeschool law, avoids
micromanagement, and still delivers the Governor’s promise of freedom and opportunity. It
prevents the program from forcing families into a bureaucratic box or penalizing non-traditional
approaches.
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The Slippery Slope

These rules are exactly the bureaucratic creep the Governor warned against when she championed
LEARNS as a “conservative blueprint” for parental rights. They transform a freedom-enhancing
account into a new Department of Education oversight program that second-guesses every
purchase and lesson plan. If left unchanged, they will deter innovative homeschool co-ops, burden
already-overloaded ADE staff, and erode the very parental authority Arkansas law has protected
for decades.

Sincerely,
Heidi Myers

Division Response: Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will
act as a constraint to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The
division respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars.

Ordinary and Necessary: Regarding the ordinary and necessary analysis, the rule amendment
seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by the division when determining whether an
expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner would be a qualifying expense, but it would
not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of
the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be funded with EFA dollars would be to allow
program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in clear contradiction to the intent of the law.
Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for the division and the program participants
how distinctions of this nature will be made.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses,
with some exceptions, to $1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and
devices are ancillary expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to
substantive academic materials or instruction.

Reimbursement: The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to
be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to
provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program
participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the
participant can reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
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school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Shelly Loudermilk, Grandparent, 04/07/2026

Comment: Comments to the New Proposed EFA Rules

Submitted by: Shelley Loudermilk, Grandparent of Students Participating in Arkansas’
Education Freedom Accounts
Date: April 6, 2026

| appreciate the opportunity to submit public comments on the proposed rules governing Arkansas’
Education Freedom Account program. As a grandparent of students currently participating in the
EFA program through homeschooling, I have seen firsthand the positive impact this initiative can
have when it is administered in a way that aligns closely with legislative intent and the practical
realities faced by families. | am grateful for this program and the opportunities it has opened for
my grandchildren. However, after reviewing the proposed rules, 1 am concerned that several
provisions will unintentionally make the program more difficult for families to use and, in some
cases, may limit students’ educational progress. My comments are offered with deep respect for
the Department’s work and with the goal of ensuring the final rules remain consistent with Act 237
of 2023 while supporting timely access to high-quality educational resources for Arkansas
students. I respectfully submit the following comments for your consideration.

1. Core Educational Expenses vs. Qualifying Expenses

The introduction of a separate and much narrower category called “core educational expenses”
creates a complicated and burdensome structure that does not appear in Act 237 of 2023. The
statute provides a single definition of “qualifying expenses” and clearly allows EFA funds to be
used for supplemental instructional materials and supplies required for specific courses of study.
Under the proposed rules, families must seek advance approval for many expenses that are clearly
educational in nature simply because they are excluded from the definition of “core educational
expenses.” This includes basic course supplies that are essential for effective instruction. As a
grandparent observing the day-to-day realities of homeschooling, | am deeply concerned that this
framework adds unnecessary administrative steps that delay learning rather than protect program
integrity.

Supplies required for a course—such as lab materials, art tools, or specialized textbooks—are
foundational to a quality education and should not be subject to pre-approval simply becausethey
are not listed as “core.”

2. Delays in Approvals and Reimbursements Harm Student Learning

Families are already experiencing approval and reimbursement timelines that often stretch well

beyond a month. The proposed rules will likely lengthen these delays due to increased workloads
on the Department and more frequent approval requirements.
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From my perspective as a grandparent, these delays have real consequences. When students cannot
receive essential materials in a timely manner, their ability to benefit fully from a course is reduced.
A student waiting weeks for a microscope, science kit, or art materials may miss key instructional
opportunities and fall behind. These are not cosmetic items—they are integral to learning. Delays
ultimately undermine student achievement and discourage thoughtful, well-planned
homeschooling.

3. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.X)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
questions as to whether the Arkansas Department of Education will provide an exhaustive list of
courses taught in all public schools in the state of Arkansas, along with full course descriptionsin
order for parents of homeschooled children to make sure they are providing courses that are
qualified? Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public
schools? In the area of the state where my grandchildren live, the coursework is somewhat limited
when compared to courses available in other districts around the state, like would be available in
Little Rock or Benton, Russellville, etc. Are these school districts allowing students that are
homeschooled outside of their district to take courses from them?

4. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47 and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin from
interests that started out as a hobby. Activities such as agriculture, baking, or skilled trades but are
also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may led to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
5. Partial Reimbursement for Higher-Cost Items

Many homeschool families have encountered situations where reimbursement for an otherwise
qualifying expense was denied entirely because the Department considered the cost too high. In
these cases, parents were not allowed to receive reimbursement up to a reasonable or acceptable
amount.

It would be far more equitable—and supportive of educational quality—to allow families to be
reimbursed up to an approved amount while permitting them to cover the difference themselves.
This is especially relevant for items such as musical instruments, specialized equipment, or durable
instructional tools, where quality significantly affects educational outcomes.

As a grandparent helping support these educational decisions, | believe families should not be
discouraged from investing in higher-quality resources when they are willing to supplement EFA
funds with their own money.

6. Proposed $8,500 Rollover Limit

104



Educational costs increase substantially as students reach junior high and high school, particularly
for vocational training, career preparation, and dual enrollment coursework. Reducing the rollover
limit to $8,500 could leave older students without sufficient funds when they need them most.

Maintaining the $20,000 rollover limit for students approaching upper grade levels would allow
families to plan responsibly for higher-cost educational opportunities. The same consideration
should be given to students with diagnosed disabilities, whose expenses can fluctuate significantly
year to year. For example, a single year of intensive speech therapy can far exceed $8,500.

As a grandparent, | also find it important to note that Arkansas public schools spend well over
$13,000 per student annually on average, with some districts spending far more. Allowing families
the flexibility to roll over funds for legitimate future needs is reasonable and responsible.

7. Co-Curricular Courses Offered by Institutions of Higher Education

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies it must be provided by a third-party.

This rule appears to lend uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and
whether the curriculum, materials and supplies for those courses would be considered allowable
expenses. While | understand not reimbursing a parent for their time, the rule should provide for
EFA funds to cover the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a business background in management, as well as licensed as a
cosmetologist by the States of Arkansas and Tennessee, areas explicitly included in the co-
curricular definition (CTE courses), it remains unclear whether materials for these parent-led
courses would be reimbursable.

The rule needs clarification to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supposed use of EFA funds.

8. Distinguishing Unintentional Errors from Intentional Misuse

| appreciate that the proposed rules generally distinguish between accidental mistakes and
deliberate misuse of EFA funds. However, this distinction should be applied consistently.

To align with the rest of the rules, the word “intentionally” should be added to the provision
describing violations of state laws, rules, or procedures. This clarification would help ensure that
families acting in good faith are not penalized for honest errors and would strengthen trust in the
program’s fairness.

As a grandparent, | see firsthand how valuable the Education Freedom Account program is for
students and families. My hope is that these rules will be revised to reduce unnecessary barriers,
reflect the intent of the statute, and prioritize timely access to educational resources. These changes
would ensure that the EFA program continues to serve Arkansas students effectively and equitably.
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Thank you for considering my comments.
Shelley Loudermilk

Shelley Loudermilk 327 Bell Road
Marion, AR 72364

(901) 361-3089
sloudermilk@gerrish.com

Division Response: The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program
in the homeschool context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and
homeschooling. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct
homeschooling experience by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary
to provide high quality education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience
distinct from the public or private schools.

Ordinary and Necessary: Comment considered, no changes made. Regarding the ordinary and
necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by
the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten
student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be
ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be
funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in
clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for
the division and the program participants how distinctions of this nature will be made.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
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serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Commenter Name: Maggie Jennings, Homeschool Parent, 04/06/2026

Comment: To the Arkansas Department of Education:

The EFA program has been a godsend throughout the past year and has allowed us to explore
different curricula and educational resources that | would have been unable to access
otherwise. As a homeschool parent of two, it is my intent to use these funds to the best of my
ability to give my children the richest, most fulfilling education possible. | am extremely grateful
for this opportunity. For that reason, | would like to express my deep concern with the proposed
changes for the education freedom accounts. | fear that these regulations violate the spirit of
Arkansas home education laws by trying to force a flexible, home-based model into a rigid,
institutional framework.

wnN e

Definitions of “Course” and intractable reliance on institutional learning
methodology
4.

Of particular concern is the definition of a course as requiring a predetermined
syllabus. Homeschooling is intentionally made to be individualized, so that | can determine the
pace, method of instruction, direction and depth of study based on the unique abilities and interests
of my children. Marriage to the syllabus is the very reason that so many bright children in the
public school system grow bored and underperform or find less productive outlets for their
energies. Ultimately, by failing to align with Arkansas law, this requirement threatens to exclude
innovative educational approaches that deviate from the traditional classroom.

2.
3.
4. Devaluing the parent as the primary educator

5.

It is also concerning that in various locations of the proposed rules, there is a requirement for
“qualified professionals” and “subject matter experts” which undermines the role of the parent as
primary educator and director of our children’s home education. In particular, there is unclarity
around parent-led instruction for co-curriculars and whether materials are allowed if a parent is
teaching such a subject.

3.
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4.

5. Extra-curriculars

6.

Restrictions on extra-curricular activities are particularly confusing as they put homeschool
children at a distinct disadvantage considering the astronomical amount of tax dollars used in
public school settings for team and skill-based sports. This is one topic which | freely admit |
would be very weak in instructing and thus would actually need support in order for my children
to have the same advantages as public school children. Why then would these expenses which are
afforded to every other child in the state not be covered for homeschooled children?

4.
5.
6. The new pre-approval requirement renders entire program ineffective for
homeschool methodology

7.

Finally, and perhaps most urgently, 1 am concerned that the proposed amendment on page 39,
section (F)(1)(d)—requiring Department pre-approval for non-core educational expense
reimbursements—will render this program functionally unusable for homeschooling families,
especially considering the large quantity of items (including STEM items) recently moved to “non-
core” status.

Based on our experience over the past year, reimbursement timelines have sometimes reached
almost two months (likewise, | have heard of families waiting more than that for pre-approvals).
The current educational structure operates effectively only because parents can immediately
purchase necessary materials, allowing instruction to follow the child's pace. Introducing
mandatory pre-approval will result in significant bureaucratic delays, stalling educational progress
and causing student engagement to stagnate while awaiting authorization.

The paramount benefit of homeschooling is the ability to offer a tailor-made, flexible curriculum
that pivots to a child's learning needs and interests. Requiring prior approval for these vital
materials effectively eliminates this flexibility and restricts the capacity of homeschooling parents
to provide a responsive, dynamic education.

5.
6.
7. Lack of collaboration regarding these proposed changes

8.

On another note, | believe that the users of the EFA program are largely unaware of the broad
sweeping changes proposed in this revision and of the feedback deadline. | also see that it appears
a decision will be made two days following the feedback deadline which seems to imply that
feedback will not truly be considered. | feel like there should be more involvement of the
homeschool community in drafting these rules as they are more familiar with the approach than
those trained in institutional educational methods and feedback should have been more actively
solicited.
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Ultimately, I respectfully request that the Arkansas Department of Education reconsider the heavy
push towards rigid institutionalized education methods implied by these revised rules and instead
help to make these Educational Freedom Accounts the rich tool they are intended to be, allowing
families to create unique, targeted educational experiences for the homeschooled children of
Arkansas.

Thank you for your time,
Maggie

Division Response:

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Bethany Chance, 04/06/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While | understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
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raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a “co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this

concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)
The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be

labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may led to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
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In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration,
Bethany Chance

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy

which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
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concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Sarah White, 04/06/2026

Comment: To whom it may concern,

I am writing to enter my comments on the proposed changes to the rules governing the Arkansas
children’s educational freedom account program.

According to the Learns Act —

e Every Arkansan family deserves access to the best possible school options for their
children.

e Every Arkansas student deserves opportunities to graduate on a path towards prosperity

e Students should be provided options and opportunities to pursue career-ready pathways
where students earn meaningful credentials that led to a high-wage, high-growth career

According to EO-23-10 & EO 23-02

e The goal of this order is to limit government overreach, reduce red tape, and improve
Education.

e School districts are to report overburdensome and redundant state laws, regulations,
reporting requirements, and processes

According to Arkansas’s economic development commissions report in 2024

e Arkansas ranked 40th in the U.S. in value of total exports in 2024 ($6.89 billion). The
state’s trade also increased 6.77% percent from 2023 to 2024.

e Arkansas’ top 5 exports to Canada include: nuclear machinery parts ($277 million),
electrical parts ($131 million), iron and steel ($105 million), cereals ($94 million), and
plastics ($92 million)
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e In 2024, aircraft and spacecraft were Arkansas’ largest exports. Exports in this sector
accounted for 13.88% of Arkansas’s total export value ($956 million).

e Mexico and Canada were the largest foreign markets for Arkansas poultry in 2024,
accounting for 73% of shipments and a value of approximately $241 million.

I ask that you consider the previous statements using Arkansas’s own state documents when
evaluating the following statements. | believe that the ADE and homeschool families are both
dedicated to educational freedom as well as upholding a high standard of education. This program
has been a blessing in many ways to many families and students have proven the positive results
by testing results that are above national median as well as Arkansas state public school
proficiency. Since this program has already proven to create positive aspects within
homeschooling education I believe it is the duty of both the parents and the ADE to work together
to carefully evaluate changes to the program. As posted above I also believe that it is in alignment
with the States Goals of the Learns Act and the Governor’s goals to limit the burden on Parents
place by decreasing government bureaucracy and red tape where needed. Simplifying and
streaming lining processes are important for both parents and ADE workers as both are currently
overburdened by a system that is beginning to show signs of collapse and increasing difficulty
upholding standards that it has maintained in the past.

Here are just a few examples of difficulties that have recently occurred to families:

e A family was denied a reimbursement for classes because the receipt did not list a payment
method but showed paid in full. During the course of the process she was denied again
after obtaining a new receipt from the vendor, sharing personal banking statements as well
as sharing a cancelled check because the reviewer wasn’t sure the student was actually
enrolled.

e A mother was denied a basic photography set with proof of a legitimate curriculum 4 times
because she was teaching the student herself instead of enrolling them in a class by another
teacher. Reviewers are clearly already having issues with understanding the rules as written
and assuming changes are in place before they are voted on.

e Parents recently have been told many times over that they are exceeding a “reasonable”
limit that just happens to align exactly with the limits that were in place last year even those
limits were supposed to have been removed and replaced with “necessary and ordinary”
and “reasonable”. It is clear that once a rule is in place the reviewers have a hard time
letting it go.

e Current wait times are almost 2 months for reimbursement and 1 month for both
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marketplace and direct pay. The system is clearly overloaded already with the simple rules
of “necessary, ordinary, reasonable” in place many times this is exasperated by reviewers
that are inconsistent and approve one item for one student and not for the next often
occurring with students in the same families.

Before | breakdown my specific concerns | would like to say that | am on board with fraud
prevention, | support holding vendors and parents accountable for providing a quality education
to our children and I am choosing to believe the ADE and its employees, at the core, has a heart
for our students and for respecting Arkansas tax payers. | do not believe though that all the ADE
employees understand what Arkansas homeschooling laws are and how parents’ function in the
role of primary educators for their children. | do believe that there needs to be consistent training
on what parent choice is and how homeschool legally differs from both public and private schools
in the State of Arkansas.

Here are my concerns about the specific rule changes that are being proposed, keeping in mind
that the goal of the rules is to provide Arkansas families with more educational options for their
children as they seek educational solutions and curricula that fit the needs of their families.

(5) “Course” means a discrete program of study that follows a predetermined syllabus or
specification

The definition of “course” as a discrete program of study following a predetermined syllabus
reflects Arkansas Department of Education standards for public schools, not Arkansas homeschool
law.

Under Arkansas Code § 6-15-503, homeschooling is parent-directed and does not require
instruction to be organized into discrete courses or follow fixed syllabi. Parents are given broad
authority to design and adapt their child’s education, including the freedom to use integrated,
flexible, or non-traditional approaches.

Imposing a public-school definition of “course” onto homeschooling adds requirements that are
not present in Arkansas law and is therefore not an accurate or appropriate standard for evaluating
homeschool instruction.

It is my suggestion that the language be changed to remove syllabus and instead shift to the focus
of Arkansas Homeschool law by simply requesting an outline of the curriculum and not implying
a structure syllabi or scope and sequence.

(6)(A) “Co-curricular course” means an academic or skill-based educational experience
that may take place during...........cc.cevnee. (Discussing the entire section)

The proposed definition of “co-curricular course” improperly blends Arkansas Department of
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Education public school requirements with homeschool education, which is governed separately
under A.C.A. 8§ 6-15-503. It introduces alignment, structure, and documentation expectations that
are not required by homeschool law, creates contradictions between public school delivery and
parent-directed education, and narrows the flexibility that Arkansas law explicitly protects for
homeschooling families.

The proposed definition of “co-curricular course” is inconsistent with:

Arkansas homeschool law (A.C.A. § 6-15-503), which preserves parent-directed
flexibility

The LEARNS Act, which emphasizes access, opportunity, and pathways, notrestriction
Executive Orders 23-02 and 23-10, which explicitly call for reducing regulatory burden

Arkansas workforce and economic data, which demand agility and skill-building, not
rigid compliance structures

Instead of expanding opportunity, this definition limits access through overregulation, by
discouraging innovative or nontraditional learning models, and slowing student entry into real-
world, high-growth career pathways.

Sections (iv) alignment to academic standards, (vi) documented academic connection,
(viii) formal instructional design all create gatekeeping mechanisms that exclude
community-based programs, restrict co-ops and microschools, and disadvantage rural or
resource-limited families.

(vi) “documented academic connection” (viii) “instructional design such as a syllabus...”
(iv) “aligned with academic standards” all introduce: subjective compliance standards,
documentation requirements, and potential reporting burdens in ambiguous statements
that is exactly the kind of administrative expansion the Executive Orders warn
against.

0 Thisisalso the sections that will create a huge backlog on an already over burdened
system when parents are requested by reviewers who are trying to hold them to
these rules (especially when the ADE sent out an email a few weeks ago asking
parents to stop submitting to much information because it was slowing down the
process).

(ix) tied to homeschool plan (x) must be offered by a public school both contain structural
contradictions that create confusion about who controls the course, which standards apply,
and how participation is evaluated because they blend two systems that operate under
different legal authorities.

115



e Arkansas’ 2024 economic data shows demand in advanced manufacturing (machinery,
aircraft parts), agriculture and food systems, skilled trades and technical pathways. These
sectors depend on hands-on learning, mentorship, as well as flexible and applied
instruction.

0 Not only do these new definitions favor classroom-based, syllabus-driven,
standards-aligned instruction over apprenticeships, project-based learning,
industry-led training. They create a disconnect between education policy and
economic need. By moving STEM (all science, all technology, all Engineering,
and all math) away from Core-Curriculum and requiring any teachers to have to
demonstrate subject area knowledge we are not only violating the parents right to
choose a curriculum for their child we are potentially placing road blocks to careers
that are in high demand in order to move the state of Arkansas up in the economic
and career pathways. In case it is not known to the department many homeschool
curriculums support parents that may not have subject area knowledge. For
instance, Saxon math will allow a parent to set up evaluations and work with
knowledgeable teachers to look over a student’s issues and prepare instruction to
correct any problems or misunderstandings without the parent having to have
subject area knowledge and, in some cases, completely free by purchasing the
curriculum. By denying the parents right to teach these subjects unless they
demonstrate knowledge, we are not only overburdening the parents we are creating
an area that is forcing parents to use vendors that are charging more than what the
parent can get elsewhere at a lower cost to them and the program, thus not being
fiscally responsible.

o By moving Agriculture under the co-curriculum, we are creating unnecessary
burdens on a line of study that creates huge exports for Arkansas during a time
period where Arkansas is losing it’s farmers. Rice, cotton and chicken have been all
huge economic exports for Arkansas. | understand not wanting to fund thousands
for a homestead that may not be teaching proper agriculture that is why | would
suggest moving it to Extra-Curricular which would place a cap on the amount that
could be used but still allow parents to support children who wish to pursue these
subjects. | also think greater clarity on what is under Agriculture should be given.
The state of Arkansas is currently growing in Veterinary science by new colleges
and university systems — children interested in in Veterinary Science (like one of
my children) might be severely limited if they chose to look into large animal
veterinary science as many of those animals are considered Agriculturally in nature.

e My Replacement suggestions are as follows:
o (ii) Current Proposal: Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics

(STEM) courses including robotics, coding, engineering design, applied sciences,
and advanced mathematics; (as well as the Agricultural part)
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* Proposed change: removal of this statement as part of the section in total,
many of these courses are required in public schools in order to graduate
therefore making them a required core course not to mention severely limiting
access and control by the parent when including them in this section.

(iii) Current proposal: “Includes structured content delivered in an instructional
setting”

= Proposed change: “Includes organized or experiential learning activities
delivered in a variety of instructional settings, including classroom,
community-based, or hands-on environments”

(iv) Current Proposal: “Is aligned with academic standards...”

= Proposed change: “Supports educational or skill development goals as
determined by the student, parent, school, or program provider”

(vi) Current Proposal: “Has a documented academic connection...”

= Proposed change: “Demonstrates a reasonable connection to academic,
technical, artistic, or career-related learning”

(vii) Current Proposal: “Delivered by an instructor...with subject matter
knowledge or experience”

» Proposed change: “Facilitated by an individual, including the parent, or
organization with relevant knowledge, experience, or using a curriculum with
an objective learning outline.

(viii) Current Proposal: “Includes instructional design, such as asyllabus...”

= Proposed change: “May include learning objectives, projects, or other
indicators of student engagement or progress, as appropriate to the setting”

12. (vi) Is conducted or overseen by a coach, instructor, mentor, or other adult with similar
qualifications not to include the student’s parent.

(0]

It is my understanding that this section and the section in Co-curricular that severely
limits parents are placed here to prevent fraud and pay a parent to teach their own
child. I support that idea, however, feel as though by including this under the
definition of Extra-curricular we are simply preventing parents from being involved
in their students’ learning experiences. Many community and rec programs charge
fees to the city, umpires, equipment etc. but the parents that are coaches are all
strictly volunteers. By placing this statement here, it looks as though a student of
the parent would not qualify for any expenses that have occurred by the parent in
this extra-curricular activity simply because the parent volunteered to coach or
teach the activity.
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0 Itis my suggestion to simply create a statement under the fraud section that a parent
may not receive payment for instructing their own child in any activity, this would
not include fees associated with activity or any expenses that do not go directly to
the parent.

(18)(A) “Learning pod” means a community of home school students, such as a home school co-
op or support group, created by a voluntary association of parents, taught by instructors or
facilitators, that provides part-time or full-time academic services, including without limitation
core academic subjects of: (i) Mathematics; (ii) English language arts; (iii) Social studies; and (iv)
Science.

o0 This section is also confusing for the previously mentioned co-curricular section
since A learning pod of parents teaching can use both math and science as a core
academic subject but a single parent teaching must use math and science co-
curricular therefor punishing a parent for teaching their own child without a group
which again directly contradict Arkansas homeschool laws and places a burden on
parents who may not have access to a local group for Stem related subjects.

(21) "Necessary" means: (A) Directly and primarily supportive of a student’s academic
progress, developmental growth, or career readiness; (B) Essential to achieving an identified
learning objective or developmental milestone; and (C) Reasonably connected to future readiness
for enrollment, enlistment, or employment. (22) "Ordinary” means commonly accepted within
recognized educational or instructional environments, including academic and structured
enrichment settings that support cognitive, social-emotional, or physical development. (A)
Ordinary does not include activities that are primarily recreational or hobby-based.

0 These clauses sound reasonable on the surface, but when you evaluate them against
Arkansas homeschool law, ADE public school distinctions, the LEARNS Act, and
recent executive guidance, they introduce the same core problems we’ve already
identified, just in more subtle language.

0 Many valuable learning experiences are not “essential,” but still highly beneficial: art,
music, robotics, entrepreneurship, hands-on trade exposure, exploratory STEM
activities.

0 The terms “essential,” “reasonably connected,” and *“ordinary” introduce subjective
standards that are not grounded in Arkansas homeschool law and conflict with the
LEARNS Act’s emphasis on access and educational choice. These terms impose
unnecessary gatekeeping and shift decision-making from families to reviewers without
clear statutory authority.

o0 Additionally, the exclusion of activities that are “primarily recreational or hobby-
based” is not clearly defined, creating a high risk of inconsistent enforcement. Without
objective criteria, different reviewers may reach different conclusions about the same
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activity by approving robotics, music, or 4H programs in one case while denying them
in another. This lack of clarity leds to unequal access to funds, increased administrative
burden, and outcomes that depend more on interpretation than policy.

o0 As written, this language undermines consistency, restricts legitimate educational
opportunities, and conflicts with Arkansas’s stated goals of reducing red tape and
expanding pathways for student success.

(b) The Department of Education shall consider whether the same or similar devices were
purchased by the same account holder in all prior years when determining appropriateness and
need in order to prohibit unnecessary duplication of purchases. A participating student must
demonstrate to the Department of Education’s satisfaction that there is a specific private school
requirement, institution of higher education requirement, or that the technology is deemed
necessary for the participating student by a qualified professional in order to exceed one thousand
dollars ($1,000) in aggregate annual costs for technological devices;

These provisions impose subjective approval standards and prior-purchase scrutiny that are
not required under Arkansas homeschool law and conflict with the LEARNS Act’s goal of
expanding access to educational resources. Requiring Department of Education review for
“appropriateness and need” shifts decision- making away from parents and introduces
unnecessary administrative barriers, contrary to EO 23-02 and 23-10’s directive to reduce
red tape.

The requirement to justify purchases over $1,000 through institutional mandates or a
“qualified professional” further limits access by excluding legitimate homeschool uses that
do not operate under institutional requirements and rejection of the parent right and ability
to choose items for their child’s education. Additionally, evaluating prior purchases to
prevent “duplication” fails to account for evolving technology needs, or different
educational uses within a homeschool setting, as well as creates ambiguous language that
allows a subjective interpretation that can be unequally applied to families in the program.

As written, this language creates inconsistent approval standards, delays access to
necessary tools and places an undue burden on families without clear statutory authority,
places a limit on aggregated annual spending that restricts unnecessarily limiting older
students who many need a quality laptop, printer, webcam, headphones all in one year. As
well as again placing equality on the reviewer and an overloaded system.

In conclusion, these are just a few and most egregious provisions that collectively impose
subjective standards, unnecessary documentation, and institutional-style requirements that are not
supported by Arkansas homeschool law. Rather than expanding access and opportunity as intended
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under the LEARNS Act, they introduce inconsistency, administrative burden, and barriers that
disproportionately affect homeschool families and nontraditional education models. Without clear,
objective definitions and limits, enforcement will vary by reviewer, leding to unequal outcomes
and reduced trust in the process. To align with state law and policy priorities, these rules should
be simplified, clarified, and refocused on enabling access, flexibility, and student-centered
educational pathways, not restricting them.

Thank you for your time in and focus on maintaining a supportive learning environment as well
as the freedom of choice for all of Arkansas’s students.

Sarah White

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Ordinary and Necessary: Comment considered, no changes made. Regarding the ordinary and
necessary analysis, the rule amendment seeks to formalize a necessary exercise of discretion by
the division when determining whether an expense is allowable. For example, a Bunsen burner
would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be necessary for the education of a kindergarten
student. Likewise, the book Atlas Shrugged would be a qualifying expense, but it would not be
ordinary to purchase a $1,800 first edition of the text. Allowing these hypothetical expenses to be
funded with EFA dollars would be to allow program participants to unjustly enrich themselves in
clear contradiction to the intent of the law. Putting this analysis in the text of the rule clarities for
the division and the program participants how distinctions of this nature will be made.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
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materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: Samantha Miller, 04/06/2026

Comment: Tax payers should not be responsible for home school or private school funding.
Increasing funds to these select few while public schools are struggling across the state is shameful.
These options are not available to all students in the state. Countless areas don’t have private
schools available, just like numerous parents have jobs and cannot home school. Both of these are
a choice, and choosing those options should come at their own financial responsibility. Public
schools are available across the state to every child.

Another issue we are seeing is that once the voucher money is accepted by a private school or
homeschool parents; it is NOT credited or refunded to public schools. IF/when the parents decide
to re-enroll their child in public schools. Parents can hop from school to school as many times as
they like throughout the year, but the money doesn’t follow the student. Those private schools get
to keep the money even if the students leaves. Public schools are also required to allow any private
or homeschool student/s that wish to participate in extracurricular sports/clubs join. Not only do
public schools miss out on state funding for students but now they are left to foot the bill to buy
equipment, uniforms, etc. for a student that attends elsewhere. While parents who have students in
public schools pay taxes to support it all, PLUS fees for their kids to participate.

Arkansas public schools are declining and are in need of funding. We must address the needs of
the masses before funneling more resources to those with the privilege of options.

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Ariel Rohde, 04/06/2026

Comment: Whom It May Concern,
I'm thankful for the opportunity to comment on proposed revisions to the Education Freedom

Account (EFA) rules. | would like to provide the following comments regarding the proposed
changes to the EFA program. | was homeschooled as a child and I'm now homeschooling my own
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child. I understand the need to mitigate fraud but many of these changes are not in keeping with
the spirit nor the stated intent of "Education Freedom Accounts."

-6 CAR 8 35-102. Definitions.

6A

(iii) Includes structured content delivered in an instructional setting;"

Homeschool by definition considers any location to be instructional. The requirement for a class
to be "structured" is an ambiguous definition subject to interpretation. - Please remove this
definition as it does not align with with reality of homeschool

-(iv) "Is aligned with academic standards, educational goals, or subject area competencies”

This is also ambiguous and open to interpretation. Who determines the educational goals? What
specific academic standards? This is a slippery slope and does not algin with homeschool
instruction.

-(vi) Has a documented academic connection to a recognized subject area or educational standard;
This wording is vague and open to interpretation. What determines "documented academic
connection" and who decides if that criteria is met? What determines a "recognized" subject area
- recognized by whom?

-(vii) Is delivered by an instructor, teacher, or provider with subject matter knowledge or
experience;

This phrasing should be removed. It is ambiguous and open to interpretation - who determines if
the provider/teacher is sufficiently knowledgeable? What amount of experience is enough?

-(x) Is offered by a public school within the State of Arkansas.

This should be removed. This limits parents ability to teach faith-based curriculum and would
needlessly limit parents ability to provide hands-on classes like home economics, shop, or any
other vocational course that the public school, due to limits imposed by potential litigation,
funding, or practicality, is unable/unwilling to offer to their students. The ability of public schools
to provide certain topics is not a correlation to educational value as a category. The subsequent list
of topics suffices for defining this category.

12A

-(vi) Is conducted or overseen by a coach, instructor, mentor, or other adult with similar
qualifications not to include the student’s parent.

The phrase "not to include the student's parent™ needs to be greatly clarified. A homeschool parent
is, by law, qualified to teach any subject. If the goal is to prevent the student's parents from
receiving compensation for teaching their own child, then this should be stated clearly.

-(B) “Extracurricular activity” does not include sports that restrict or limit participation based on
tryouts or ability.

- Public schools currently spend funds on tryout-based sports AND limit participation based on
ability. This seems to be an unreasonable restriction preventing EFA students from participating
in higher-level team activities. Price concerns for expensive sports are already addressed by the
spending 25% caps. There is no need for more restrictions on this topic.
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-(1) Equipment costs

- The exclusion of equipment costs seems punitive. Any safety equipment should be 100%
allowed, and other equipment cost concerns, like in the above line item, are covered by the 25%
cap. Many public school sports teams require equipment that is provided by the public schools. If
EFA students are going to be restricted, than public schools must also be restricted.

-26

(T) Reasonable costs associated with co-curricular courses in the fine arts, music, or STEM fields
if the co-curricular course is offered by a public school within the state;

- Again, "course is offered by a public school within the state™ needs to be removed. Public school
course offerings are not the gold standard for deciding educational value. Parents should be
enabled to provide a wider array of learning options than what is achievable in a public school
setting.

-Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is vague and subjective. Many careers begin as interest-
driven hobbies. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, gardening, bee keeping, cooking/baking,
or skilled trades may be labeled as hobbies but are also actual professional pathways.

-Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
picking the appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility. I do not use an online or computer
based curriculum for my kindergartener. But if I did, we would be very hard pressed to get a decent
average laptop, printer, headset, mouse, and protection plan for under $1000. The needs of older
students in middle school and high school would be even more expensive. Any student taking
engineering, graphic design, coding, robotics, or just about any STEM course would need a much
more powerful and more expensive setup. If limits need to be applied, consider a percentage cap
or a $2000 limits for elementary students and a $4000 limit for middle school and high school
students.

Thank you for reconsidering the above proposals to the EFA rules and regulations to better algin
with homeschool reality and to keep with program beneficial and accessible to all LEARNS
students.

Ariel Rohde

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
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with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: Laura D., Homeschool Parent, 04/06/2026

Comment: Hello, I'm reaching out to comment about the proposed legislature rules for EFA. As a
long time homeschool parent, | believe it's important to maintain the integrity and freedom of
homeschool. Many of the proposed changes create restrictions and choices for families. Most of
us homeschool in order to provide a learning environment different from public schools, not to
recreate public school at home.

Extra-Curriculars are often embedded in the day-to-day life of home. Eclectic homeschool families
don't typically utilize formal curriculum and structured classes for extra-curriculars. These classes
often look like "hobbies™ or “entertainment.” The proposed changes for extra-currciulars doesn't
bring clarity, it just muddles the system further leaving the final decision to the perspective of the
reviewer or the skill of the parent's wording when submitting the reimbursement. | do get why a
parent shouldn't be paid for providing the class, but shouldn't materials still be accepted?

As a recipient of the funds and as a vendor, I'd rather you focus on making the funds more
accessible not creating more arbitrary rules left to the interpretation of individual reviewers. As it
stands, it's very frustrating waiting indefinitely for reimbursements or payments. It's limiting who
actually has access to these funds because most low-income families cannot afford to wait weeks
to get reimbursed. Most families cannot afford to wait months for pre-approvals and final
reimbursement while their student goes without. It's equally frustrating when some people get
approved for certain items yet others are denied.
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If the program wants to keep "freedom" in its name, then it's important to keep thr choice in the
family's control, and not the state's.

Thank you,
Laura D.

Yahoo Mail: Search, Organize, Conquer

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: April Landes, 04/06/2026

Comment: Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed changes to the
Arkansas Educational Freedom Account (EFA) Program.

While we support accountability and responsible use of funds, we have concerns that several
provisions do not reflect the reality of homeschooling or the role of parents as the primary
educators of their children.

Homeschooling is not simply school at home,it is a parent-directed, individualized approach to
education. As defined in the rule, a homeschool is “a school provided by a parent or legal guardian”
. This distinction is important. Parents are not supplementing a system,we are the system. We
design curriculum, guide instruction, and prepare our children for adulthood in ways that are
flexible, intentional, and often nontraditional.

Because of this, it is essential that EFA policies recognize and respect parents as teachers for their
own children. Applying institutional requirements such as formal curriculum structures, certified
instructors, or standardized growth measures does not align with how homeschooling works,
particularly as students mature and take more ownership of their learning.
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As a homeschooling family with three high school students, we see this clearly. Our oldest, as a
senior and 18-year-old, chose to pursue photography through self-directed learning,researching,
practicing, and building a portfolio. Under the proposed rules, we would not have been able to
purchase a camera without tying it to a formal curriculum or teacher. At this stage, education
should be about developing independence and real-world skills, not forcing learning into a
traditional model.

Technology limitations present a similar concern. A $1,000 cap does not reflect the real cost of
devices needed for high school coursework, dual enrollment, or technical skill development.
Educational needs grow with age, and technology guidelines should reflect grade level, complexity
of use, and preparation for college and careers. Public school students are often provided these
tools without similar restrictions.

The same is true for sports and extracurricular participation. A high school student requires more
advanced and often more expensive equipment than a younger child, and in small or rural
communities, travel teams are often the only available option. These experiences are not optional,
they are essential for physical development, teamwork, and future opportunities. Limits should
reflect age, access, and level of participation.

Additionally, homeschooling often relies on community-based learning. Families frequently use
friends, family members, church groups, and local mentors to teach subjects like music, athletics,
and other skills. These are meaningful and effective educational experiences, even without formal
curriculum or certified instructors. Families should not be penalized when learning happens in
real-life, nontraditional ways.

At its core, the EFA program was created to expand educational freedom. That freedom depends
on trusting parents to make decisions that best meet the needs of their children. Homeschool
students should have equitable access to the same opportunities available to public school students,
while maintaining the flexibility that makes homeschooling effective.

We respectfully ask that the Department:

e Recognize parents as the primary educators of their children and have the rules reflect that

Preserve flexibility in how education is delivered

Adjust technology and equipment limits based on age and need

Allow broader access to extracurricular and travel-based opportunities

Avoid applying public school models to homeschool environments

We have homeschooled for 13 years and will continue to do so. This has been our first year to use
EFA and although it has provided an opportunity for my students to explore some otherwise out
of budget things, we aren't sure if we will be participating in the future. The amount of
inconsistency and change throughout the year has made it difficult to use the funds without the
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risk of being left with items that were reimbursable to some families earlier in the year but not to
others toward the end of the year. There are going to be people who abuse the system, but lots of
families who are trying to follow the rules are also being punished.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Respectfully,
April Landes

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: The Cartwrights, 04/06/2026

Comment: It has once again come to our attention about the new ‘rules’ being proposed by the
ADE regarding spending restrictions per the EFA Funding. Specifically, the proposed modified
rules concerning spending on athletics, the rollover amounts and new framework for expenses
allowed and related?
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Once again, this is difficult to understand for us as Homeschoolers. For more than 20 years, we
have paid (year after year) and funded our local school(s) and other public entities while also
paying 100% of our own school expenses.

In my estimation, this is confiscation and not taxation. Our founders were adamant about private
property and the ownership rights therein...yet, here we are ‘punishing’ homeowners/property
owners with excessive collections/taxes in addition to the burdensome income, sales and countless
other taxes. And what do we do with that money? Primarily it goes to fund public education
without our consent. And the moment the legislature gives those of us who seek a choice a
minimum of relief in the funding for education, the dept attempts to circumvent the laws that have
been put in place in order to reduce the benefits??

Why? But, tbh, this is about what we have expected. The public education lobby (I suspect) puts
down enormous pressure. There’s a saying that goes something like this and one that | believe
concisely summarizes the belief of those who tax/confiscate for public entities....”what’s mine is
mine. And what’s yours is mine.”

In the end, there is little to no relief for taxpayers.

But we will carry on. As always. Working under the umbrella of continuous burden to those
insisting they have a ‘right’ to our money. Without accountability. Without question.

Despite all of this, we once again kindly ask that these restrictions NOT be put in place and allow
the law to play out as it apparently has been written. At least that’s my understanding. It is our
hope that we might have access to funding for at least a little while for our children’s education.
Thank you sincerely,

The Cartwrights

West Fork, Arkansas

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Katie Zeunges, 04/06/2026

Comment: Hello!
First of all, thank you so much for the EFA funds. What a blessing for our family.
Some items of concern with the new proposed changes and other suggestions are:

-- On the list of core curriculum, please add religious education, for clarification purposes. This
religious education needs to be "enshrined" as proper "core™ education.
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-- Please specify that classes/education/hobby-based activities/etc. that prepare the students for
real life jobs are allowed as this helps prepare young people to have careers and be helpful citizens
in our state.

-- Limits tying education to what’s offered in public schools only is not reasonable. The kids could
just go to public schools if they want that education. Homeschoolers often have bigger plans in
school work aimed at making our children successful in life and good citizens. The EFA ought to
allow parents access to a broad range of resources of their choosing to customize each child's
education experience.

* | propose that speech and debate tournaments be covered as those are necessary for the students

to practice their speaking skills in a professional context amongst other peers. If they just keep
practicing with their classmates and siblings, they won't be as good. We need good communicators
and this provides great training.

» The shift to a pre-approval process for co-curricular expenses is not necessary but rather
generates much more paperwork.

-- Tech limits:

I would like to request an increase to the proposed limit on technology per student to $1,500.00
annual. A new good quality computer costs at least $1,000 then there are other supplies like
headsets, printers, etc.

Another option maybe to be extend the time of replacement for those purchasing a better computer
to 4 years instead of 3 years while reducing the time for replacement for those purchasing
Chromebooks to 2 years.

Thank you for all you do!

Katie Zeunges

Division Response:

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.
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Faith based curriculum: Comment considered, no changes made. Nothing in the prosed
amendment to the rule prohibits faith based curriculum.

Commenter Name: Lynsi Whetstone, 04/06/2026

Comment: Lynsi Whetstone
480 Webster Street
Greenwood, AR 72936
Ibwhet14@gmail.com

April 6, 2026

Arkansas Department of Education

Division of Elementary and Secondary Education
Four Capitol Mall

Little Rock, AR 72201

Re: Public Comment on Proposed Rule Changes — Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom
Account Program (6 CAR § 35)

Dear Sir or Madam,

I am writing to express my concerns regarding the proposed revisions to the rules governing the
Arkansas Children’s Educational Freedom Account (EFA) Program. | am appreciative of the
program’s stated goal of expanding educational opportunity and empowering families. However,
several of the proposed changes appear to narrow the flexibility and parental discretion that are
foundational to the program’s purpose.

The proposed definition of “course” as a discrete program of study following a predetermined
syllabus, along with documentation expectations throughout the rules, presents significant
challenges for homeschool families using alternative education. Charlotte Mason education, for
example, is a well established and academically rigorous approach widely used within the
homeschooling community. It emphasizes rich literature, narration, habit formation, and the
integration of subjects rather than rigid, pre structured courses with fixed outputs. Learning within
this model is intentionally adaptive and does not naturally produce formal syllabi for each subject.
Requiring families to create such documentation solely for compliance purposes adds burden
without improving educational quality and risks excluding effective, time tested homeschool
methods.

I am also concerned by the proposed distinction between core courses and co curricular courses.
In a Charlotte Mason education, subjects such as nature study, art, music appreciation, handicrafts,
and applied sciences are not co-curricular, they are core components of a full and intellectually
rigorous education. Classifying these areas as co curricular raises concerns about eligibility and
funding, particularly where the rules appear to limit co curricular expenses to courses offered by
public schools or structured around traditional instructional models. For example, my son has long
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demonstrated a strong interest in astronomy and is ready for hands-on exploration via a telescope.
Essential instructional tools, such as telescopes used for direct scientific observation, may be
deemed ineligible not because they lack educational value, but because the subject or instructional
context does not align neatly with the new co curricular definitions or provider requirements.
While I am not seeking reimbursement for parent provided instruction and | value the option to
seek pre-approval for higher cost instructional materials, it is essential that the materials, supplies,
and resources necessary for these subjects remain eligible expenses regardless of whether
instruction occurs in a formal classroom or parent led setting.

While I do not personally participate in a homeschool cooperative, | recognize that co ops play an
important role for many Arkansas families by providing collaborative learning opportunities while
remaining parent directed. Several aspects of the proposed rules place homeschool co ops into
regulatory categories they were never designed to meet. Clarification and explicit protection for
homeschool cooperatives would help ensure these flexible, community based models are not
discouraged or excluded from participation in the EFA program.

Additionally, I am concerned about the proposed requirement that parents obtain prior
departmental approval before being reimbursed for qualifying expenses that are not classified as
core educational expenses. While pre approval can be appropriate for certain higher cost or
specialized purchases, particularly when direct pay or marketplace options are limited, requiring
pre approval for basic co-curricular supplies will likely create barriers to timely access to
educational resources creating a hardship on homeschool families and the Arkansas Department
of Education.

Taken together, the proposed definitions of courses, treatment of co curricular subjects, provider
restrictions, reimbursement procedures, documentation standards, and technology limitations
represent a shift toward increased standardization and reduced parental flexibility. While
accountability is important, the EFA program was founded on the principle that parents are best
positioned to make educational decisions for their children. Incremental increases in regulation
and prescriptive structures risk eroding that trust and narrowing access to the diverse educational
approaches the program was designed to support.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment. | appreciate your consideration of these
concerns and would welcome continued dialogue to help ensure that the EFA program remains
inclusive of parent directed education, homeschool cooperatives, and non traditional learning
models while maintaining appropriate accountability.

Sincerely,
Lynsi Whetstone

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
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chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

Commenter Name: Megan Williams, 04/06/2026

Comment: Hello, | am entering the following comments regarding the proposed changes to EFA
wording.

6 CAR § 35-102. Definitions.

6A

vii be sure that wording is inclusive of homeschool parents as teachers. While it may be implied
that homeschool parents are teachers, the wording needs to give recognition to that as a qualifying
credential, so that there is no confusion.

X "offered by public school" needs to be removed. The ability of public schools to provide certain
topics is not a correlation to educational value as a category. The subsequent list of topics suffices
for defining this category.

12A
vi "not to include the parent™ this wording needs to be clarified. A homeschool parent is, by law,
qualified to teach any subject.

If the intent is to separate that the parent cannot be paid for their teaching service, then say so.
As it’s written now, would | need to hire a personal trainer for my daughter to workout at the
gym? That doesn’t seem quite fair since | can teach her myself.

B I am unsure why tryouts and ability would disqualify an activity. If so, then public schools need
to remove their tryouts as well. Or disqualify their use of funding for those activities.
If the intent is to restrict high priced leagues, then the current % cap accomplishes this already.

i " equipment costs™ needs to be clarified. Safety gear should be allowed without question. Beyond
that, required physical items like a bat, a stick, a bowling ball...all fall in the current % cap. This
allows families to allocate their funds to the best needs of their student, while keeping majority
focus on core academics. Many activities require a physical item in order to play. Those items are
provided in public schools, including professional level equipment, using a % of their state funds.
If EFA students are going to be restricted, then public schools need to be as well.
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26
T remove "if offered by public school”. This is hand in hand with 6x. Public school offerings are
not the benchmark to deciding educational value. The list in 6B is sufficient.

Thank you,
Megan Williams

Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Courtney Martin, 04/06/2026
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Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

I am writing to provide feedback regarding the proposed changes to the Educational Freedom
Account (EFA) rules.

First, 1 would like to express concern about the proposed cap on EFA rollover funds. One of the
greatest benefits of the EFA program is the flexibility it provides families to plan for both current
and future educational needs. Educational expenses are not evenly distributed year to year, and
this is especially true at the high school level.

If families want their students to have access to opportunities such as dual credit courses, co-
curricular programs like art and music, test preparation, and Career and Technical Education
(CTE), they must be able to plan ahead financially. These opportunities often come with higher
costs during high school years.

Reducing the rollover cap from $20,000 to $8,500 significantly limits a family’s ability to prepare
for these expenses. Families who are able to build rollover funds prior to 9th grade are in a much
better position to provide their students with the same breadth of opportunities available in
traditional public schools. I strongly encourage reconsideration of this cap and suggest a higher
limit that supports long-term planning.

Second, | respectfully disagree with the proposed restriction on activities that involve tryouts or
are based on ability. Public school students participate in these types of programs using taxpayer-
funded resources, and EFA students should not be held to a different standard. If an activity is
considered valuable in a public school setting, it should not be disqualified for EFA students based
on team structure or competitiveness.

Additionally, physical education and athletic participation should be encouraged, not restricted.
With childhood obesity rates exceeding 40% in Arkansas, policies should support increased
physical activity wherever possible. If a program gets students active and engaged, it is a positive
investment in their future and the health of our state.

More broadly, Arkansas has an ongoing need for skilled workers in healthcare, STEM, and
manufacturing fields. Restricting access to electives, tools, and exploratory learning opportunities
IS counterproductive to these goals. Students often discover their strengths and career interests
through exposure and hands-on learning, and policy should support—not limit—those
experiences.

I would also like to address several areas within the proposed rule language that would benefit
from clarification:

o Language in definitions should explicitly recognize homeschool parents as educators.

While it may be implied, clear wording is necessary to avoid confusion in interpretation
and application.
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e The phrase “offered by public school” should be removed where it is used to define
educational value. Public school availability is not an appropriate benchmark for
determining whether a subject or activity is educational.

e Wording that excludes parents from instruction should be clarified. If the intent is to
prevent parents from receiving compensation, that should be stated directly rather than
implying they cannot teach.

e Equipment costs should be clearly defined to include necessary items such as safety gear
and required activity equipment (e.g., sports equipment or tools). These are standard
provisions in public school settings and should be treated similarly.

Regarding the proposed exclusion of expenses considered improvements to real property or
household fixtures, | understand the intent to prevent misuse. However, many educational
activities—particularly in homeschool or experiential learning environments—require hands-on
setups such as gardening infrastructure, small-scale agricultural projects, or workshop spaces.
These are not general home improvements, but educational tools. Clear distinctions should be
made to allow these when they serve a direct educational purpose.

Additionally, several administrative and funding concerns should be reconsidered:

e Requiring pre-approval for all purchases may delay access to time-sensitive curriculum
and materials, especially given current response times.

e The proposed $1,000 technology cap may significantly limit access to necessary STEM
tools and learning resources unless addressed separately.

o Current percentage caps already provide reasonable guardrails for spending, making
additional restrictions on categories like equipment or activities unnecessary.

Finally, I encourage reconsideration of how “hobby-based” activities are defined. Many activities
that could fall under this label—particularly in STEM and technology—are directly aligned with
the state’s goals of increasing technical skills and workforce readiness. Limiting these
opportunities would work against those objectives.

Overall, these proposed changes reduce flexibility and create unnecessary barriers for families who
are working to provide a well-rounded and forward-looking education for their children. I
respectfully urge the Department to reconsider these provisions and maintain policies that support
educational choice, equity, and long-term planning.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
Courtney Martin

Sent from the all new AOL app for iOS
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Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
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however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Household Furnishings: Comment received, no changes made. In the context of real property, an
improvement or a fixture is a clearly established legal concept which distinguishes personal
property from property that becomes a part of real estate. The basic test is if you sold the real
estate, would the improvement or fixture be conveyed to the new owner. The division determined
that using EFA funds to improve the value of property owners is not an appropriate use of EFA
funds. Program participants may utilize funds saved on curriculum or other eligible expenses for
the projects described in the comment.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Commenter Name: Taylor Greer, 04/06/2026

Comment: Hello! First and foremost, thank you for taking the time to hear concerns from
parents/recipients of EFA.

I would like to enter the following comments regarding the proposed changes to the EFA program.
While trying to prevent fraud and misuse of the program, which is completely understandable, the
current proposals of change go against why many of us parents are choosing to homeschool.

6 CAR 8§ 35-102. Definitions.

6A

(iii) Includes structured content delivered in an instructional setting;"

- This should be removed - by definition homeschool considers any location to be instructional,
and the requirement for a class to be "structured" is a vague definition subject to interpretation.
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(iv) Is aligned with academic standards, educational goals, or subject

area competencies;

- This is vague and open to interpretation. What specific academic standards? Who determines the
educational goals? This is subjective, and | foresee leding to undesirable outcomes.

(vi) Has a documented academic connection to a recognized subject

area or educational standard;

- Again - vague and open to interpretation. What constitutes "documented academic connection" -
who determines if that criteria is met? What defines a "recognized™ subject area - recognized by
whom?

(vii) Is delivered by an instructor, teacher, or provider with subject

matter knowledge or experience;

- Should be removed. Again, open to interpretation - who decides if the provider is sufficiently
knowledgeable? What amount of experience is enough?

(x) Is offered by a public school within the State of Arkansas.

- Must be removed - this would limit parents ability to teach faith-based curriculum and would
unnecessarily limit parents ability to provide hands-on classes like home economics, shop, or any
other vocational course that the public school, due to limits imposed by potential litigation,
funding, or practicality, is unable/unwilling to offer to their students.

Many parents are homeschooling specifically to stay as far away from the state as possible, we do
not want our children being taught by anything public school related!

12A

(vi) Is conducted or overseen by a coach, instructor, mentor, or other

adult with similar qualifications not to include the student’s parent.

"not to include the student's parent” wording needs to be clarified. A homeschool parent is, by law,
qualified to teach any subject. If the intent is to prevent the student's parents from receiving
compensation for teaching their own child, then this should be stated clearly.

(B) “Extracurricular activity” does not include sports that restrict or limit

participation based on tryouts or ability.

- Public schools currently spend funds on tryout-based sports. This seems to be an arbitrary
restriction preventing EFA students from participating in higher-level team activities. Price
concerns for expensive sports are already addressed by the spending % caps, so this clause seems
more punitive than addressing an issue.

(i) Equipment costs

- The exclusion of equipment costs also seems punitive. Safety equipment should be 100%
allowed, and other equipment cost concerns, like in the previous line item, are covered by the %
cap. Many sports require equipment that is provided in the public schools- including professional-
level equipment. If EFA students are going to be restricted, than public schools must also be
restricted.
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26

(T) Reasonable costs associated with co-curricular courses in the fine arts, music, or STEM fields
if the co-curricular course is offered by a public school within the state;

- Again, "course is offered by a public school within the state” needs to be removed as a qualifier.
Public school offerings are not the benchmark for deciding educational value. Parents should be
empowered to provide a much wider array of learning options than what is feasible in a public
school setting.

Thank you so much for taking the time to hear our requests and concerns.
We appreciate the opportunity to have access to these funds, as they have made a tremendous
impact on the curriculum (physical books, teaching resources etc) and music lessons to provide a

faith based, classical education, specifically for our home.

Warmly,
Taylor Greer

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.
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Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Commenter Name: Clif Johnson, 04/06/2026

Comment: To Whom it May Concern,

As a homeschool parent, | have a few concerns about the proposed rule changes concerning EFA
Funds. I will limit my concerns to just a few. The main concern is with the wording of Title 6,
Chapter 1, Subchapter B, part 35, subpart 1, (6), vii. The concern is the uncertainty around parent-
led instruction for co-curriculars and whether materials/books are still allowed if a parent teaches
it. Wording needs to be adjusted to clarify a parent’s ability to provide the instruction in co-
curricular courses and still qualify for using funds for needed materials and supplies. Corollary to
that concern is the limits tying education to what’s offered in public school only, along with the
vague exclusion of hobby-based activities, many of which led to real careers.

Thank you for your consideration of this matter,
Dr. Clif Johnson

Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Commenter Name: Shirley Hale, 04/06/2026

Comment: | completely disagree with homeschool students having ‘roll over’ accounts and having
taxpayer money to pay for activities.
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Utilizing taxpayer money to pay for these items removes funds from public schools.
Parents have the right to homeschool their students, but taxpayers should not pay for their choices.

Shirley Hale

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made.

Commenter Name: Rebecca Altman, 04/06/2026

Comment: Summary of Comments (full, detailed comments below)

e The proposed rules would significantly reduce the flexibility homeschool families
currently have to use EFA funds in meaningful, individualized ways.

« The definition of a co-curricular course is too restrictive and creates uncertainty about
whether parent-led instruction and related materials would still qualify.

o Limiting eligible coursework to courses offered in Arkansas public schools undermines
parental choice and may exclude specialized, advanced, and faith-based studies.

e The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is too vague and could led to inconsistent
decisions about legitimate educational and career-preparation activities.

e The proposed $1,000 annual technology cap is unrealistic given current prices and
inflation; a higher cap or percentage-based limit would be more reasonable, and
homeschool educators should be recognized as qualified professionals when determining
what technology their students need.

e Requiring pre-approval for most expenses outside a narrow “core educational expenses”
category would likely create more backlog, more administrative burden, and more delays
for families.

« Reducing the rollover limit from $20,000 to $8,500 would especially harm high school
students planning for concurrent classes, career training, certifications, and other advanced
opportunities.

o Excluding competitive sports involving tryouts would unfairly limit access to common
athletic opportunities that are already subject to the existing 25% spending cap.

o Overall, these proposed changes would disproportionately burden homeschool families and

push the EFA program toward a traditional-school model rather than preserving
educational freedom.
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To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules.

I am deeply concerned that these proposed changes would significantly reduce the flexibility
homeschool families have to use EFA funds in meaningful, individualized ways. While
accountability is important, many of these proposals seem to move the program away from
educational freedom and toward a much more restrictive, traditional-school framework that does
not reflect how homeschooling actually works.

One of my biggest concerns is how the proposed rules define and apply the concept of a course,
especially the definition of a co-curricular course, which seems to include any subject or topic of
study other than English, social studies, basic math, and basic science. Homeschool learning is
often flexible, parent-directed, and tailored to a child’s interests, abilities, and goals. Many
valuable educational experiences do not fit neatly into a formal classroom model with a
predetermined syllabus or outside provider.

Related to that, the language in Section 35-102 6.A.vii, stating that a co-curricular course must be
delivered by an “instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience,”
creates uncertainty about whether parent-led instruction would qualify and whether curriculum,
books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led co-curricular instruction would remain
eligible expenses unless the parent could prove he or she has subject-matter knowledge or
experience. What if a child wants to study painting and the parent is not a painter, but can easily
get a teaching manual or art curriculum or even put together a list of YouTube videos that will
teach painting techniques? Will the student’s EFA funds not cover painting supplies simply
because the parent is not an artist? My concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time. It
is about whether EFA funds may still be used for the materials needed when a parent is teaching a
legitimate subject at home. It is also concerning that a number of the classes designated as co-
curricular are required for high school graduation in Arkansas, which would indicate that they
would be better classified as core subjects. Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-
curricular learning remains an eligible and supported use of EFA funds.

I am also very concerned about the limitation to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools
under Section 35-102 6.A.x. Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven
learning that does not fit within a traditional public-school course catalog but still represents
serious and meaningful education. Restricting qualifying coursework in this way undermines
parental choice and limits educational opportunity. This also raises major practical questions. Will
families be given an exhaustive list of courses taught in Arkansas public schools, along with full
course descriptions? Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if they are not explicitly
offered in public schools? What about faith-based studies, which are an integral part of the
education of many homeschoolers in Arkansas? Because public schools are legally prohibited from
providing devotional religious instruction, tying EFA eligibility to public school offerings leds to
the practical disqualification of faith-based curriculum.
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The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is also too ambiguous and subjective. Many career paths
begin as interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, music,
entrepreneurship, and skilled trades could easily be labeled as hobbies while also serving as
legitimate preparation for future education, employment, or vocation. Without clear definitions,
this standard could led to inconsistent decisions.

The proposed annual $1,000 limit for all technology purchases is unrealistic with today’s prices
and inflation. In the current market, $1,000 does not go far when purchasing a reliable educational
device, especially for older students who may need a quality laptop or tablet for advanced
coursework. I strongly urge the Department to reconsider this cap or implement higher caps for
middle and high school students. At a minimum, it should be raised to better reflect current costs.
Even better, technology spending could be tied to a reasonable percentage of the student’s annual
EFA funding rather than a flat dollar amount that will quickly become outdated. Additionally,
requiring technology purchases above $1,000 to meet a private school requirement, an institution
of higher education requirement, or be deemed necessary by a qualified professional does not
reflect the realities of homeschooling, where parents are the ones responsible for determining what
tools their children need, unless the definition of qualified professional includes homeschool
educators acting as the administrators of their own state-recognized schools. It is reasonable for
home educators to provide a valid explanation of why certain technology is needed, but it is
unreasonable and discriminatory not to allow them a say in what their students need.

Another major concern is the proposed pre-approval requirement for expenses outside the very
limited category of “core educational expenses.” Because that category is so narrow, this would
require families to seek pre-approval for many legitimate homeschool expenses. In practice, that
appears likely to create two separate queues for many purchases: first a pre-approval submission,
and then a reimbursement submission after purchase. If the approval process takes weeks or
months, and the price changes in the meantime, families may have to start over. If that is how this
system will work, it could actually create more backlog and more administrative work for both
families and the Department than simply maintaining a clearer and more detailed list of approved
expenses.

I am also concerned about the proposed reduction in the rollover amount from $20,000 to $8,500.
This is especially harmful for high school students, whose educational expenses often rise
significantly in the later years as they begin pursuing concurrent college classes, career training,
certification programs, and other advanced opportunities. Specifically, inflation in higher
education costs far outpaces the proposed $8,500 cap. Although Arkansas offers some support for
concurrent enrollment, that does not eliminate the need for rollover flexibility, as those options
may not fully cover costs, may create future scholarship-planning tradeoffs, and may not align
well for students intending to attend private universities where transferability can matter. This
shows why the annual EFA amount may not come close to covering certain upper-level high school
expenses and why rollover funds are extremely valuable for families trying to plan ahead.

Another concern is the exclusion of competitive sports. By excluding activities involving tryouts,
the rules would eliminate access to many standard athletic opportunities. Additionally, both public
and private schools in Arkansas, particularly at the high school level, require tryouts for
competitive sports teams. Competitive sports can be a valid part of physical education and personal

143



development, and these activities are already subject to the existing 25% spending cap. Additional
restrictions seem unnecessary and are, in fact, discriminatory against homeschoolers.

More broadly, I am concerned that these proposed rules would disproportionately affect
homeschoolers. Families using EFA funds for private school tuition are often applying those funds
in one straightforward category. Homeschool families, however, often use EFA funds across a
wider range of legitimate educational needs, including curriculum, supplies, electives, enrichment
activities, experiential learning, physical education, arts, and career-focused opportunities. These
proposed restrictions would reduce the usefulness of the program for homeschool students and
would take away many of the freedoms families have relied on in order to provide a rich and
individualized education.

Overall, these proposed rules would narrow educational opportunities, create unnecessary
uncertainty, and make the EFA program much harder for homeschool families to use as intended.
Please do not adopt rules that force homeschool families into a traditional school model in order
to access educational funds intended to support educational freedom. | respectfully ask the
Department to reconsider these provisions and preserve the flexibility that has made the program
workable and valuable for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Rebecca Altman

Jeremiah 29:11

Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.
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Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

Commenter Name: Molly Kucginski, 04/06/2026

Comment: To whom it may concern,

As a homeschool family EFA has truly been an invaluable resource! It has allowed us to seek help,
through dyslexia therapy, for our oldest daughter that has been life changing and while we have
utilized the funds for, mainly, curriculum and therapies it has also given us the freedom to offer
our girls the opportunity to participate in sports and extracurriculars. Sports help students develop
physical health, teamwork, discipline, and ledership skills—qualities that are just as valuable as
academic learning. Homeschooled students often do not have access to school-funded athletic
programs, so allowing EFA funds to cover sports participation ensures they receive the same
opportunities for physical development and social interaction as traditionally schooled students.
Supporting sports through EFA funds helps homeschool families provide a balanced education
that nurtures both the mind and body. We are grateful for the blessing that EFA has been to our
family and we are praying it continues to be throughout our girls education.

Thank you so much for your consideration!
Molly Kucginski

Homeschool mom of 3 girls
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Division Response: Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of
the rule amendment that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the
educational focus of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation
based on athletic ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered
separate and apart from a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in
choosing the educational experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t
believe that’s the public school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment
necessary to provide high quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Commenter Name: Rick Smith, 04/06/2026

Comment: Good evening

I would like to enter the following comments regarding the proposed changes to the EFA program.
I have home-schooled my children for going on 27 years now, in various states and under various
sets of rules. | understand, especially in the current environment, the need to mitigate fraud, but
some of these changes are not in keeping with the spirit nor the stated intent of "Education Freedom
Accounts."

6 CAR 8§ 35-102. Definitions.

6A

(iii) Includes structured content delivered in an instructional setting;" - This should be removed -
by definition homeschool considers any location to be instructional, and the requirement for a class
to be "structured™ is a vague definition subject to interpretation.

(iv) Is aligned with academic standards, educational goals, or subject area competencies; - This is
vague and open to interpretation. What specific academic standards? Who determines the
educational goals? This is a slippery slope.

(vi) Has a documented academic connection to a recognized subject area or educational standard;
- Again - vague and open to interpretation. What constitutes "documented academic connection" -
who determines if that criteria is met. What defines a "recognized" subject area - recognized by
whom?
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(vii) Is delivered by an instructor, teacher, or provider with subject matter knowledge or
experience; - should be removed. Again open to interpretation - who decides if the provider is
sufficiently knowledgeable? What amount of experience is enough?

(x) Is offered by a public school within the State of Arkansas. - Must be removed - this would limit
parents ability to teach faith-based curriculum and would unnecessarily limit parents ability to
provide hands-on classes like home economics, shop, or any other vocational course that the public
school, due to limits imposed by potential litigation, funding, or practicality, is unable/unwilling
to offer to their students.

12A

(vi) Is conducted or overseen by a coach, instructor, mentor, or other adult with similar
qualifications not to include the student’s parent. "not to include the student's parent” wording
needs to be clarified. A homeschool parent is, by law, qualified to teach any subject. If the intent
is to prevent the student's parents from receiving compensation for teaching their own child, then
this should be stated clearly.

(B) “Extracurricular activity” does not include sports that restrict or limit participation based on
tryouts or ability. - Public schools currently spend funds on tryout-based sports. This seems to be
an arbitrary restriction preventing EFA students from participating in higher-level team activities.
Price concerns for expensive sports is already addressed by the spending % caps, so this clause
seems more punitive than addressing an issue.

(i) Equipment costs - the exclusion of equipment costs also seems punitive. Safety equipment
should be 100% allowed, and other equipment cost concerns, like in the previous line item, are
covered by the % cap. Many sports require equipment that is provided in the public schools-
including professional-level equipment. If EFA students are going to be restricted, than public
schools must also be restricted.

26

(T) Reasonable costs associated with co-curricular courses in the fine arts, music, or STEM fields
if the co-curricular course is offered by a public school within the state; - Again, "course is offered
by a public school within the state” needs to be removed as a qualifier. Public school offerings are
not the benchmark for deciding educational value. Parents should be empowered to provide a much
wider array of learning options than what is feasible in a public school setting.

Thank you for taking the time to address my concerns. This is an excellent program and a great
benefit to Arkansas families. We must not allow the attempts of a few to take advantage of the
system to degrade the opportunities it affords families who are using the program as it was
intended. In other words, let's not punish everyone for the misdeeds of a few. We should be able
in this day to address fraud directly without resorting to building excessively restrictive layers of
regulation that will do more to slow the process and reduce it's effectiveness than it will do to stop
fraud.

Sincerely,

Rick Smith
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Division Response:

Qualified Instructor: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

Co-Curricular: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to express concern
regarding the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered by a public school
in the state. This requirement is codified in Ark. Code Ann. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

Commenter Name: Danielle Johnson, 04/06/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:
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1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a *“co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this
concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.

For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning or Biblical based learning
that does not fit within a traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education
specific to our family.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, homesteading, baking, or skilled
trades may be labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may led to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.

4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
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“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports

The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an
existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.

6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Danielle Johnson

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. § 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
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however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codified in A.C.A. § 6-18-2501(13)(E) and implemented
by this rule. Consequently, the concern of this comment is outside the scope of rulemaking.

The comment also objects to the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to
$1,000 a year. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary
expenditures and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials
or instruction.

With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment that allows
funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus of the EFA
program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic ability or
tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from a public
school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational experience
they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public school, by
ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A
homeschool student is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so
through a program outside of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A.
8 6-15-509 commonly referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Finally, the establishment of an $8,500 rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy
which balanced the concerns of the comment with the general demand for program resources. The
division determined that a year’s worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s
concerns and that any additional unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to
the program.

The current version of the rule requires all expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for
reimbursement. 6 CAR 8 35-111(a)(2)(F). The proposed language is designed to provide added
flexibility to parents for the least controversial category of expenses. If a program participant is
concerned about whether an expense falls within the exception for preapproval, the participant can
reach out to the department or request preapproval.

Commenter Name: Cassie Laing, 04/06/2026

Comment: The Educational Freedom Account (EFA) program is already producing strong results
for students, with achievement higher than state and national levels at a greatly reduced cost-
compared to public school funding which ranges from 13,000-25,000 per student. Any rule
changes should be made cautiously to avoid unintended harm.

Several proposed changes risk limiting educational opportunities:
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Extracurriculars & Sports: Restricting funding for competitive or team sports (such as
those requiring tryouts) would disproportionately impact homeschool students.
Competitive activities, including team sports, are paid for with public education funds in
schools across the state and therefore must be deemed valuable by the state for student
growth. These opportunities should not be denied to homeschool students and should
remain eligible within existing spending caps.

Core vs. Qualifying Expenses: Creating a narrow ‘“core expense” category adds
unnecessary bureaucracy and delays and adds additional restriction to the language of Act
237. Families already experience long wait times for reimbursement, direct pay, and
marketplace approvals. Additional approval requirements will hinder timely access to
essential learning materials. In addition, local small business vendors are already dropping
out of the program due to month+ long delays in Direct pay invoices. This will force
considerably more money out of Arkansas as parents look to larger non-local providers.
Reimbursement Limits/Restrictions: Marketplace vendors are taking advantage of this
program. This is where efforts should be focused, rather than introducing a required pre-
approval process for reimbursement. No one wants to pay out of pocket for expenses
and wait for reimbursements- but when items are marked up to even double or more from
an approved marketplace vendor we make the responsible choice. There was a paperback
copy of a magic treehouse book on the Marketplace for $63.00 This book is $3.46 on
Amazon. Trust families to make these wise financial and educational decisions for the good
of their students, they know how to make the funds stretch to be the most effective for their
students. Instead, instituting and communicating written limits on certain items like desks
or book shelves allow parents to buy used or more durable items. Putting a pre-approval in
place for all reimbursements would make it impossible for parents to utilize sales or
purchase used items (including used curriculum) due to the lengthy pre-approval process
which has overly burdened the efa department and has significantly slowed all forms of
purchasing. Many pre-approval prices have expired or items have sold or gone out of stock
before the request can be approved causing additional work and delay.

Technology Cap: If a technology cap is considered, please consider making it, at
minimum, $2500 per 2 years as opposed to $1000 per year. The cheapest laptops or
desktops are not durable nor are they compatible with STEM programs for robotics, CAD
programs, and many high school level or CTE course programs. Allow parents to make
those decisions to invest in higher quality equipment that will actually last multiple years
and provide proper educational value. If technology is capped, include the option that
families be reimbursed up to an approved amount and allowed to cover the difference
themselves, rather than denied entirely when purchasing higher-quality items.

Rollover Limits: Reducing rollover caps ignores the reality of higher costs in later grades
and for students with disabilities or educational needs. Maintaining higher limits increases
access to dual credit courses, career training, and specialized services. There are already
caps in place to prevent excessive spending in capped categories. To provide equity and
reduce the load on the already burdened approval process, roll over should remain at 20,000
for all students knowing that those funds are only able to be used in non-capped categories.
This ensures high school students and students with different or specialized needs have
access to the proper funding without needing to introduce excessive levels of student
screening. Again, per student yearly spending in Arkansas of 13,000-25,000 per student far
exceeds the amount EFA funds offer per student, a $20,000 roll over only benefits
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individual families who are already making more fiscally responsible choices over multiple
years than public education counterparts.

e Co-Curricular or ""Hobby™ Courses: Proposed language adds additional restriction to
Act 237. Regarding any wording about “hobby” type learning (which is not defined and
left to interpretation which leds to inequity and increased approval burdens within the
department), our digital economy has made every possible hobby into a career, just ask any
successful YouTuber or Etsy seller. What might be a hobby for one could be career and
technical education for another. This generation of students will have to discover a way to
make a living that can not be replaced by ai. Their education actually needs to be more
expanded, individualized, and hands-on than previous generations. Sewing, crochet, fiber
arts might led to a career in the billions-of-dollars textile industry. How many bakeries or
restaurants did you pass on your way to work? Don't tell every art-related graduate
(who has paid thousands of dollars to our public universities for an education) that art isn't
a real career. Carpentry, trades, stem, agriculture- it all starts at what could be called a
"hobby." Even our Arkansas department of agriculture recognizes the importance of
agriculture education and school funded gardening in their Arkansas Grown School Garden
Contest that is currently open. As a high school certified public educator, | say this with
confidence and first hand experience. Students NEED to pursue "hobbies" in early grades
and CTE in upper grades. We are turning out students who have no idea what they "want"
to do and, therefore, no drive to do it. In addition, any wording about "hobbies" or- more
accurately worded- co-curriculars needing to be taught by/tied to a paid professional or
enrolled co-curricular course for supplies to be reimbursed is restrictive and fiscally
irresponsible. | could have paid hundreds of dollars to a “professional” art teacher for a
large group class or two. Instead | bought less than $50 in watercolor supplies and my
brand new to watercolor 12 year old has grown exponentially within 2 months just using
YouTube videos (picture attached). There are so many ways for kids to learn beyond their
parents ability that do not include paying for full on enrollment/professional services. Not
only do homeschool parents demonstrate fiscal responsibility by doing so- which results in
higher quality education at a much lower price- many of these "professional” resources are
not available across the state (or are prohibitively far and result in costly mileage
reimbursement and wasted school time). In the name of equity, and the effort to provide
rich educational opportunities to ALL Arkansas students, please do not tie co-curriculars
to only establishment related programming.

In conclusion, increased restrictions and administrative burdens will reduce flexibility, delay
learning, and limit student success. The current structure already includes safeguards and is
working effectively for Arkansas families.

Watercolors by a 12 year old EFA student after 2 months of using a free Youtube creator as a
qualified expert.
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Division Response: The general concern of this comment is that the rule will act as a constraint
to the flexibility that home-schooling parents have in the State of Arkansas. The division
respectfully submits that this concern fails to distinguish between the law governing home
schooling, which is unchanged, and the necessary accountability to protect the expenditure of
public funds if the home school parents’ voluntary utilizes EFA dollars. Likewise, if a parent
chooses to participate in the EFA program, they continue to be able to supplement their home
school education with items not funded under the rule, they simply must do so at their own
expense.

Sports: With respect to sports, a change was made from the prior version of the rule amendment
that allows funds to be used for sports available to all students but protects the educational focus
of the EFA program by excluding expenses for sports which limit participation based on athletic
ability or tryouts. These sports which limit participation are often offered separate and apart from
a public school. The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in choosing the educational
experience they believe is best for their students when the parent doesn’t believe that’s the public
school, by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high
quality education.

The division respectfully rejects the premise that the goal of the EFA program in the homeschool
context is or should be to provide equity between public or private schools and homeschooling.
The goal of the EFA program is to support parents in offering a distinct homeschooling experience
by ensuring parents have access to curriculum and equipment necessary to provide high quality
education. This purpose of homeschooling is to provide an experience distinct from the public or
private schools.

The goal of the EFA program is not to recreate the public school experience. A homeschool student
is not prohibited from participating in competitive sports and may do so through a program outside
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of a public school or at his or her resident public school under A.C.A. § 6-15-509 commonly
referred to as the Tim Tebow law.

Preapproval: Comment considered, no changes made. The current version of the rule requires all
expenses be preapproved in order to be eligible for reimbursement. 6 CAR § 35-111(a)(2)(F).
The proposed language is designed to provide added flexibility to parents for the least controversial
category of expenses. If a program participant is concerned about whether a expense falls within
the exception for preapproval, the participant can reach out to the department or request
preapproval.

$1,000.00 Technology Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. This comment appears to
express concern regarding the limitation of technology expenses, with some exceptions, to $1,000
ayear. This limitation is designed to ensure that equipment and devices are ancillary expenditures
and that the majority of program funds are devoted to substantive academic materials or
instruction.

$8,500.00 Rollover Cap: Comment considered, no changes made. The establishment of an $8,500
rollover cap for program funds was a considered policy which balanced the concerns of the
comment with the general demand for program resources. The division determined that a year’s
worth of funding is a sufficient savings to address the comment’s concerns and that any additional
unused funds are better used providing other student’s access to the program.

Commenter Name: Valerie Pereira, 04/06/2026

Comment: To Whom It May Concern,

| appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed revisions to the Education Freedom
Account (EFA) rules. While I understand the intent to ensure accountability, several provisions
raise concerns regarding clarity and consistency with how homeschooling is practically carried
out.

I respectfully submit the following:

1. Co-Curricular Instruction Requirement (Section 35-102 6.A.vii)

The proposed definition of a *“co-curricular course” specifies that delivery must be by an
“instructor, teacher, or provider with subject-matter knowledge or experience.” The current
language implies that instruction must be provided by a third-party provider.

This creates uncertainty as to whether parent-led instruction would qualify, and whether associated
curriculum, materials, and supplies would be considered allowable expenses. To clarify, this

concern is not about reimbursing a parent for their time, but about allowing EFA funds to cover
the books, materials, and supplies used in legitimate parent-led instruction.
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For example, as a parent with a STEM background teaching advanced engineering or applied
mathematics - areas explicitly included in co-curricular definition - it remains unclear whether
materials for this parent-led instruction would be reimbursable.

Clarification is needed to ensure that parent-led co-curricular learning remains an eligible and
supported use of EFA funds.

2. Limitation to Public School-Aligned Coursework (Section 35-102 6.A.x)

This rule limits qualifying expenses to coursework offered in Arkansas public schools. This raises
important questions:

Will an exhaustive list of courses taught in public schools be provided, along with full course
descriptions?

Will advanced or specialized courses be eligible if not explicitly offered in public schools? For
example, if an introductory aviation class is available in public school, would an advanced aviation
course be an eligible expense?

Many homeschool families pursue specialized, interest-driven learning that does not fit within a
traditional course catalog but still represents meaningful education.

3. Exclusion of “Hobby-Based” Activities (Pages 8, 47, and 48)

The exclusion of “hobby-based” activities is ambiguous and subjective. Many careers begin as
interest-driven pursuits. Activities such as aviation, agriculture, baking, or skilled trades may be
labeled as hobbies but are also legitimate professional pathways.

Without clear definitions, this standard may led to inconsistent and inequitable determinations.
4. Technology Spending Cap

The requirement that technology purchases exceeding $1,000 per year must meet a “private school
requirement,” “institution of higher education requirement,” or be deemed necessary by a
“qualified professional” does not reflect the realities of homeschooling. Parents are responsible for
selecting appropriate tools based on their child’s educational needs, and this added layer of
approval introduces unnecessary barriers and limits flexibility.

5. Exclusion of Competitive Sports
The exclusion of activities involving “tryouts” eliminates access to many standard athletic
opportunities. Competitive sports align with physical education goals and are already subject to an

existing 25% spending cap. Additional restrictions are unnecessary, particularly when public
schools also limit participation based on ability.
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6. Pre-Approval Requirement for Co-Curricular Expenses (Section 35-111(a)(2)(F)(i)(d),
Page 39)

The proposed rule states that “a parent... may only be reimbursed for a qualifying expense that is
not a core educational expense if the parent receives approval from the Department before the
expense is incurred.”

This represents a significant shift away from the current reimbursement model and introduces a
slow pre-approval process. Many co-curricular courses—including “fine arts,” “STEM,” “world
languages,” and “career and technical education”—require timely access to materials, classes, or
opportunities.

Requiring advance approval for each expense may delay or prevent participation in legitimate
educational activities and creates an administrative burden for families attempting to comply in
good faith.

In summary, these provisions will narrow educational opportunities and create uncertainty for
families attempting to comply in good faith. Clarification and flexibility in these areas would
support both accountability and practical implementation.

I respectfully request reconsideration of these provisions to ensure the EFA program remains
workable and accessible for homeschool families.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Valerie Pereira

Division Response: Comment considered, no changes made. The comment expresses concern
regarding the requirement that a co-curricular course must be taught by a qualified teacher or
instructor and requests changes be made to clarify the rule does not prevent the parents from
serving as the instructor. The division wishes to clarify that this rule defines the scope of spending
with respect to program funds and in no way restricts the liberty of home school parents to teach
courses. However, one of the core policies of this rule is that program funds cannot be paid as
labor to the parents of participating students. 6 C.A.R. 8 35-111(a)(2)(E)(ii). Instructional
materials can be purchased pursuant to other provisions of the rule and utilized by the parents;
however, the provision regarding co-curricular courses is included in the rule to address situations
where an instructor is hired to teach that material.

The comment also opposes the statutory requirements that a cocurricular course must be offered
by a public school in the state which is codifi