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Adequacy/Distribution Workgroup 
Commission to Study School Funding 

Meeting Agenda 
Aug. 31, 2020, 3-5 pm 

 
Attendees: Val Zanchuk, Jane Bergeron-Beaulieu, Rick Ladd, Dick Ames, Iris Estabrook, Dave 
Luneau, Jay Kahn, Dick Ames; Mel Myler; Also in attendance: Jordan Hensley, Bruce Mallory, 
Carrie Portrie, Cara Dargan, Drew Atchison, Jesse Levin, Jenn Foor; 6 public attendees.  
 
Jay Kahn called the meeting to order at 3pm, and conducted roll call.  
 
3:15 - Discussion of base adequacy formula – Goal: to develop recommendations for 
consideration by the full Commission 

Jay Kahn referred the group to the latest version of the AIR simulator available on the minutes 
under the August 24th meeting. Iris Estabrook noted the simulator would be helpful to have the 
most recent version linked on the website. Jay opened the meeting with the need to talked 
about the definition of the workgroup’s task and opened the floor for comments regarding the 
following questions: 

1. Should base adequacy be calculated on district costs and student outcomes? 
2. For modeling purposes, do we use AIR’s base adequacy calculations of $5964/5069 

(with and without transportation)? 

Bruce clarified the definition of costs (versus inputs, for example, curricula costs, teacher 
salaries) and focus on outcomes. The workgroup reviewed the outcome model and the 
outcome target (state average of costs) included in the AIR model. Jay asked AIR if the 
workgroup/Commission members can see the proficiency levels and state averages used in the 
model and what they are by the school district – and then town by town? Drew noted that the 
excel file was sent to the executive team prior to the meeting and explained how the model 
was constructed and how far above and below each district is below average. The adequacy 
workgroup will receive the file for review. Drew explained how the three indicators included in 
the model good indicators of college and career readiness. Other factors can be included but 
additional indicators above the three that found the model may provide nuance, but overall 
each new indicator provides less information. Jesse noted the three outcome indicators 
recommended are considered appropriate and the data is important and available. They show 
student needs. Jesse also noted the three measures used are already mentioned in the statute. 
Bruce gave the example of special education students within the indicators mentioned. Rick 
Ladd talked about the new indicators the schools have to submit to the NHDOE each year (e.g., 
expulsion/suspension rates). Rick asked are the indicators what is needed 5 years from now? 
Jay noted there are other indicators being developed (e.g., in early childhood and career and 
technical education) and asked AIR if they have experience bringing in new indicators? Drew 
said measures could be added, but it would be important to look at the quality of the indicators 
(looking at CTE - the example of access to vocational programs). Rick recommended the need to 
add CTE somehow. Jay noted that it is a categorical aide support and limited by transportation 
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for students and the reimbursement for costs. Access to CTE is a policy question that requires 
additional information.  

Jay restated the workgroup is looking at: the current costs of education with student outcomes 
– What are the variables that drive those outcomes. Val Zanchuk, noted that the AIR model is 
based on empirical data versus the current model which is more theorical. It is a stronger base 
for arguments about future needs for school funding. Rick asked about a past school funding 
model in NH regarding free and reduced lunch – did that model work? Concentrations of free 
and reduced lunch? It was done away with. Iris brought the group back to the broader question 
about the model – current costs and student outcomes. Iris noted that there is a court ruling 
that requires the payment of first and last dollar. Dave Luneau clarified distribution of 
expenditures is different district to district and each municipality has different needs and 
disparities. Jay referenced the statute (193-e), and the reference to an input model of funding; 
the workgroup is exploring with the AIR model a different approach. Dick reiterated the 
question: What is the cost of constitutional adequacy? Jane Bergeron-Beaulieu noted the one 
weight for special education makes sense in the AIR model, represented in the simulator.  

Jay brought the group to the second question: Should transportation be included in the base 
adequacy formula? If so, should the amount be weighted for district size and/or density? 

Jay noted that in the AIR model transportation is considered the overall cost of education. If it is 
pulled out as categorical, then the group would need to search for a methodology for 
distribution that would be different than how other categorical aide is distributed. Rick spoke 
about how transportation costs are already in the base adequacy figure. Rick noted a 
categorical aide makes more sense because there are so many differences across the state in 
terms of need and cost (referenced Texas model). Rick noted the small districts struggle to 
transport students due to fewer kids, length of travel, and increased costs. Dave asked what the 
suggested parameters would be for a categorical aide re: transportation? Jay noted looking at 
miles per district. Jane asked where special education transportation would fit in? 
Transportation is bundled in the NHDOE 25 reports. Drew confirmed transportation funding 
included special education. The current formula already includes transportation. Jane asked if 
includes preschool special education population and charter school students? Drew said the AIR 
team would look at the transportation costs they included in the model for these nuances. Rick 
referenced the linear distribution model used by Texas and the categorical aide used for 
extreme circumstances or circumstances where extra costs occur. Rick will send mileage total 
data to Bruce, so AIR can review the information. Jay noted the group will look at the data to 
weigh arguments about transportation funding.  

Jay referred to the question: What categorical programs and expenses should not be part of 
the base formula (e.g., CTE, early childhood, catastrophic special education, etc.)? How 
should these be addressed in the final report? 
 
Jay noted the categorical aide figures have not been pulled into the AIR model (e.g., more 
extreme costs of special education, CTE, early childhood, charter schools, transportation, 
building aide). Jay recommended they group needs to provide justification about why these 
costs are not included in the formula and additional data that needs to be considered to 
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provide students an equal opportunity to an adequate education. Iris stated the building aide is 
really important in funding and should not be ignored. Early childhood education should not be 
ignored either, especially in-terms of outcomes. It does not make sense to move to a system 
based on outcomes and to ignore early childhood outcomes. Jay noted that the evidence/data 
in NH limited, and the current Preschool Development Grant (PDG) work will not be available 
for a couple years. Bruce referenced the free and reduced lunch weight; it indirectly equalizes 
opportunity for young children growing up in conditions of poverty. The data is available 
currently. Dave suggested the group could look at early childhood and create a pilot study to 
address the concern for including early childhood outcomes in the funding model. The different 
models of PreK and funding available was described by Bruce. Jane reiterated the importance of 
early childhood and wanted more information about the costs of special education for Charter 
Schools (e.g., staff, transportation, instruction etc.) – need to look at this more closely.  
 
Jay asked Drew for insights – the model estimates the costs of special education of the districts 
that students are in. The question is more related to the distribution of costs from districts to 
charter schools. The main question may be: How do the dollars sent to the towns flow to 
districts then to students in charter schools? Jane wondered: Do the dollars flow to charter 
students or remain in district? Drew noted it would be interesting to see how students are 
being served but would not affect the average cost for special education. It is more of a policy 
question rather than in relation to the weight estimated in the AIR model. Jay asked if there is a 
contact in the state or in a district (e.g., Manchester) who could describe the costs and 
distribution. Rick wondered if the group could consider early childhood education in the 
formula (e.g., program in Piermont). What public schools run their own preschool programs? 
What are their outcomes at the 3rd grade level? Jay noted that these questions could be 
included in the pilot referenced above and connect to the work of the PDG. This can be a 
recommendation in the Commission’s report. There are funding and policy complexities faced 
regarding early childhood education and care (public, private) in the state. Iris noted the history 
of public Kindergarten in NH, and the need to address blended models. Bruce also referenced 
the history and promise of the pilot program that could be recommended as part of the 
Commission’s report.  
 
Bruce brought the group to conversation about building aide. Should it be integrated into the 
base or categorical aide? Drew reviewed building aide – funding is provided in large chunks 
periodically versus annual operating expenditures like teacher and staff salaries. Rick described 
that the majority of buildings are old, and reiterated the process is not bad – the problem is the 
legislature has not funded the process adequately. The reason, as Iris noted, is because it is 
outside of adequacy. It takes time for school districts and communities to move projects 
forward.  
 
Jay guided the group to the question: What should be included in the differential, weighted 
components of adequacy? The following are included in the model: Free and reduced lunch, 
Special education (below 3.5 times pp costs), English language learners, 3rd grade reading 
scores (currently but not recommended going forward), District size (new, per AIR), and Grade 
level (new, per AIR). The current weights and included in the model are summarized below: 



Adequacy Workgroup Notes – August 31, 2020 4 

What are the desired weights for the above?  Current  AIR model 
(wtrans/wo trans) 
  Free and reduced lunch  .5   1.51/1.75       
  Special education                .54      4.26/4.83 
  ELL     .2        .99/1.95  
  3rd grade reading   .2 
  District size 
   <201         1.00/1.07 

201-600           .54/.60  
 601-1200            .42/.49 

   1201-2000           .24/.28 
  Middle school          1.34/1.67 
  High school             .41/.57  
 
Iris noted to communities with higher needs and the ADM values, and the weighting factors for 
smaller schools. Iris suggested they explore smaller schools further in terms of local wealth. 
Drew explained that the districts mentioned were very small – looking at funding in these 
districts and local contribution. Jay noted the small school weight references the <201 above. 
Iris notes the difference between wanting a small school and needing one in-terms of 
geography. Jesse Levin clarifies – necessarily small and small by choice; this is a complicated 
policy topic. Some small schools have higher special education weights. The AIR model provides 
transparency when constituents ask questions. The AIR cost simulator provides a filter to 
compare specific towns of interest.  
 
Bruce asked why the 3rd grade reading score was removed from their model. Drew explained 
that students outcomes are included as a factor that influence cost predictions. It is not 
explicitly included in the weight, but the 3rd grade reading scores are incorporated in the 
weights. Rick and Mel noted the funding from 3rd grade reading scores is little and the 
accountability of spending has created some questions. Jay summarized that 3rd grade reading 
scores are incorporated in the outcome indicators and noted the independent value of the 
indicator is not needed based on workgroup response.  
 
Additional input – ELL representatives, other?  
Jay noted that the Commission staff and leaders are identifying ELL leaders and/or presenters 
to speak in two weeks to the Commission. Mel asked if the workgroup could help generate 
some high-level questions to ask the stakeholders the engagement workgroup will be gathering 
in October 2020. Mel and Carrie will write an email to the workgroup chairs along with the 
groups engaged. Questions could be: How should aid be distributed? Ask about early childhood 
and building aide etc. Thinking about public support in certain areas of interest discussed during 
the adequacy group meetings. Iris asked again for the group to consider concentration of 
differentiated aide. A topic for future discussion.  
 
Adjourn 


