
 

COMPILED BY NH LISTENS AND CARSEY STAFF, DOCUMENT DATE: NOVEMBER 3, 2020 1 

 

District and School Employee  
Survey Final Report1 

 

Survey Overview and Purpose 
Overall, this document is a final summary report describing the findings from a School and District Employee 
Survey constructed and distributed in July 2020 by New Hampshire Listens on behalf of the Commission to 
Study School Funding public engagement workgroup.  

The purpose of this survey was to gather and then share the thinking and concerns – the voices of educators – 
of “the people on the ground, ”working in schools. The questions for the survey were written by New 
Hampshire Listens staff to align with the questions posed to school and municipal leaders during focus groups 
in June 2020. The public engagement workgroup members and the executive team of the Commission to Study 
School Funding provided feedback on the questions. Overall, the questions focused on: 

• Employees’ satisfaction with the resources in the district they work in and their district of residence, 
how well the current funding system works,  

• Important factors for providing an adequate education to students across the state,  
• Important components of an adequate education that should be considered for calculating the cost of 

adequacy,  
• Barriers that inhibit the opportunity to an adequate education,  
• What is working and what are the problems with the way funds are raised and distributed for public 

schools in New Hampshire, and  
• An opportunity for additional comments regarding resources, and questions for the Commission. 

 
The survey was distributed widely and just over 1,700 responses were collected. Distribution of the survey 
relied on sharing an email with a Qualtrics survey link among district superintendents and state-wide 
association leaders (e.g., Superintendents, NH School Administrators Association, New Hampshire Association 
of Special Education Administrators, among others) who then shared it with school and district employees 
across the state. Employees then chose to complete the survey and also chose which questions they answered. 
It is important to note that this is not a random sample representative of school and district employees across 
the state.  

This summary offers a description of the demographics and answers to closed- and open-ended questions in 
the survey. The first few pages of this report provide summary points. The full narrative follows with tables and 
figures, and quotations that detail the major areas of focus and concern amongst school and district employees 
regarding public school funding in New Hampshire. When reading this summary, Commission members and 
general readers will want to note what stands out to them, and what findings connect to the fiscal policy and 
adequacy presentations, research, and recommendations – further how might these findings and others from 
public engagement efforts support future policymaking and thoughtful implementation?  

 

 
1 Facilitated and compiled by New Hampshire Listens and Carsey School of Public Policy staff for the Commission to Study 
School Funding to promote further discussion and understanding of community perspectives and voices. Final Report Date: 
November 3rd, 2020. This report is available on the school funding website under the November 9th, 2020 meeting materi-
als: https://carsey.unh.edu/school-funding/resources/meeting-documents-video. Public presentations of these findings to 
the Commission can be found, here https://carsey.unh.edu/sites/default/files/media/2020/08/schoolfunding_di strict-
schoolemployeesurvey_summaryparti.v3.pdf, and here: https://carsey.unh.edu/sites/default/files/me-
dia/2020/09/schoolfunding_e mployeesurveypart2_09142020.pdf.  
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Summary Points  

Respondent Demographics in Brief 
• 1,768 school and district employees responded to the survey distributed in July 2020.  

• Respondents marked 137 different school districts in which they worked and marked 149 different 
school districts in which they lived. 52.1% lived and worked in different districts. 40.6% lived and 
worked in the same school district.  

• The majority of respondents were property owners in New Hampshire (82.8%). Another 11.3% were 
renters, and 2.5% percent were out-of-state property owners. Nearly 20% of employee respondents 
reported serving only suburban communities, and almost 10% served only urban communities. 
Another 22.3% reported they serve a mix of communities. Around 68% of employees were parents or 
guardians of a child currently attending or had previously attended a New Hampshire public school.  

• Most respondents were classroom teaches/educators working in elementary, middle or high schools. 
Over 200 respondents worked in administration or leadership. Some respondents worked in health 
services, technology, food service, facilities, and transportation. 

• Respondents worked and lived in districts with high, medium, and low Equalized Property Valuation Per 
Pupil (EVPP). EVPP was used as a measure of wealth in a community. About half of survey respondents 
worked in a medium EVPP district and over half lived in a medium EVPP district. Just over 25% lived 
and worked in low EVPP districts. Fewer respondents lived and worked in high EVPP districts. The EVPP 
classifications of the school districts in this survey sample was similar to the proportions of each EVPP 
level across all districts in the state of New Hampshire. 

Satisfaction with Resources and the Current Funding System 
• Respondents across all EVPP types leaned more toward being “extremely satisfied” and “somewhat 

satisfied” with the resources available in the district in which they work. More dissatisfaction with 
resources was made clear by people working in low and medium EVPP districts and charter schools. 
Fewer respondents working in high EVPP districts reported dissatisfaction.  

• When asked about resources in their district of residence, the results were quite similar. There was a 
significant share of respondents reporting dissatisfaction – 50% of those living in other districts not 
labeled with an EVPP, 22% in medium EVPP districts, and 26% in low EVPP districts.  

• Across EVPP levels respondents leaned more toward rating the current funding system as working 
“moderately well,” “slightly well,” and “not well at all,” regarding the community in which they work. 
Fewer respondents working in low, medium, and high EVPP districts rated the current funding system 
as working “extremely well.” A substantial share of responses across low, medium, and high EVPP 
districts considered the current funding system as not working well at all.  

• Regarding the districts they live in, across all EVPPs, school and district employees leaned more toward 
the current funding system working, “moderately well,” “slightly well,” and “not well at all.” Less than 
5% of employees living in any type of EVPP district considered the current funding system as working 
“extremely well.” More respondents living in high EVPP districts considered the system in this way. 

Most Important Factors in Providing an Adequate Education to Students 
Across the State 

• Across EVPP levels, the factors mentioned the most were teacher and staff quality, access to appropri-
ate technology, appropriate class sizes, curriculum, and sufficient financial resources in general.  
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• Respondents also mentioned factors such as teacher and staff salaries more often. They discussed sala-
ries as being integral to the retention of quality teachers and staff. They also mentioned this factor to 
draw attention to the need for equity for employees’, students, and communities overall.  

• When respondents wrote about access to technology, they referenced access to internet and digital 
devices like tablets or computers. The increased need for appropriate technology for remote learning 
during the COVID-19 pandemic, and the inequities in access to such technology. 

• Some of the least mentioned factors were early childhood education, charter schools, and specific chal-
lenges in small towns or rural communities. Respondents wrote about smaller towns only being able to 
offer more limited curricula and less robust school facilities due to financial constraints. A consistent 
theme was the view that charter schools do not have sufficient funding. 

Most important components of an “adequate” education that should be 
considered as part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy 

• Among respondents who live and work in the same district and those who live and work in different 
districts the top ten components were almost identical: teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient 
staffing, curriculum, technology, sufficient financial resources, student performance (outcomes), 
equity, class size, buildings & facilities, special education, behavioral & mental health.  

• The component mentioned by the largest percentage of respondents was curriculum, followed by 
teacher and staff quality, access to technology, sufficient financial resources, and student performance.  

• Employees talked about a well-rounded curriculum that meets diverse needs, not just standard courses 
but also electives. Many also mentioned that including career and technical education in the 
curriculum was an important component of providing an adequate education. 

• Respondents again mentioned their concerns with equity across school districts in New Hampshire, 
noting unequal access to technology and wide variations in financial resources. They sometimes 
expressed that more state-level support and resources would help further equitable access.  

• Of note, ~10% of respondents included some discussion of the definition of “adequacy” in their 
response. Often employees expressed that they had a problem with the term “adequate” because it 
seems like it refers to “minimum” standards. They would prefer the bar to be higher. 

• School duration was the least mentioned component, along with challenges facing small towns and 
rural communities, school leadership (such as principals, superintendents, and general school 
management), state-level support and resources, and transportation. Respondents also noted early 
childhood education, support for English language learners, the need for parent and family 
engagement, community engagement and input, and meeting the basic needs of students (such as 
students facing food insecurity).  

Barriers that inhibit an equal opportunity to an adequate education 
• The largest percentage of respondents mentioned equity and the equitable distribution of resources as 

a barrier – equity of inputs (such as funding) and outputs (such as educational outcomes including 
career and college readiness).  

• Responses about barriers to an adequate education were similar across EVPP levels and regardless of 
where the employee respondent lived or worked. Respondents working in and living in low, medium, 
and high EVPP districts all mentioned equity and the equitable distribution of resources the most. 

• Other barriers that made the top ten across all EVPP levels include insufficient financial resources, 
reliance on property taxes, teacher/staff quality, the current school funding formula, technology, 
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bureaucratic/leadership barriers, the need for family/parent support, and the extra resources needed 
to serve low-income students and communities.  

• Both those working in and those living in medium EVPP districts discussed unequal student 
performance and outcomes as a barrier to an adequate education for all. Finally, respondents working 
in and respondents living in low EVPP districts identified engagement and communication with the 
local community as being a relevant barrier. 

• Many discussing the barrier of insufficient funding also brought up equity and the challenges of the 
current school funding formula’s reliance on property taxes. Importantly, respondents noted the 
challenges that relying on property taxes for school funding presents both for schools who struggle to 
raise sufficient funds and property owners who struggle to afford increases in property taxes. 

• Respondents talked about differences in additional revenue sources available in some communities 
and the costs of living make funding town by town a barrier to an opportunity for an adequate 
education.  

• Respondents also noted, at a smaller percentage barriers related to early childhood education and 
charter school funding, no barriers, barriers with transportation, or a lack of resources for English 
language learners.  

What is Working and What are the Problems with the Way we Raise and 
Distribute Funds for Public Schools 

• District and school employees saw problems with the way funds are distributed in general and wanted 
more equity and in some cases suggested more choices for families. 

• Smaller and more rural districts accrue extra costs in a variety of ways that may include transportation 
and professional development.  

• The limited tax base in some communities can also limit funding for schools.  

• The dependence on property taxes in poorer towns creates inequity that was noticeable among 
residents and school or district employees.  

• People expressed that statewide resources and equitable funding need to be considered to remove 
cross-town disparities in both rural and urban settings. 

• People expressed that statewide resources and equitable funding need to be considered to remove 
cross-town disparities in both rural and urban settings. Local control is desirable in some ways, but it 
has limits when considering the needs of students and equitable opportunities for positive outcomes.  

• Local control is desirable in some ways, but it has limits when considering the needs of students and 
equitable opportunities for positive outcomes.  

• There is a noticeable increase in mental and behavioral challenges among children that require extra 
staff and specialists who can provide supports.  

• Local knowledge, community engagement, voting and bureaucracy along with unfunded mandates 
from the legislature or New Hampshire Department of Education can limit decisions and further 
complicate school funding.  

• Choosing how and what to fund in communities remains challenging as more people live on fixed 
incomes or incomes that do not match the rising costs of living in the state. Distribution of funds in 
communities can be very challenging when balancing multiple community needs and varying 
perspectives on public education and varying levels of knowledge about how school funding works. 
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Part 1: Demographics & Employee Opinions about 
Resources and the Current Funding System in Districts they 
Work and Live 
The demographics and closed-ended questions of the survey are included in Part 1 of this summary. Closed-
ended questions focused on employee demographics, employees’ satisfaction with the resources available to 
them in the district they work and live in and their opinions about the current school funding.  

Demographics of Respondents  
The total number of responses to the School and District Employee Survey was 1,768. The majority of 
respondents were property owners in New Hampshire (82.8 percent, as shown in Figure 1.1). Another 11.3 
percent identified as renters, and only 2.5 percent identified as an out-of-state property owner. A little less 
than 3 percent selected “other” and had space to add text. Most described renting out-of-state, living in 
another state such as Vermont or Massachusetts, or living with a partner or family member. Less than 1 
percent of respondents left this question blank.  

Figure 1.1. Respondents’ Property Ownership Status 

 
 
Respondents were asked to select the school district that they live in and then, separately, to select the school 
district they work in. Respondents selected 137 different school districts that they work in and 149 different 
school districts that they live in. A slight majority of respondents liv and work in different school districts (52.1 
percent, as shown in Figure 1.2), and 40.6 percent of respondents live and work in the same school district. A 
small percentage of respondents (7.3 percent or 129) left the district they live or work in blank.  

Figure 1.2. Share of respondents living and working in the same and different districts 

 
Note: Many of the “missing” responses may have been left blank because the district respondents live in was the same 
they work in. However, since we do not know for sure, they were marked “missing.” 

 
Almost half of respondents reported that their school or district serves only rural communities (see Figure 1.3). 
Nearly 20 percent reported serving only suburban communities, and almost 10 percent serve only urban 
communities. Another 22.3 percent reported that their school or district serve a mix of communities 
(combination of rural, suburban, and/or urban communities). One percent left this question blank.  

82.8%

2.5% 11.3% 2.8% 0.6%

Property owner in NH Out of state property owner Renter Other Missing (left blank)

40.6% 52.1%

7.3%

Live and work in the same district Live and work in different districts Missing (left blank)
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Figure 1.3. Types of communities that respondents’ schools and districts serve 

Survey respondents were also asked to select the statement that best represents them: “current parent or 
guardian”, “past parent or guardian”, “will have children in the system”, “no children”, or “other (please explain 
below)”. Respondents could only select one option and had the ability to enter text below the “other” option 
to describe their situation further. A combined 68.1 percent of survey respondents identified as either a 
current parent or guardian (36.8 percent) or a past parent or guardian (31.3 percent) of a child attending a New 
Hampshire school. Another 4.4 percent of respondents indicated that they will have children in the New 
Hampshire school system in the future. Among the 7.3 percent who selected “other”, common explanations 
were that they were a school or school district employee (likely these respondents do not have children, but 
wanted to describe their connection to schools), that they were a grandparent of a current student, or that 
their children had attended a different school system (for example, a Massachusetts public school). Only 1.2 
percent of respondents left this question blank (missing), see Figure 1.4. 

Figure 1.4. Share of respondents who are current, past, or future parents of children in the NH school system 

 
Survey respondents were also asked to select all applicable levels of students that they serve. The most 
common level was elementary only, with 31.8 percent of respondents (as shown in Table 1.1). Also common 
were high school only and middle school only (with 20.8 percent and 18.9 percent, respectively). Almost 8 
percent selected that they work at the district or School Administrative Unit (SAU) level. A small share work in 
preschool/pre-k (only 2.1 percent). Less than 1 percent of respondents did not answer this question. The 
remaining respondents worked in districts or schools with a combination of levels (further details in Table 1.1).  
 
Respondents worked in a variety of positions at schools or districts, as shown in Table 1.2. The most common 
position was “classroom teacher/educator,” followed by “special educator or student/pupil services.” Over 200 
respondents work in administration or leadership. Though in much smaller numbers, some respondents 
worked in positions such as health services, technology, food service, facilities, and transportation. Only 10 
respondents left this question blank, and 17 preferred not to answer.  

  

36.8% 31.3%
19.0%

4.4% 7.3% 1.2%

Current parent/guardian Past parent/guardian No children Will have children in the system Other Missing

47.5%

19.4% 9.8%
22.3%

1.0%

Rural (only) Suburban (only) Urban (only) A Mix of Community Types Missing (left blank)
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Table 1.1. The level(s) of students that respondents serve 
 Number of Respondents Percent 
Elementary (only) 563 31.8% 
High School (only) 368 20.8% 
Middle School (only) 334 18.9% 
All – District or SAU (only) 134 7.6% 
Middle School & High School 78 4.4% 
Elementary & Middle School 77 4.4% 
Preschool/Pre-K & Elementary 61 3.5% 
Preschool/Pre-K 37 2.1% 
Other combinations 96 5.4% 
Prefer not to answer 11 0.6% 
Missing 9 0.5% 
Total 1,768 100% 

 

Table 1.2. Positions of respondents 
 Number of Respondents 
Classroom teacher/educator 743 
Special educator or student/pupil services 257 
Administration or leadership 215 
Classroom or student support staff 194 
Other not listed 79 
Related arts 49 
Office staff 42 
Guidance 39 
Career and technical education 25 
Health Services 23 
Technology 22 
Prefer not to answer 17 
Food service 14 
Facilities 14 
English as a second language 10 
Transportation 7 
Enrichment or afterschool 5 
Athletics 2 
Family liaison/parent coordinator 1 
Missing (left blank) 10 

Total 1,768 
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Opinions of the Current Funding System by the Types of Districts 
Respondents Live and Work In 
School districts were classified by Equalized Property Valuation Per Pupil. EVPP was used as a measure of 
wealth in a community and was calculated by taking the total value of property in a community divided by the 
number of students in a district. Information on the EVPP of each school district was publicly available from the 
state of New Hampshire (see https://www.education.nh.gov/who-we-are/division-of-educator-and-analytic-
resources/bureau-of-education-statistics/financial-reports). Since the EVPP is a dollar amount, categories were 
created to designate “high,” “medium,” and “low” EVPP or community wealth (cutoffs are shown below in 
Table 1.3a). These cut-offs were determined by the Commissions’ professional judgement—others might 
choose other valid cut-offs.  

Table 1.3a. Description of how school districts were classified by EVPP 
Classification of School District Equalized Property Valuation Per Pupil  

Low <$800K 
Medium $800k – $1.2 million 

High $1.2 million+ 
Charter Schools EVPP not available 

Other Districts Other districts for which EVPP is not available  
(includes Dresden, Prospect Mountain JMA, Coe-Brown Northwood 
Academy, and Pinkerton Academy)  

 
The EVPP classifications of the school districts captured in our survey sample was similar to the proportions of 
each EVPP level across all districts in the state of New Hampshire. As Table 1.3b shows, out of all New 
Hampshire school districts with a reported EVPP, almost half were medium EVPP districts (49.7 percent). 
Likewise, as shown in Table 1.3c and 1.3d, about half of survey respondents worked in a medium EVPP district 
(49.8 percent) and over half lived in a medium EVPP district (51.4 percent). Of all New Hampshire districts, 21.0 
percent were classified as low EVPP. Slightly higher shares of survey respondents reported working (26.3 
percent) and living (25.1 percent) in low EVPP districts. Finally, 29.3 percent of all New Hampshire districts were 
classified as high EVPP, as compared to smaller shares of the survey sample that reported working (18.0 
percent) and living (17.7 percent) in high EVPP districts.  
 
Table 1.3b. EVPP Levels of the ALL Districts in New Hampshire  

 Count (number of districts) Percent 
Low EVPP 68 21.0% 
Medium EVPP 161 49.7% 
High EVPP 95 29.3% 

Total 324 100% 
*Note: This table only includes school districts for which an EVPP for the 2018-2019 school year was available from the 
state of New Hampshire at https://www.education.nh.gov/who-we-are/division-of-educator-and-analytic-
resources/bureau-of-education-statistics/financial-reports. Charter schools and any other districts without available EVPP 
are not included. 
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Table 1.3c. EVPP Levels of the Districts Survey Respondents WORK in 
 Count (number of respondents) Percent 
Low EVPP 465 26.3% 
Medium EVPP 880 49.8% 
High EVPP 319 18.0% 
Charter Schools  27 1.5% 
Other Districts  7 0.4% 
Missing (left blank) 70 4.0% 

Total 1,768 100% 
 
Table 1.3d. EVPP Levels of the Districts Survey Respondents LIVE in 

 Count (number of respondents) Percent 
Low EVPP 443 25.1% 
Medium EVPP 908 51.4% 
High EVPP 313 17.7% 
Other Districts 4 0.2% 
Missing (left blank) 100 5.6% 

Total 1,768 100% 
*Note: Many of the “missing” responses may have been left blank because the district respondents live in was the same 
that they work in. However, since we do not know for sure, they were marked “missing.” 
 

Note that in the survey respondents were able to select districts from a drop-down list. On that list, one option 
was “charter schools”. Therefore, respondents working at charter schools cannot be separated out by each 
individual charter school. There are 29 charter schools in the state of New Hampshire and 27 survey 
respondents reported working at a charter school (although it was unknown which schools these represent). 
Also note that the drop-down for “school district in which you live” did not include “charter schools” as an 
option. As such, all tables and figures related to the districts in which respondents live will not include a 
“charter schools” category. 

Satisfaction with Resources Available in Districts 
Respondents were asked to rate how satisfied or dissatisfied they were with the resources available in their 
district. In our analysis, we considered these responses both by the EVPP of the district respondents work in 
(Figure 1.4) and by the EVPP of the district the respondents live in (Figure 1.5). For additional details about 
number of respondents, see Tables A.4 and A.5. in Appendix A.  

As Figure 1.4 shows, respondents across all EVPP types lean more toward being “extremely satisfied” and 
“somewhat satisfied” with the resources available in their district. However, around 20 percent of those 
working in low EVPP districts, medium EVPP districts, and charter schools reported being “somewhat 
dissatisfied” with the resources available in their district. Relatively small shares of respondents working in high 
EVPP districts—the wealthiest districts—reported being “somewhat dissatisfied” or “extremely dissatisfied” 
with available resources (12.9 percent and 3.4 percent, respectively). 

In contrast, among those working in low EVPP districts, 28 percent were “somewhat dissatisfied” and 8.4 
percent were “extremely dissatisfied” with available resources. Though there were only 27 respondents who 
work in charter schools, 6 of them (22.2 percent) were “extremely dissatisfied” with the resources available. As 
may be expected, a higher share of respondents working in high EVPP districts reported being “extremely 
satisfied” with available resources (30.1 percent) compared to those working in low EVPP districts where only 
6.7 percent were “extremely satisfied.”  
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Figure 1.4. Level of satisfaction with the resources available in respondents’ district by the EVPP of the 
district respondents WORK in 

 
Note: “Other Districts” refers to those for which EVPP was not available and includes Dresden, Prospect Mountain JMA, 
Coe-Brown Northwood Academy, and Pinkerton Academy. 

 

When considering this same question about level of satisfaction with available resources by the EVPP levels of 
the districts respondents live in, the results are quite similar (as shown Figure 1.5). Again, respondents overall 
skew more toward being “somewhat satisfied” and “extremely satisfied” with resources available in the district 
they live in. Note: Charter school responses are only included in WORK figures.  

However, there was a significant share of respondents also reporting that they were “somewhat dissatisfied” 
(50 percent for those living in other districts, 22.4 percent for those in medium EVPP districts, and 26.2 percent 
for those in low EVPP districts). Again, a smaller share of respondents living in high EVPP districts reported 
being “somewhat dissatisfied” (only 12.5 percent). Also, a larger share of those living in high EVPP districts 
were “extremely satisfied” than those in low EVPP districts (28.1 percent compared to just 8.1 percent, 
respectively). 

  

Low
EVPP

Medium
EVPP

High
EVPP

Charter
Schools

Other
Districts Missing

Extremely satisfied 6.7% 17.3% 30.1% 22.2% 42.9% 12.9%
Somewhat satisfied 41.9% 40.8% 45.1% 14.8% 42.9% 45.7%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 14.2% 12.2% 8.5% 14.8% 0.0% 10.0%
Somewhat dissatisfied 28.0% 20.9% 12.9% 26.0% 14.2% 20.0%
Extremely dissatisfied 8.4% 7.6% 3.4% 22.2% 0.0% 5.7%
Missing 0.8% 1.2% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 5.7%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%
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Figure 1.5. Level of satisfaction with the resources available in respondents’ district by the EVPP of the 
district respondent LIVES in 

 
Note: “Other Districts” refers to those for which EVPP was not available and includes Dresden, Prospect Mountain JMA, 
Coe-Brown Northwood Academy, and Pinkerton Academy. 

 
How the Current Funding System Works for Communities 
Respondents were also asked to rate how well the current funding system for public education works for the 
community they work in (Figure 1.6). As Figure 1.6 shows, across EVPP levels respondents lean more toward 
“moderately well,” “slightly well,” and “not well at all.”  

Fewer respondents from low EVPP districts rated the current funding system as working “extremely well” (only 
0.4 percent) than those from medium (3.3 percent) or high (6.6 percent) EVPP districts. Figure 1.6 makes it 
especially clear that “not well at all” responses represent a substantial share of responses across all EVPP types. 
In fact, 49 percent of those working in a low EVPP district reported that the current funding system for public 
education works “not well at all” for the community they work in. A much lower share—18.2 percent—of those 
working in high EVPP districts responded that the current system works “not well at all.” Of respondents 
working in medium EVPP districts, 30 percent said the current system works “not well at all.” The majority of 
those working for a charter school—59.3 percent—reported the current system works “not well at all.” See 
Table A.6. in the Appendix A for details. 

  

Low EVPP Medium
EVPP High EVPP Other

Districts Missing

Extremely satisfied 8.1% 17.7% 28.1% 50.0% 10.0%
Somewhat satisfied 42.4% 39.9% 45.0% 0.0% 46.0%
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 14.0% 11.2% 10.2% 0.0% 17.0%
Somewhat dissatisfied 26.2% 22.4% 12.5% 50.0% 16.0%
Extremely dissatisfied 8.4% 7.9% 4.2% 0.0% 5.0%
Missing 0.9% 0.9% 0.0% 0.0% 6.0%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%
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Figure 1.6. Opinion of how well the current funding system works for the community respondents work in by 
the type (EVPP) of the district the respondent WORKS in 

 
Note: “Other Districts” refers to those for which EVPP was not available and includes Dresden, Prospect Mountain JMA, Coe-Brown 
Northwood Academy, and Pinkerton Academy. 

 

Respondents were also asked to rate how well the current funding system for public education works for the 
community they live in. Across all EVPP levels, responses lean more toward “moderately well,” “slightly well,” 
and “not well at all” (as shown in Figure 1.7).  

Again, similar patterns emerge (see Figure 1.7). Of those living in low EVPP districts, 42 percent reported that 
the current funding system works “not well at all.” Among those living in medium EVPP districts, 28.3 percent 
said the system works “not well at all.” A smaller, but still substantial, share of those living in high EVPP districts 
reported the system works “not well at all” (19.5 percent).  

While less than 5 percent of any type of district reported that the current funding system works “extremely 
well,” the highest share was among those living in high EVPP districts (4.8 percent). Only 1.1 percent of those 
living in low EVPP districts said that the current funding system works “extremely well.” Table A.7 in Appendix A 
includes additional details. 

  

Low EVPP Medium
EVPP High EVPP Charter

Schools
Other

Districts Missing

Extremely well 0.4% 3.3% 6.6% 0.0% 14.3% 2.9%
Very well 5.0% 12.8% 20.1% 7.4% 28.6% 8.6%
Moderately well 19.1% 25.9% 33.5% 11.1% 28.6% 17.1%
Slightly well 22.2% 23.0% 17.2% 18.5% 14.3% 18.6%
Not well at all 49.0% 30.0% 18.2% 59.3% 14.3% 38.6%
Not sure 3.9% 3.2% 4.1% 3.7% 0.0% 2.9%
Missing 0.4% 1.8% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 11.4%
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Figure 1.7. Opinion of how well the current funding system works for the community respondents live in by 
the type (EVPP) of the district the respondent LIVES in 

 
Note: “Other Districts” refers to those for which EVPP was not available and includes Dresden, Prospect Mountain JMA, Coe-Brown 
Northwood Academy, and Pinkerton Academy. 

 

Part 2: Employee Opinions and Perspectives on the Factors 
and Components of an Opportunity for Adequate Education 
among Students 
Part 2 of the findings from the School and District Employee Survey provides an analysis of open-ended 
questions focused on the components and factors that contribute to an opportunity for an adequate education 
and the perceived barriers that may prevent this reality in districts. It builds upon the findings from the closed-
ended questions in Part 1. This part of the summary includes an overview of respondents’ thoughts by 
question with the overall purpose of understanding “what’s working” and “what are the problems” with the 
way New Hampshire raises and distributes funds for schools from employees’ points of view. As a reminder, the 
findings are not intended to be a representative sample of the state’s school and district employees. These 
findings are intended to show employees’ thinking regarding the opportunities for and barriers to students’ 
opportunity to an adequate education.  

Description of How Findings were Coded and Analyzed 
All responses for questions 11 to 13 underwent detailed coding by two staff from New Hampshire Listens and 
the Carsey School of Public Policy. They began by coding the first 50 responses to each question independently. 

Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP Other Districts Missing
Extremely well 1.1% 3.7% 4.8% 0.0% 3.0%
Very well 7.2% 11.0% 18.8% 25.0% 10.0%
Slightly well 24.2% 20.6% 16.3% 0.0% 21.0%
Moderately well 18.1% 26.5% 30.7% 25.0% 19.0%
Not well at all 42.0% 28.3% 19.5% 25.0% 21.0%
Not sure 6.5% 7.7% 8.0% 0.0% 13.0%
Missing 0.9% 2.2% 1.9% 25.0% 13.0%
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Responses could hold more than one code (or topic area). The staff members compared their codes and 
generated a list with descriptors for each question with the acknowledgement that other codes may emerge. 
Many codes overlapped by question, which points to clear areas of concern amongst school and district 
employee respondents (see Appendix B.2. for final codebook).  

All responses from questions 11 to 13 were also attributed an Equalized Property Valuation Per Pupil (EVPP) 
classification of low, medium, or high and analyzed using STATA (a statistical software program) to create 
frequency counts by code within EVPP of where respondents live and where they work. EVPP in this section 
holds the same criteria as explained on page 6 of this report.  

Following this analysis quotations were pulled from the responses to represent a cross-section of perspectives 
within each code from across low, medium, and high EVPP districts. Key points and questions were also tracked 
throughout analysis of questions 11 to 13. A thematic analysis of questions 14 and 15 was also performed 
which provided further confirmation that the codes tracked in 11 to 13 were also salient (i.e., the comments in 
14 and 15 were often repetitive of previous answers to open-ended questions).  

Open-Ended Questions  
11. From your perspective what are the most important factors in providing an adequate education to 

students across the state of NH? You can think about factors as what students have access to in their 
educational experiences at school, and what influences those experiences (curriculum, class size, 
technology, teacher qualifications or salary, teacher professional development, transportation, 
maintenance and facilities, special education etc.) AND the outcomes of a student’s education such as 
how college or career ready students are when they graduate. 

12. What are the most important components of an “adequate” education that should be considered as 
part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy? Adequate = required to provide, 
minimally. This term comes from court decisions that have declared that NH students have a 
fundamental right to an adequate education, to be defined in statutes, not by the courts. 

13. Are there barriers you can identify that inhibit an equal opportunity to an adequate education? 
14. In your opinion, what is working and what are the problems with the way we raise and distribute funds 

for public schools in NH? 
15. Provide additional comments here about district resources (what is important to keep, what is missing, 

etc.) or questions for the Commission. 

Most Important Factors in Providing an Adequate Education to Students 
Across the State2  
The first open-ended question in the School and District Employee Survey, question 11, asked respondents to 
describe the factors that they saw as being most important in providing an adequate education to students 
across the state of New Hampshire. Respondents could list as many or as few factors as they liked, and it was 
common to identify several factors as being important in providing an adequate education. Of the 1,768 total 
survey respondents, there were 1,393 respondents who answered this question (the rest left it blank). Coding 
for this question included 23 codes (see Appendix B.2.). Figure 2.1 provides an overview of all the factors in 
providing an adequate education that were coded for in the open-ended responses to question 11. In Figure 
2.1. the factors (codes) are ranked by the percentage of respondents that mentioned each (out of the total 
1,393 respondents who answered the question).  

Figure 2.1. Most important factors in providing an adequate education ranked by the percentage of 
respondents that mentioned each factor 

 
2 193-E:2 Criteria for an Adequate Education -  http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/XV/193-E/193-E-mrg.htm  
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Note that respondents could mention more than one factor (code) in their open-ended response. Each percentage was 
calculated by taking the number of respondents who mentioned the factor divided by the total number of respondents who 
answered the question (1,393 respondents). For example, (the number of respondents who mentioned class size = 569) / 
(1,393) = 40.8 percent.  

 
The factor that was mentioned by the highest share of respondents (51.3 percent) was the topic of teacher and 
staff quality which also encompasses training, professional development opportunities, and sufficient staffing 
to meet the needs of students. When respondents talked about teacher quality and salaries, they were most 
often focused on what teachers and staff need to be successful and for students to be supported. This included 
comments about retention, training, and professional development. For instance, a respondent from Keene 
talked about salaries and qualifications among other factors: 

“Our population is high in numbers for poor social economics. Those who own homes can 
hardly afford the property taxes that fund the school. Our pay rate is one of the lowest in NH 
and cannot compete with other states. This makes it extremely difficult to find and keep em-
ployees in the district…we are limited due to funding.” (Monadnock regional staff and Keene 
resident, low EVPP) 

Another respondent working in Nashua and living in Manchester expressed concerns about teacher quality and 
capacity with specific reference to sufficient staffing to meet special education and English language learner 
(ELL) needs:  

“From my perspective, there are too many special education and ELL students and not enough 
special Ed and ELL teachers. My caseload is far too big, and I teach too many classes, with too 
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many students in each class for me to be effective. I'm spread too thin, which means my stu-
dents are not getting the support they deserve. As a result, they are not progressing as quickly 
as they could be if we had smaller classes and fewer students on our caseloads. I can't do either 
part of my job effectively and I'm constantly being asked to do more…I don't have any addi-
tional resources or supports to help. We need money to hire more staff, so that we can actually 
provide the kinds of supports our students need and are legally entitled to. No one seems to 
care about how much we have to do because we're constantly being asked to do more. We 
need money!!” (Nashua staff and Manchester resident, medium EVPP) 

Discussing the challenge of teacher and staff turnover, a respondent working in Weare and a respondent from 
Raymond also noted the challenges they have seen in terms teacher salaries and retention and the case load of 
special educators that was excessive: 

“I have had my own children go through the system and they speak highly of the education 
they received. However, over the past decade it has become extremely difficult to give my spe-
cial ed students the education they deserve/need due to funding. Our district is poorly paid yet 
we have been given excellent training. The issue is that new teachers apply at our school, we 
hire them, they stay for about 5 years then move on to better paying districts. They take with 
them all the training and experience they have gained with us. It's a cycle that never seems to 
break.” (Weare staff, low EVPP and Henniker resident, medium EVPP) 

“Teacher retention is an issue in our community due to Raymond's placement on the salary 
scale compared to surrounding communities. We often hire many young teachers and they 
leave after a few years. There are limited funds for intervention programs for special education 
students and the caseload numbers are excessive (the caseload of one grade level is approach-
ing 30 students for one case manager). This seems absurd and an additional case manager 
should be hired to meet the needs of the special education population. Technology is improving 
but much of the budget has been dedicated to increasing numbers for the general population, 
not on improving technology for special education students/teachers.” (Raymond staff and res-
ident, medium EVPP) 

The respondent from Raymond highlighted two topics that were among the most mentioned by respondents, 
special education and technology. Often when respondents mentioned special education they were concerned 
about students’ needs, individualized supports specific to the Individuals with Disabilities Education Act, 
staffing concerns and case management, accommodations, training for paraprofessionals, and funding 
allocations. 

The factor of class size, particularly having small and manageable class sizes and appropriate student-to-
teacher ratios, was the second most mentioned topic with 40.8 percent of respondents including this factor in 
their description. Other factors in the top five include access to appropriate technology, sufficient financial 
resources, and the curriculum.  

For example, a respondent who works in the Hudson school district discussed the connection between 
sufficient staffing, the need for smaller class sizes to meet student needs, and related implications for special 
education programming: 

“Class size and staffing, are important for providing an adequate education. Students in our 
classrooms are impacted by a variety of experience outside of the school which may have a 
negative impact on their school performance. Smaller class size combined with additional staff 
support would support teachers' ability to provide differentiated instruction and to better meet 
the social emotional needs of their students. As funding gets reduced, support for students on 
IEP's is tightened. One impact is, when students are receiving related services (Speech, OT, PT) 
the para is assigned to another child, rather than attending the therapy session so they can 



 

COMPILED BY NH LISTENS AND CARSEY STAFF, DOCUMENT DATE: NOVEMBER 3, 2020 17 

 

support the related services goals across the school day. this results in poor carry-over, slower 
progress and para burnout.  Special educators are being told across the State to reduce the 
number of 1:1 paras and reduce the number of para hours in IEP's as a way to reduce cost. In 
the past two years, the following comment is made more frequently, "If I just had more time 
with him/her, I think he/she would get it.  This applies to students with and without IEP's.” 
(Hudson staff and Nashua resident, medium EVPP) 

Access to technology was discussed both in terms of internet access and access to digital devices like tablets or 
computers. The increased need for appropriate technology for remote learning during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
and the inequity of access to such technology, was also referenced by many respondents. 

“I am concerned that a student in Nashua and a student in Bedford do not necessarily have 
equal opportunities. New Hampshire does better than many places, but this became more ap-
parent when we went to remote learning. Equity issues surrounding technology and internet 
access and even the ability to access information regarding these issues were huge. An ade-
quate, equitable education means we communicate simultaneously with all parents (i.e. not an 
after the fact letter in the parents’ home language while we blast out info on social media, 
website, phone calls etc. in English) and find a way to reach parents who may not have internet 
access.” (Nashua staff and resident, medium EVPP) 

“Teacher professional development, especially for distance learning from the district level.  
Lack of initiative for 1:1 technology for all students including free access to broadband inter-
net.” (Exeter staff, medium EVPP and Portsmouth resident, high EVPP) 

When describing the importance of curriculum in providing an adequate education, some respondents 
mentioned particular subjects that ought to be included (such as math, history, science, etc.) and discussed the 
current types of courses available to students or referenced gifted and talented programs, extracurricular 
programming, electives and art offerings, and the quality or academic rigor of these availabilities. Others 
described more skill-based outcomes that they hoped a curriculum would teach students, such as this 
Mascoma Valley Regional staff member who said:   

“An adequate education teaches students how to teach themselves, think critically about the 
world around them, be able to collaborate with others, and complete tasks independently.” 
(Mascoma Valley Regional staff and resident, medium EVPP) 

The factor that was mentioned the least—by just 0.6 percent of respondents—was school duration, referring to 
the length of the school day or school year. There was also a small share of respondents (1.8 percent) who 
answered this question by saying that “all examples listed” in the wording of the question were the most 
important factors. It is worth noting that, by including the list of examples in the survey question, respondents 
were primed to be thinking about those topics. Although the open-ended format gave respondents the 
opportunity to disagree, to say none of the examples were important or to list only some, these examples were 
present in their mind while answering and had some amount of influence. The survey question was included in 
this format in order to be consistent with questions asked in other settings, particularly in school and municipal 
leader focus groups conducted in June 2020.  

Also, among the other least mentioned factors were early childhood education, charter schools, and specific 
challenges in small towns or rural communities. Here is one quote from a respondent discussing a need for 
more early childhood education opportunities in the state: 

“Offering universal preschool. Partnering with local childcare facilities and head start 
programs. Free transportation for all preschool children. Additional student supports such as, 
social workers, child psychologists, special ed staff, as well as additional professional 
development surrounding social-emotional growth and development. Regarding our early 
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childhood population in public school (pre-2nd,) I feel it is imperative to support the 
development of the whole child through a hands on learning approach-play based.” (Lebanon 
staff and Newfound Area resident, high EVPP) 

Here are two other examples of quotes discussing challenges specific to small towns or rural communities. The 
first highlights the additional barriers to technology and internet access that many rural communities face. The 
second discusses other ways that schools in smaller towns may only be able to offer more limited curriculums 
and less robust school facilities due to financial constraints.  

“Internet access. As times are changing we need to make greater efforts to make internet 
available to all. Living and working in a rural area we have many students who are unable to 
access internet and thus prevent them from receiving the same types of services as their peers. 
Funding for schools overall is an important factor. Even though schools in the North country are 
smaller than those in the southern part of the state we still require adequate funding to 
function. It is not fair to expect our students to be at the same levels when they don't have the 
same access to technology and other devices and support due to limitations on funding.” 
(Northumberland staff and resident, low EVPP) 

“Small size towns are very limited in what they offer both in curriculum and school facilities. 
Further affected by income levels and amount of senior citizens. There are financial constraints 
which don't allow many to support local funding for building projects, teacher salary, school 
curriculum, etc.  Many very bright students are often lacking in more advanced course work 
and have to work extremely hard to catch up in order to qualify to more elevated College 
Degree Programs.” (Exeter Region Cooperative staff and Fremont resident, medium EVPP) 

Charter schools and school choice were mentioned by both those working at charter schools and those 
working in other districts. A consistent theme was the view that charter schools do not have sufficient funding. 
For example, a charter school staff member said: 

“Working in a charter school has provided me with the opportunity to see families who want 
choices for their child's schooling.  Charter school funding in NH needs revising.  Teacher pay, 
technology and supplies, professional development, special education within charter schools, 
animosity from surrounding districts whose students choose the charter school education are 
all areas that impact our students and their education.” (Charter school staff and 
Massachusetts resident, no EVPP) 

While Figure 2.1 gives an overview of all respondents’ answers to question 11, these responses were also 
broken down by the EVPP level of the districts that respondents live and work in (as shown in Table 2.2 and 
Table 2.3). The purpose was to see if respondents from low EVPP districts (less wealthy), medium EVPP districts 
(medium wealth), or high EVPP districts (wealthier) had different perspectives on which factors are most 
important to providing an adequate education. These comparisons considered the top 10 most mentioned 
factors by the respondents of each EVPP level (i.e., among respondents who work in a low EVPP district, what 
where the 10 factors mentioned by the most respondents).  
 
As shown in Table 2.2, there was much agreement among respondents who worked in low, medium, and high 
EVPP districts. The factor mentioned the most among each EVPP level was teacher and staff quality. In fact, alt-
hough they are ranked in slightly different orders, both the top 10 factors and top five factors are the same 
across low, medium, and high EVPP levels. That is, respondents from districts of all levels of wealth identified 
the same top ten factors that are most important to an adequate education. Aside from teacher and staff qual-
ity, the top five factors also included access to technology, appropriate class sizes, curriculum, and sufficient 
financial resources. Although curriculum came in at number five for both low EVPP and medium EVPP respond-
ents, those working in high EVPP districts mentioned curriculum more often, landing it at the second most 
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mentioned factor. Respondents working in low and medium EVPP districts also mentioned sufficient financial 
resources slightly more than respondents working in high EVPP districts.  
The sixth most mentioned factor across all EVPP levels was teacher and staff salaries, which was often 
discussed as being integral to the retention of quality teachers and staff.  Across all EVPP levels, the seventh 
most mentioned factor in providing an adequate education across New Hampshire was equity. Also making the 
top ten were safe buildings and facilities, adequate and well-resourced special education programs, and 
student performance outcomes such as skills and subjects that should be learned. 

 

Table 2.2. Top 10 factors in providing an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents 
WORK 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

2 Technology Class size Curriculum 
3 Class size Technology Class size 

4 Sufficient financial resources Sufficient financial resources Technology 
5 Curriculum Curriculum Sufficient financial resources 

6 Teacher & staff salaries Teacher & staff salaries Teacher & staff salaries 
7 Equity Equity Equity 
8 Buildings & facilities Special education Special education 
9 Student performance 

(outcomes) 
Student performance 
(outcomes) 

Student performance 
(outcomes) 

10 Special education Buildings & facilities Buildings & facilities 
Note: Out of the 1,393 respondents of Question 11, 358 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
709 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 248 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP. 
 
Table 2.3 shows similar agreement when responses were broken down by the EVPP level of the district where 
respondents live (as opposed to work). The top five and top ten most mentioned factors in providing an 
adequate education are the same as those in Table 2.2. (albeit in slightly different orders across EVPP levels). 
Again, “teacher and staff quality, training, sufficient staffing” was the most mentioned factor across 
respondents who live in low, medium, and high EVPP districts. The top five again included class size, access to 
technology, curriculum, and sufficient financial resources. This time the factor of sufficient financial resources 
ranked slightly higher among those living in medium EVPP districts (fourth) than among those living in low or 
high EVPP districts (fifth in both cases).  

Responses were also analyzed by whether or not respondents live and work in the same or in different school 
districts. Table 2.4 compares the top 10 factors among respondents who live and work in the same district and 
those who live and work in different districts. The rankings are almost identical. The only difference was that 
special education and student performance were the eighth and nineth (respectively) most mentioned factors 
among those who live and work in the same district. Conversely, special education and student performance 
ranked nineth and eighth (respectively) among those who live and work in different districts. 
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Table 2.3. Top 10 factors in providing an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents 
LIVE 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

2 Technology Class size Class size 
3 Class size Technology Technology 
4 Curriculum Sufficient financial resources Curriculum 
5 Sufficient financial resources Curriculum Sufficient financial resources 
6 Teacher & staff salaries Teacher & staff salaries Teacher & staff salaries 
7 Equity Equity Special education 
8 Special education Student performance 

(outcomes) 
Equity 

9 Student performance 
(outcomes) 

Special education Student performance 
(outcomes) 

10 Buildings & facilities Buildings & facilities Buildings & facilities 
Note: Out of the 1,393 respondents of Question 11, 358 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
709 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 248 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP. 
 

Table 2.4. Top 10 factors in providing an adequate education by whether respondents live and work in the 
same district or not 

Ranking Respondents who live and work in the same 
district 

Respondents who live and work in different 
districts 

1 Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing 
2 Class size Class size 
3 Technology Technology 
4 Sufficient financial resources Sufficient financial resources 
5 Curriculum Curriculum 
6 Teacher & staff salaries Teacher & staff salaries 
7 Equity Equity 
8 Special education Student performance (outcomes) 
9 Student performance (outcomes) Special education 

10 Buildings & facilities Buildings & facilities 
Note: Out of the 1,393 respondents of Question 11, 566 respondents live and work in the same district and 733 
respondents live and work in different districts (the remaining 94 did not report both the district they work in and the 
district they live in, so it could not be determined if the districts are the same or not).  

 
Most important components of an “adequate”3 education that should be 
considered as part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy 
The second open-ended question, question 12, asked respondents to identify the most important components 
that should be considered as part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy. Again, respondents 
could list as many or as few components as they liked, and it was common to list several. Of the 1,768 total 

 
3 Adequate = required to provide, minimally. This term comes from court decisions that have declared that NH students 
have a fundamental right to an adequate education, to be defined in statutes, not by the courts. Note that this definition 
was provided to respondents as part of this survey question. 
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respondents of the school and district employee survey, there were 1,211 respondents who answered this 
question (the rest left it blank). Coding for this question included 19 codes (see Appendix B.2). Figure 2.2 ranks 
all 19 components that were coded for by the percentage of respondents that mentioned each (out of the total 
1,211 respondents who answered the question).  

The component that was mentioned by the largest percentage of respondents (still just 33.7 percent) was 
curriculum. Employees talked about the need for a well-rounded curriculum and access for all that meets 
diverse needs, not just standard courses but also electives like art, music, and foreign languages. Many also 
mentioned that including career and technical education in the curriculum was an important component of 
providing an adequate education. For example, a Newport school district employee and resident described: 

“An adequate education would prepare students for post-secondary work, technical schools or 
college…students have access to rigorous coursework that promotes creativity, collaboration, 
and communication. An adequate education includes exposure to upper level math and science 
courses, challenging history and English classes and inclusion of the arts…be built around a bal-
ance of seasoned educators and new hires, with a system in place for mentorship to promote 
professional development and retention of staff…would include systems in place to deal with 
trauma, poverty, and racial inequities. This is the minimum students need to be successful and 
the ability to compete in a global marketplace.”  (Newport staff and resident, low EVPP) 

Figure 2.2. Most important components of an adequate education ranked by the percentage of respondents 
that mentioned each component 

Note that respondents could mention more than one component (code) in their open-ended response. Each percentage is 
calculated by taking the number of respondents who mentioned the component divided by the total number of 
respondents who answered the question (1,211 respondents). For example: (the number of respondents who mentioned 
curriculum = 408) / (1,211) = 33.7 percent. 
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Following closely, the component mentioned by the second largest percentage of respondents was teacher and 
staff quality at 32.1 percent. The rest of the top five components are access to technology, sufficient financial 
resources, and student performance (outcomes). Respondents were also concerned with equity across school 
districts in New Hampshire, noting unequal access to technology and wide variations in financial resources. A 
staff member from Oyster River Cooperative School District showed concern that teachers are being asked to 
teach more than their content area in small schools, the need for technology remains for many students and 
schools, and more staffing was needed at the state-level to support local districts. They wondered if the SAU 
structure needs revisiting.  

“Qualified Teachers & Certifications: in small schools teachers are asked to teach more than 
their content area like a math teacher teaching social studies. Under current statues this is le-
gal, however, it is not doing right by our students. Technology: we need more money to provide 
students with access to technology-if students do not have access, we are setting them up to 
fail when they leave the public schools of NH. Curriculum: we need a well-funded & staffed De-
partment of Education at the state level. With the 'greying' of NH, we should also be thinking 
about how to support small schools and districts to educate their students.  Do we need to re-
think our SAU structure?” (Oyster River Coop staff, medium EVPP and Rye resident, high EVPP) 

A staff member from the Farmington school district wanted to see school budget decisions based on students’ 
needs, which includes their social and emotional needs an access to technology.  

“Adequate education would be that school budget decisions would be made not on the dollar 
burden on a community but on the true needs of the student population. This would include 
staffing that would support students social and emotional needs, as well as resources to enrich 
students experiences so they would be more equitable technologically and exposure wise to 
more financially stable communities.” (Farmington staff and resident, low EVPP) 

It is interesting to note that 10.4 percent of respondents included some discussion of the definition of 
“adequacy” in their response. Often employees expressed that they had a problem with the term “adequate” 
because it seems like it refers to “minimum” standards. They would prefer the bar to be higher. 

School duration was the least mentioned component, with just 1.1 percent of respondents listing it as 
something that should be considered as part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy. Other 
components that were among the least mentioned are challenges facing small towns and rural communities, 
school leadership (such as principals, superintendents, and general school management), state-level support 
and resources, and transportation. Staff in Pittsburg and Keene who expressed that more state-level support 
and resources would help further equitable access to an adequate education: 

“All school districts should receive a minimum per-student financial support from the state that 
is to be used in direct support of classroom education…the state should provide financial sup-
port to those school districts that are considered financially poor. This support should come di-
rectly from the state, no other towns or cities.” (Pittsburg staff and resident, high EVPP) 

“"Adequate’ is a vague term which has come to mean "minimal." If NH students are to have an 
equal opportunity across the state to be college and career ready, then the state must level the 
playing field regarding funding. Take the bulk of responsibility off of local communities. Make 
teachers state employees and fund them through the state - removing them from the burden of 
the local property taxpayer. Support students technological needs…Place school district facili-
ties on a maintenance schedule so that annual maintenance and building projects are funded 
appropriately.” (Keene staff, low EVPP and Concord resident, medium EVPP) 

There were also some important topics that were not mentioned frequently enough to be coded for, but are 
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important to consider including early childhood education, needing support for English language learners, the 
need for or lack of parent and family engagement, community engagement and input, and meeting the basic 
needs of students (such as students facing food insecurity).  

Responses to this question were also broken down by the EVPP level of the districts that respondents live and 
work in (see Table 2.5 and Table 2.6 below). This analysis finds some variation across EVPP levels, although the 
top ten components are almost the same. The most mentioned component among respondents working in low 
EVPP districts was curriculum, which was also the most mentioned among people working in medium EVPP 
districts. Curriculum was the second-most mentioned component among respondents working in high EVPP 
districts, with teacher and staff quality being the top mentioned component. Teacher and staff quality was the 
second-most mentioned component among both those working in low EVPP districts and those working in 
medium EVPP districts.  

Access to technology was the third-most mentioned component among those working at low and medium 
EVPP districts, and the fifth-most mentioned among those working at high EVPP districts. The component of 
sufficient financial resources also made the top five, coming in fourth among low and high EVPP districts and 
fifth among medium EVPP districts. Other components that made the top ten across all EVPP levels were 
equity, student performance (outcomes), class size, buildings and facilities, and materials and supplies. 
Behavioral and mental health was in the top ten components identified by respondents working at low and 
high EVPP districts, but not medium EVPP districts. Instead, special education made the top ten among 
respondents working at medium EVPP districts.  
 
Table 2.5. Top 10 components of an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents WORK 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Curriculum Curriculum Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
2 Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Curriculum 

3 Technology Technology Student performance 
(outcomes) 

4 Sufficient financial resources Student performance (outcomes) Sufficient financial resources 
5 Equity Sufficient financial resources Technology 
6 Student performance (outcomes) Equity Class size 

7 Class size Class size Materials & supplies 
8 Buildings & facilities Materials & supplies Behavioral & mental health 
9 Materials & supplies Special education Equity 

10 Behavioral & mental health Buildings & facilities Buildings & facilities 
Note: Out of the 1,211 respondents of Question 12, 302 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
619 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 224 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP. 
 
Table 2.6 breaks responses down by the EVPP level of the district where respondents live (as opposed to work). 
The top five most mentioned components are the same across each EVPP level as they are in the breakdown by 
the EVPP of the district they work in shown in Table 2.5 above. However, there are a few differences in the top 
ten. Rather than behavioral and mental health, the tenth most mentioned component among those living in 
low EVPP districts was teacher and staff salaries. The remaining differences in the top ten between Table 2.5 
and Table 2.6 are changings in the ranking—for example, equity was ranked ninth most mentioned among 
respondents working in high EVPP districts but seventh among respondents living in high EVPP districts.  
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Table 2.6. Top 10 components of an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents LIVE 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Curriculum Curriculum Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
2 Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Curriculum 

3 Technology Technology Student performance 
(outcomes) 

4 Sufficient financial resources Sufficient financial resources Technology 
5 Equity Student performance (outcomes) Sufficient financial materials 
6 Student performance (outcomes) Class size Class size 

7 Buildings & facilities Equity Equity 
8 Class size Materials & supplies Materials & supplies 
9 Materials & supplies Buildings & facilities Behavioral & mental health 

10 Teacher & staff salaries Special education Buildings & facilities 
Note: Out of the 1,211 respondents of Question 12, 291 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
638 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 222 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP 

 
Out of the 1,211 respondents who answered question 12, 499 of them live and work in the same school district 
while 633 live and work in different school districts.4 Table 2.7 shows the almost identical top 10 factors among 
respondents who live and work in the same district and those who live and work in different districts. The only 
difference was that the most mentioned and second-most mentioned components are flipped. For those who 
live and work in the same district, the top mentioned component was teacher and staff quality followed by 
curriculum. For those who live and work in different districts the most mentioned component was curriculum 
followed by teacher and staff quality.  
 
Table 2.7. Top 10 components of an adequate education by whether respondents live and work in the same 
district or not 

Ranking Respondents who live and work in the same 
district 

Respondents who live and work in different 
districts 

1 Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing Curriculum 
2 Curriculum Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing 
3 Technology Technology 
4 Sufficient financial resources Sufficient financial resources 
5 Student performance (outcomes) Student performance (outcomes) 
6 Equity Equity 
7 Class size Class size 
8 Buildings & Facilities Buildings & facilities 
9 Special education Special education 

10 Behavioral & mental health Behavioral & mental health 
Note: Out of the 1,211 respondents of Question 12, 499 respondents live and work in the same district and 633 
respondents live and work in different districts (the remaining 79 did not report both the district they work in and the 
district they live in, so it could not be determined if the districts are the same or not).  

 
4 The remaining 79 did not report both the district they work in and the district they live in, so it could not be determined 
if the districts are the same or not. 
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Barriers that inhibit an equal opportunity to an adequate education 
The third open-ended question, question 13, asked respondents to identify any barriers that inhibit an equal 
opportunity to an adequate education in New Hampshire. Again, respondents could list as many or as few 
barriers as they liked, and it was common to list several. Of the 1,768 total respondents of the school and 
district employee survey, there were 1,307 respondents who answered this question (the rest left it blank). 
Coding for this question included 23 codes (see Appendix B.2.). Figure 2.3 ranks all 23 barriers that were coded 
for by the percentage of respondents that mentioned each (out of 1,307 total respondents to the question).  

The barrier that was mentioned by the largest percentage of respondents (still just 32.2 percent) was equity 
and the equitable distribution of resources. This includes the equity of inputs (such as funding) as well as 
outputs (such as educational outcomes including career and college readiness). Both the second most 
mentioned barrier (insufficient financial resources) and the third most mentioned barrier (current school 
funding formula) are related to the equity of inputs, particularly funding. Respondents mentioning insufficient 
financial resources often expressed there was not enough money to support the components needed to 
provide an adequate education, including buildings and facilities, materials, technology, salaries to attract and 
retain quality teachers and staff, and sufficient funds for special education and English language learning. 

Figure 2.3. Barriers to an adequate education ranked by the percentage of respondents mentioning each 

Note that respondents could mention more than one component (code) in their open-ended response. Each percentage 
was calculated by taking the number of respondents who mentioned the component divided by the total number of 
respondents who answered the question (1,307 respondents). For example: (the number of respondents who mentioned 
curriculum = 117) / (1,307) = 9.0 percent. 
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Many discussing the barrier of insufficient funding also brought up equity and the challenges of the current 
school funding formula relying on property taxes. Importantly, respondents noted the challenges that relying 
on property taxes for school funding presents both for schools who struggle to raise sufficient funds and 
property owners who struggle to afford increases in property taxes. A staff member from Weare wrote about 
the co-occurring issues linked to funding schools in their community: 

“MONEY for the schools. Property owners cannot afford their taxes so the vote all school funding down. We 
end up with emergency band aids when it all falls apart.” (Weare staff, low EVPP and Mont Vernon resident, 
medium EVPP) 

A staff member working in the Fall Mountain district wrote about a lack of resources in rural communities, 
which includes social services. They also wrote about a reliance on grant funding and challenges with 
transportation and families meeting basic needs. 

“Lack of social services in rural NH, no counseling centers, no youth centers, etc. Funding for rural schools is 
limited (state and federal). We rely a lot on grants to fund opportunities for children. Lack of public 
transportation.  Some of our families do not have cars and kids rely on hour long plus bus rides to school. 
No after school late buses for PreK-8. Lack of internet (only DLS phone lines available to most) which is very 
unreliable.  Lack of resources for needy families (food, emotional support, no technology at home, limited 
jobs). Transient families who move frequently so students have no stable homelife or continuity in 
educational and social/emotional growth.” (Fall Mountain Regional staff and Keene resident, low EVPP) 

A staff member from the Litchfield district also talked about ELL, special education, and free and reduced lunch 
students and the burden local districts face managing the costs.  

“Districts such as Manchester have a high population of students who require special services. These needs 
are met, but by sacrificing the needs of the regular education population. Until the burden of high-priced 
special services (due to language barriers, low socioeconomic status, and special needs) is lifted off the local 
taxpayer, no student in the city will receive an adequate education when compared to a smaller, less diverse 
community” (Litchfield staff, low EVPP and Manchester resident, medium EVPP)  

A staff member from Moultonborough noted that some send students to neighboring districts to mitigate 
costs. 

“Lack of funds for each town. Some towns are so cash-strapped and/or have so many students that they 
cannot possibly afford their own schools or to send students to a nearby school.  The state should provide 
more money to towns.” (Moultonborough staff & Inter-Lakes Cooperative resident, high EVPP) 

The current school funding formula was discussed as a barrier that inhibits an equal opportunity to an 
adequate education across the state since wealthier towns are more able to raise sufficient funds for their 
schools. It was worth noting that this barrier was mentioned by respondents from low and medium EVPP 
districts and those from high EVPP districts. Other top mentioned barriers include teacher and staff quality, 
bureaucratic barriers/leadership, and the current reliance on property taxes. Here are some related quotes 
from respondents from across the state and low, medium, and high EVPP districts.  

“The town by town funding system is the biggest barrier.  It continues the cycle of poverty because "poorer 
towns" generally don't want their taxes to go up so they don't fund their schools adequately. ‘Richer towns’ 
have better schools.”  (John Stark Regional staff member, low EVPP and Concord resident, medium EVPP) 

“"Property-rich" towns, such as lakefront towns, have much lower taxes; and therefore, this inhibits an 
equal opportunity for an adequate education because residents in those towns would pay less in property 
taxes than those in poorer (not property-rich) towns. In our small community, there is little revenue coming 
in from any type of commerce, so the residents have to foot the entire bill for education via property taxes.  
If there was a more equitable funding solution, everyone could benefit because then "property-poor" towns 
wouldn't have to pay so much.” (Andover staff and resident, medium EVPP) 
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“The district I work at had a high tax rate yet fewer home-owners. 60% of the kids I serve are poverty level, 
and we get much less funding than the district I live in.” (Somersworth staff, low EVPP and Hampton 
resident, high EVPP) 

“High-speed internet access, students not being given the same opportunities depending what county they 
live in, money per student being different according to the county.” (Berlin staff and resident, low EVPP) 

“I work in a 6-town district. Some elementary schools are well-funded and in well-off towns, and send 
students who are well prepared.  Other towns are poorer and their elementary schools lack the necessary 
resources, and those students are nowhere near ready. In the same school district” (Monadnock Regional 
staff, low EVPP and Jaffrey-Rindge Cooperative resident, medium EVPP) 

“Yes, local control; relying on property taxes, racism, and politics can inhibit equal opportunity to an 
adequate education.  A lack of state and federal viewpoint that all children should get the same educational 
opportunity is inhibiting equal access.” (Henniker staff, medium EVPP and Hopkinton resident, low EVPP) 

Respondents talk about differences in additional revenue sources available in some communities and the costs 
of living make funding town by town a barrier to an opportunity for an adequate education.   

Early childhood education was the least mentioned barrier that was coded for, with only 0.8 percent of 
respondents discussing this topic. Charter and other specialized schools were brought up as barriers to an 
adequate education by 1.3 percent of respondents. It is important to note that 2.4 percent of respondents 
expressed that they did not see any barriers to an adequate education in the state of New Hampshire. The next 
least mentioned barrier was transportation, which was identified by 3.1 percent of respondents. Another less 
mentioned barrier identified as inhibiting an equal opportunity to an adequate education was the lack of 
sufficient resources and support for English language learners (mentioned by 4.0 percent).  

Responses about barriers to an adequate education were also broken down by the EVPP level of the districts 
that respondents live and work in (as shown in Table 8 and Table 9). Although there was some variation across 
different EVPP levels, nine of the top ten barriers are the same (albeit with slightly different rankings). This is 
true both based on the EVPP levels of the districts that respondents work in (Table 2.8) and live in (Table 2.9). 
Respondents working in and living in low, medium, and high EVPP districts all mentioned equity and the 
equitable distribution of resources the most. Other barriers that made the top ten across all EVPP levels 
include insufficient financial resources, reliance on property taxes, teacher/staff quality, the current school 
funding formula, technology, bureaucratic/leadership barriers, the need for family/parent support, and the 
extra resources needed to serve low-income students and communities.  
 
Among those working in and among those living in high EVPP districts, the other barrier making the top ten 
was the need for sufficient resources, staff, and time to serve the complex behavioral and mental health needs 
of students. Both those working in and those living in medium EVPP districts discussed unequal student 
performance and outcomes as a barrier to an adequate education for all. Finally, respondents working in and 
respondents living in low EVPP districts identified engagement and communication with the local community 
as being a relevant barrier. 

Coded responses to question 13 regarding barriers to an adequate education were also analyzed by whether 
respondents live and work in the same district or not (Table 2.10.). The top ten most mentioned barriers are 
quite similar for each group of respondents. The most frequently mentioned barrier among both groups was 
equity, followed by insufficient financial resources.  
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Table2.8. Top 10 barriers to an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents WORK 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Equity  Equity Equity 
2 Insufficient financial resources Insufficient financial resources Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
3 Reliance on property taxes Current school funding formula Current school funding formula 
4 Current school funding formula Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Insufficient financial resources 

5 Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Technology Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

6 Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

Behavioral & mental health 

7 Technology Low-income, poverty Technology 
8 Low-income, poverty Family & parent support Family & parent support 
9 Family & parent support Reliance on property taxes Low-income, poverty 

10 Community engagement & 
communication 

Student performance (outcomes) Reliance on property taxes 

Note: Out of the 1,307 respondents of Question 13, 338 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
664 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 236 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP. 

 

Table 2.9. Top 10 barriers to an adequate education by the EVPP of the district where respondents LIVE 

Ranking Low EVPP Medium EVPP High EVPP 
1 Equity Equity Equity  
2 Insufficient financial resources Insufficient financial resources Current school funding formula 
3 Reliance on property taxes Current school funding formula Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
4 Current school funding formula Teacher/staff quality, training, 

sufficient staffing 
Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

5 Teacher/staff quality, training, 
sufficient staffing 

Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

Family & parent support 

6 Bureaucratic barriers & 
leadership 

Technology, internet access Technology, internet access 

7 Technology, internet access Low-income, poverty Insufficient financial resources 
8 Low-income, poverty Reliance on property taxes Behavioral & mental health 
9 Community engagement & 

communication 
Family & parent support Reliance on property taxes 

10 Family & parent support Student performance (outcomes) Low-income, poverty 
Note: Out of the 1,307 respondents of Question 13, 331 respondents work in districts classified as having a “low” EVPP, 
675 respondents work in districts classified as having a “medium” EVPP, and 234 respondents work in districts classified as 
having a “high” EVPP. 
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Table 10. Top 10 barriers to an adequate education by whether respondents live and work in the same 
district or not 

Ranking Respondents who live and work in the same 
district 

Respondents who live and work in different 
districts 

1 Equity Equity 
2 Insufficient financial resources Insufficient financial resources 
3 Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing Current school funding formula 
4 Current school funding formula Technology 
5 Bureaucratic barriers & leadership Bureaucratic barriers & leadership 
6 Reliance on property taxes Teacher/staff quality, training, sufficient staffing 
7 Technology Reliance on property taxes 
8 Low-income, poverty Low-income, poverty 
9 Family & parent support Family & parent support 

10 Behavioral & mental health Student performance (outcomes) 
Note: Out of the 1,307 respondents of Question 13, 530 respondents live and work in the same district and 691 
respondents live and work in different districts (the remaining 86 did not report both the district they work in and the 
district they live in, so it could not be determined if the districts are the same or not). 
 
What is Working and What are the Problems with the Way we Raise and 
Distribute Funds for Public Schools 
In summing up their survey, 1,218 respondents out of the total 1,768 respondents answered question 14, 
which asked for opinions on what is working and not working with the way we raise and distribute funds for 
public schools in New Hampshire. Much of the responses were similar to the points summarized from previous 
questions. The major themes emerging from question 14 responses echo those tracked via coding in questions 
11 to 13. They provide an ample summary of what is on the minds of school and district employee 
respondents: 

• District and school employees saw problems with the way funds are distributed in general and wanted 
more equity and in some cases suggested more choices for families. 

• Smaller and more rural districts accrue extra costs in a variety of ways that may include transportation 
and professional development.  

• The limited tax base in some communities can also limit funding for schools.  

• The dependence on property taxes in poorer towns creates inequity that was noticeable among 
residents and school or district employees.  

• People expressed that statewide resources and equitable funding need to be considered to remove 
cross-town disparities in both rural and urban settings. 

• People expressed that statewide resources and equitable funding need to be considered to remove 
cross-town disparities in both rural and urban settings. Local control is desirable in some ways, but it 
has limits when considering the needs of students and equitable opportunities for positive outcomes.  

• Local control is desirable in some ways, but it has limits when considering the needs of students and 
equitable opportunities for positive outcomes.  

• There is a noticeable increase in mental and behavioral challenges among children that require extra 
staff and specialists who can provide supports.  

• Local knowledge, community engagement, voting and bureaucracy along with unfunded mandates 
from the legislature or New Hampshire Department of Education can limit decisions and further 
complicate school funding.  
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• Choosing how and what to fund in communities remains challenging as more people live on fixed 
incomes or incomes that do not match the rising costs of living in the state. Distribution of funds in 
communities can be very challenging when balancing multiple community needs.  

Questions for the Commission and Additional Comments 
The final question, question 15, was a space for respondents to provide any additional comments or any 
questions. Of the total 1,768 survey respondents, over half (1,061) left a comment here. The following 
responses are examples of additional topics and questions that arose. These examples include concerns about 
transportation, cooperative districts, rural needs, school choice, concerns for fixed income residents, beyond a 
reliance on property taxes, and the need to include students are part of the process.  

“Shouldn't all New Hampshire schools have transportation for their elementary and high school 
students to be transported to school, if they are unable to walk the distance (in this case over 9 
mile-15+ miles)? How are they supposed to get to school each day if it is not provided?...Shouldn't 
an elementary school K-8 have a technology teacher and a foreign language teacher? Should a ru-
ral school attending a high school two towns away be charged $30,000 per student? Rural schools 
have unique needs that are not being met.” (Winchester staff and resident, low EVPP) 

“Why is apportionment for Coop districts allowed to be based on ADM when no other aspect of 
school funding or other funding is based on anything other than assessed property values? ADM 
apportionment is equivalent to tuition-based funding, the antithesis of true public education in-
tended to provide maximum societal benefits without regard for one's specific usage of the service 
(like fire, police, ambulance, etc.)” (Hollis-Brookline Cooperative staff and resident, medium EVPP) 

“Why do we lock students into a school system based upon their address. Let towns set the tax rate 
and the state set an adequate funding amount, then let parents’ "shop" for the school that best 
meets their child's needs and their families’ needs.” (Windham staff, medium EVPP and Weare resi-
dent, low EVPP) 

“How do we keep good teachers in lower-income schools? A quality educator is the most essential 
component of a positive education outcome.” (Nashua staff and Amherst resident, medium EVPP) 

“How are you going to ensure students living in communities with high levels of senior citizens that 
there will be funding to maintain and improve their education systems?” (Exeter Region Coopera-
tive staff and Fremont Resident, medium EVPP) 

“How can public schools better address the needs of very young students dealing with trauma and 
significant emotional and psychological needs? We do not have the funds, training or time to give 
these students and their families the support and assistance they need for these students to suc-
ceed.” (Kearsarge Regional staff and Sunapee resident, high EVPP) 

“Is the Commission updating the formula, or is it considering a different approach? I hope that it is 
considering some form of statewide financial support for schools that is not based on property tax.” 
(Grantham staff and resident, high EVPP) 

“How do we put the student at the center of the equation and take the politics out of it? If we rec-
ognize that in order to be successful, students need to be a part of the process and they need to 
have the ability to state what they need to be successful.” (Charter school staff, no EVPP available 
and Timberlane Regional resident, medium EVPP) 
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Concluding Points for Further Discussion 
Many respondents mentioned local property tax and other socioeconomic disparities and inequities amongst 
districts as a substantial barrier to an opportunity for an adequate education. School and district employees 
want to see adequate funding for students, so they all can have opportunities that are comparable to peers in 
other districts. The dependence on property taxes in poorer towns creates inequity that was noticeable among 
residents and school or district employees. This was not only a perception of employees living in low-wealth 
districts, it was also noted as a problem by medium and high wealth employees and residents. People 
expressed that statewide resources and equitable funding need to be considered to remove across-town and 
neighboring town disparities.  

The realities that people vote on town budgets with varying knowledge about public education funding and 
values regarding public education creates funding tensions. School and district employees at once concerned 
about education while also being unable and unwilling to keep raising property taxes. In some cases, there are 
already challenges with affordable housing and meeting basic needs as well as other pressing municipal 
expenses. Some employees mentioned additional funding sources for schools, but no consensus on what those 
funds should be was clear from the survey responses. 

Overall, sufficient financial resources in general was a noticeable concern among school and district employees 
in terms of updated instructional materials and access to technology, especially with the impacts of the COVID-
19 pandemic and shifts in learning and teaching necessary for safety. Choosing how and what to fund in 
communities remains challenging as more people live on fixed incomes or incomes that do not match the rising 
costs of living in the state. Smaller and more rural districts accrue extra costs with employees mentioning 
busses for transportation, facility maintenance, and professional development, and special education.  

Employees were also focused on students’ well-roundedness when describing students’ needs and 
performance – not just standard courses but electives like art, music, languages, career and technical education 
– supports that meet students’ basic and social and emotional needs and opportunities for diverse college and 
career pathways. Teachers also worry there are greater expectations for students’ learning than what the 
current funding system and their personal capacities can provide. They worried about having adequate support 
staff and funding that met student’s needs with some reference to the need to account for high-costs in local 
budgets. 

Local control was desirable for school employees, in some ways, but it has limits when considering the needs of 
students and equitable opportunities for positive outcomes. Local knowledge, community engagement, voting 
and funding distribution along with implementing unfunded mandates from the legislature or the New 
Hampshire Department of Education were seen as barriers to an opportunity for an adequate education. These 
complications may have lent to the concerns that “adequate” means minimum and was difficult to achieve. 
Respondents wanted leaders and people who influence school funding and curricula, operations, and staffing 
to think holistically about how the community, school, and families work together to support students’ future 
outcomes. Overall, respondents were concerned that the current funding system is not working well for 
districts, employees, residents, or students. Changes need to occur and further discussion with educators, 
school and district employees is recommended.  

 
To Learn More about the Commission to Study School Funding Visit: 

https://carsey.unh.edu/school-funding 
 

To Learn More about New Hampshire Listens Visit: 
www.nhlistens.org 
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Appendix A. Summary Part I Response Tables 

Table A.1. Level of satisfaction with the resources available in respondents’ district by the EVPP of the district 
respondents work in (counts) 

 “Are you satisfied with the resources available in your district?” 
EVPP of District 
Respondent 
works in 

Extremely 
satisfied 

Somewhat 
satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
dissatisfied 

Extremely 
dissatisfied 

Missing Total 

Low EVPP 31 195 66 130 39 4 465 
Medium EVPP 152 359 109 183 67 10 880 
High EVPP 96 144 27 41 11 0 319 
Charter Schools 6 4 4 7 6 0 27 
Other Districts 3 3 0 1 0 0 7 
Missing 10 33 7 14 4 4 70 

Total 297 737 213 376 127 18 1,768 

Table A.2. Level of satisfaction with the resources available in respondents’ district by the EVPP of the district 
respondents live in (counts) 

 “Are you satisfied with the resources available in your district?” 
EVPP of District 
Respondent 
lives in 

Extremely 
Satisfied 

Somewhat 
Satisfied 

Neither 
satisfied nor 
dissatisfied 

Somewhat 
Dissatisfied 

Extremely 
Dissatisfied 

Missing Total 

Low EVPP 36 188 62 116 37 4 443 
Medium EVPP 161 362 102 203 72 8 908 
High EVPP 88 141 32 39 13 0 313 
Charter Schools 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Districts 2 0 0 2 0 0 4 
Missing 10 46 17 16 5 6 100 

Total 297 737 213 376 127 18 1,768 

Table A.3. Opinion of how well the current funding system works for the community respondents work in by 
the type (EVPP) of the district the respondent works in (counts) 

 How well does the current funding system for public education work for the 
community you work in? 

EVPP of District 
Respondent 
works in  

Extremely 
well 

Very 
well 

Moderately 
well 

Slightly 
well 

Not well 
at all 

Not Sure Missing Total 

Low EVPP 2 23 89 103 228 18 2 465 
Medium EVPP 29 113 228 202 264 28 16 880 
High EVPP 21 64 107 55 58 13 1 319 
Charter Schools 0 2 3 5 16 1 0 27 
Other Districts 1 2 2 1 1 0 0 7 
Missing 2 6 12 13 27 2 8 70 

Total 55 210 441 379 594 62 27 1,768 
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Table A.4. Opinion of how well the current funding system works for the community respondents live in by 
the type (EVPP) of the district the respondent lives in (counts) 

 “How well does the current funding system work for the community you live in?” 
EVPP of District 
Respondent 
lives in 

Extremely 
well 

Very 
well 

Moderately 
well 

Slightly 
well 

Not well 
at all 

Not Sure Missing Total 

Low EVPP 5 32 80 107 186 29 4 443 
Medium EVPP 34 100 241 187 257 69 20 908 
High EVPP 15 59 96 51 61 25 6 313 
Charter Schools 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Other Districts 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 4 
Missing 3 10 19 21 21 13 13 100 

Total 57 202 437 366 526 136 44 1,768 

Table A.5. School District Respondent Works (137 districts represented) 
 Count Percent 
Nashua 183 10.4% 
Contoocook Valley 75 4.2% 
Kearsarge Regional 70 4.0% 
Oyster River Coop 55 3.1% 
Litchfield 55 3.1% 
Manchester 50 2.8% 
Weare 49 2.8% 
Newport 45 2.6% 
Bow 40 2.3% 
Exeter Region Cooperative 40 2.3% 
Exeter 39 2.2% 
Hampton 37 2.1% 
White Mountains Regional 31 1.8% 
Monadnock Regional 30 1.7% 
Merrimack Valley 29 1.6% 
Charter Schools 27 1.5% 
Dover 26 1.5% 
Hinsdale 25 1.4% 
Mascenic Regional 24 1.4% 
Keene 23 1.3% 
Merrimack  22 1.2% 
Portsmouth 22 1.2% 
Chester 20 1.1% 
Henniker 20 1.1% 
Lebanon 20 1.1% 
Nottingham 20 1.1% 
Salem  20 1.1% 
Claremont 19 1.1% 
Concord 19 1.1% 
Conway 19 1.1% 
Newfound Area 18 1.0% 
Grantham 17 1.0% 
Hudson 17 1.0% 
Berlin 16 0.9% 
Jaffrey-Rindge Cooperative 16 0.9% 
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Northumberland 15 0.9% 
Wakefield   15 0.9% 
Littleton 14 0.8% 
Gilmanton 13 0.7% 
Pittsfield 13 0.7% 
Stratham 12 0.7% 
Raymond 12 0.7% 
Derry Cooperative 11 0.6% 
John Stark Regional 11 0.6% 
Somersworth 11 0.6% 
Winnisquam Regional 11 0.6% 
Fall Mountain Regional 10 0.6% 
Lisbon Regional 10 0.6% 
Brentwood 9 0.5% 
Gorham Randolph Shelburne Cooperative 8 0.5% 
Governor Wentworth Regional 8 0.5% 
Lincoln-Woodstock Cooperative 8 0.5% 
Mascoma Valley Regional 8 0.5% 
Dunbarton 7 0.4% 
East Kingston 7 0.4% 
Hillsboro-Deering Cooperative 7 0.4% 
Hopkinton 7 0.4% 
Londonderry 7 0.4% 
Madison 7 0.4% 
Rochester 7 0.4% 
Sanborn Regional 7 0.4% 
Farmington 6 0.3% 
Goffstown 6 0.3% 
Bedford 5 0.3% 
Bethlehem 5 0.3% 
Haverhill Cooperative 5 0.3% 
Inter-Lakes Cooperative 5 0.3% 
Lafayette Regional 5 0.3% 
Milford 5 0.3% 
Pembroke 5 0.3% 
Westmoreland 5 0.3% 
Amherst 4 0.2% 
Barrington 4 0.2% 
Epsom 4 0.2% 
Freedom 4 0.2% 
Laconia 4 0.2% 
Marlborough 4 0.2% 
Milton 4 0.2% 
New Boston 4 0.2% 
Newmarket 4 0.2% 
Pittsburg 4 0.2% 
Plymouth 4 0.2% 
Windham 4 0.2% 
Allenstown 3 0.2% 
Alton 3 0.2% 
Auburn 3 0.2% 
Candia 3 0.2% 
Epping 3 0.2% 
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Franklin 3 0.2% 
Hampstead 3 0.2% 
Hollis-Brookline Cooperative 3 0.2% 
Pelham 3 0.2% 
Plainfield 3 0.2% 
Prospect Mountain JMA 3 0.2% 
Rye 3 0.2% 
Sunapee 3 0.2% 
Wilton-Lyndeborough Cooperative 3 0.2% 
Winchester 3 0.2% 
Andover 2 0.1% 
Cornish 2 0.1% 
Croydon 2 0.1% 
Dresden 2 0.1% 
Fremont 2 0.1% 
Hanover 2 0.1% 
Hollis 2 0.1% 
Kensington 2 0.1% 
Marlow 2 0.1% 
Newfields 2 0.1% 
North Hampton  2 0.1% 
Pinkerton Academy 2 0.1% 
Seabrook 2 0.1% 
Shaker Regional 2 0.1% 
Souhegan Cooperative 2 0.1% 
South Hampton 2 0.1% 
Stark 2 0.1% 
Stoddard 2 0.1% 
Strafford 2 0.1% 
Stratford 2 0.1% 
Tamworth 2 0.1% 
Bartlett 1 0.05% 
Chesterfield 1 0.05% 
Colebrook 1 0.05% 
Gilford 1 0.05% 
Goshen 1 0.05% 
Greenland 1 0.05% 
Harrisville 1 0.05% 
Lempster 1 0.05% 
Mason 1 0.05% 
Monroe 1 0.05% 
Mont Vernon 1 0.05% 
Moultonborough 1 0.05% 
Northwood 1 0.05% 
Pemi-Baker Regional 1 0.05% 
Profile 1 0.05% 
Rumney 1 0.05% 
Timberlane Regional 1 0.05% 
Warren 1 0.05% 
Missing 70 4.0% 

Total 1,768 100% (100.20%) 
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Table A.6. School District Respondent Lives (149 Districts Represented) 
 Count Percent 
Nashua 107 6.1% 
Kearsarge Regional 69 3.9% 
Manchester 65 3.7% 
Concord  59 3.3% 
Contoocook Valley 55 3.1% 
Keene 46 2.6% 
Oyster River Coop 40 2.3% 
Merrimack 34 1.9% 
Dover 33 1.9% 
White Mountains Regional 31 1.8% 
Litchfield 30 1.7% 
Newport 28 1.6% 
Weare 28 1.6% 
Merrimack Valley 26 1.5% 
Monadnock Regional 25 1.4% 
Bow 23 1.3% 
Hampton 23 1.3% 
Bedford 22 1.2% 
Exeter 21 1.2% 
Portsmouth 21 1.2% 
Exeter Region Cooperative 20 1.1% 
Hudson 20 1.1% 
Henniker 19 1.1% 
Hopkinton 19 1.1% 
Barrington 18 1.0% 
Governor Wentworth Regional 18 1.0% 
Rochester 18 1.0% 
Jaffrey-Rindge Cooperative 17 1.0% 
Newfound Area 17 1.0% 
Goffstown 16 0.9% 
Milford 16 0.9% 
Claremont 15 0.9% 
Derry Cooperative 15 0.9% 
Mascenic Regional 15 0.9% 
New Boston 15 0.9% 
Newmarket 15 0.9% 
Lebanon 14 0.8% 
Conway 13 0.7% 
Fall Mountain Regional 13 0.7% 
Littleton 13 0.7% 
Nottingham 13 0.7% 
Salem 13 0.7% 
Windham 13 0.7% 
Amherst 12 0.7% 
Grantham 12 0.7% 
Hampstead 12 0.7% 
Hillsboro-Deering Cooperative 12 0.7% 
Londonderry 12 0.7% 
Timberlane Regional 12 0.7% 
Berlin 11 0.6% 
Hinsdale 11 0.6% 
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Gilmanton 10 0.6% 
Northumberland 10 0.6% 
Pembroke 10 0.6% 
Somersworth 10 0.6% 
Winnisquam Regional 10 0.6% 
Chester 9 0.5% 
Epping 9 0.5% 
Hooksett 9 0.5% 
Mascoma Valley Regional 9 0.5% 
Andover 8 0.5% 
Gorham Randolph Shelburne Cooperative 8 0.5% 
Northwood 8 0.5% 
Plymouth 8 0.5% 
Stratham 8 0.5% 
Wakefield 8 0.5% 
Chichester 7 0.4% 
Inter-Lakes Cooperative 7 0.4% 
Lisbon Regional 7 0.4% 
North Hampton 7 0.4% 
Strafford 7 0.4% 
Tamworth 7 0.4% 
Wilton-Lyndeborough Cooperative 7 0.4% 
Brentwood 6 0.3% 
East Kingston 6 0.3% 
Laconia 6 0.3% 
Madison 6 0.3% 
Raymond 6 0.3% 
Rye 6 0.3% 
Shaker Regional 6 0.3% 
Sunapee 6 0.3% 
Campton 5 0.3% 
Candia 5 0.3% 
Deerfield 5 0.3% 
Dunbarton 5 0.3% 
Harrisville 5 0.3% 
Lafayette Regional 5 0.3% 
Milton 5 0.3% 
Pittsfield 5 0.3% 
Sanborn Regional 5 0.3% 
Stoddard 5 0.3% 
Winchester 5 0.3% 
Allenstown 4 0.2% 
Barnstead 4 0.2% 
Colebrook 4 0.2% 
Farmington 4 0.2% 
Franklin 4 0.2% 
Gilford 4 0.2% 
Haverhill Cooperative 4 0.2% 
Holderness 4 0.2% 
John Stark Regional 4 0.2% 
Lincoln-Woodstock Cooperative 4 0.2% 
Marlborough 4 0.2% 
Milan 4 0.2% 
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Mont Vernon 4 0.2% 
Newfields 4 0.2% 
Seabrook 4 0.2% 
Ashland 3 0.2% 
Bartlett 3 0.2% 
Bethlehem 3 0.2% 
Brookline 3 0.2% 
Freedom 3 0.2% 
Fremont 3 0.2% 
Hollis-Brookline Cooperative 3 0.2% 
Pelham 3 0.2% 
Profile 3 0.2% 
Chesterfield 2 0.1% 
Croydon 2 0.1% 
Dresden 2 0.1% 
Goshen 2 0.1% 
Greenland 2 0.1% 
Hampton Falls 2 0.1% 
Hollis 2 0.1% 
Kensington 2 0.1% 
Lempster 2 0.1% 
Mason 2 0.1% 
Moultonborough 2 0.1% 
Nelson 2 0.1% 
Pittsburg 2 0.1% 
Souhegan Cooperative 2 0.1% 
Washington 2 0.1% 
Westmoreland 2 0.1% 
Alton 1 0.05% 
Auburn 1 0.05% 
Coe-Brown Northwood Academy 1 0.05% 
Epsom 1 0.05% 
Hanover 1 0.05% 
Jackson 1 0.05% 
Landaff 1 0.05% 
Lyme 1 0.05% 
Marlow 1 0.05% 
Piermont 1 0.05% 
Plainfield 1 0.05% 
Prospect Mountain JMA 1 0.05% 
Rollinsford 1 0.05% 
Rumney 1 0.05% 
Stratford 1 0.05% 
Unity 1 0.05% 
Warren 1 0.05% 
Wentworth 1 0.05% 
Missing 100 5.7% 

Total 1,768 100% (100.2%) 
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Appendix B. Summary Part II – Additional Example 
Responses and Coding Description by Question  

B.1. Additional Example Quotes from Open-Ended Questions 

Many respondents commented on the disparities and inequities in resources in their 
communities and across the state. They also commented on the disparities and inequities 
in the current funding system. Examples include: 
“We need to recognize that all of our students do not come into the district with the same resources and 
backgrounds. There have to be additional resources for kids who start out with fewer. Otherwise they are 
behind from the beginning. All kids in New Hampshire should have equal access to higher education, and 
advanced study. But if they start out behind, how will they ever catch up?” (Contoocook Valley employee and 
resident) 

“The most important thing is access to well-trained teachers that have access to ongoing quality pro-
fessional development.  In addition, to class sizes that allow for students to have more access individu-
ally to the teacher and that allows the teacher more time to plan engaging lessons. Technology, in 
these times, is extremely important and most recently, we have learned more about those that HAVE 
and those that HAVE NOTs.” (Derry Cooperative staff  and Manchester resident) 

“There is so much that goes into quality education but what I think is most important is equity between 
districts. Children do not choose where they live and there are some schools that provide many more resources 
to their students than others simply because they can afford them. I understand there is no easy solution to this, 
but it's how I feel.” (Concord resident) 

“The most important factor is looking honestly at ourselves and the disparities throughout the state. The hard 
truth of the matter is that I speak from a perspective of privilege. I am a white, upper-middle class educator 
who works in a wealthy, fairly homogeneous district. When we need something, we are able to get it. A few 
towns over, though, that is not the case. We are at a moment of great change right now, and it is time to seize 
that opportunity. We have to decide if ALL of our children deserve the same opportunities, or if it will continue 
to come down to the luck of being born [in a certain region].” (Exeter Region Cooperative employee, Newfields 
resident) 

“Students in our poorer communities do not have the same access to programs and supports that our more 
affluent communities do. More equitable funding could help students change their prospects in life (White 
Mountains Regional employee and resident) 

Students across the state are receiving different educations. Children in my town do not have access to the 
resources the students in our neighboring town have. Our special education teachers have large caseloads with 
many students who need a great deal of specialized instruction and related services. Our class sizes are 
manageable but the socio-economic status of many of our families and the trauma many of our children have 
experienced call for more resources we do not have. Our school needs the ability to provide on-site counseling, 
to train and employ behavior interventionists, etc. (Newport employee and resident) 

“The district I live [in] offers base-adequate. The district I work in goes above and beyond meeting students’ 
needs.” (Henniker employee, Goffstown resident) 

“Opportunity for all. Higher needs students, at all academic levels should come by more resources without fear 
of tax burden. Poor areas should not have minimal options.” (Berlin employee, Milan resident)  
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“I work in a public charter school…The funding we get per student is inadequate to say the least. We work with 
a population that is considered highest risk in the state. The district gives up on them, sends them to us (people 
who never give up on a child) for not even half the money they are collecting for that child.” (Charter school 
employee, Manchester resident)  

“I have lived and worked in varying districts. I spent 20 years in school districts that meet criteria for the schools 
to meet Title 1 school wide access. This was a huge support to the resources needed in property poor towns. 
Currently I work in a district that has a higher economic demographic, that said due to high property taxes 
there are limits to what can be raised to support education, which those of us who left low income districts are 
surprised by. The inequity is wide. The  effect of largely relying on property taxes is hard on all communities.” 
(Bow employee, Interlakes Cooperative resident) 

“The most important factors are that school districts be funded the same. It should not be lower in property 
poor towns and higher in property rich towns. The state has failed in adequate funding and now the state is 
cutting short the very districts that need it the most. My district is losing [thousands per year]. Do you know 
what that could pay for?” (Pittsfield employee and resident) 

“People's incomes here are smaller than south of the state, but that does not mean that opportunities and 
access to programs should be less for the students that live here. However, that is often the case. Salaries are 
smaller here as well often resulting in well qualified individuals seeking employment elsewhere. Opportunities 
for improvement are usually driven by the vote in the spring and fear of property taxes going up to the point of 
losing homes takes precedent over the schools. I believe funding needs to come from other sources.” (White 
Mountains Regional employee and resident) 

“Consistency in the funding model – The past few years where the adequacy funding was reduced was 
incredibly unfair! Our city is committed to a strong education. The taxpayers will support our schools.  But when 
the state reduces its support arbitrarily and with the greatest impact on the poorest cities, that is impossible to 
plan for. As a result, we cut programs, teachers, staffing, investments to manage our tax rate and make up for 
the reduction in adequacy funding.” (Claremont employee and resident) 

“…Transportation is extremely important given the rural areas of NH. Technology access is key. All the 
above-mentioned are essential to providing public schools with what students/teachers/staff need but 
it's obviously a funding issue. Property taxes shouldn't be carrying the burden. We need a state income 
tax and that's that” (Plymouth staff and resident)  

“We have small class sizes, great technology, highly qualified staff, and most students are prepared for 
middle school. The upkeep and maintenance of our building is lacking. I don’t believe this is a funding 
issue.” (Brentwood staff and resident) 

“Funding should be determined by using a formula that provides school districts with a certain amount of 
money per student, regardless of the town(s) that they reside in. There should be an overhaul of the funding 
formula that doesn't place such an enormous burden on property owners and be filtered through the state 
system rather than the local level.” (Dunbarton employee and resident) 

“The State of NH desperately needs an income tax because the wealthy districts provide a much better 
education. This includes, # of students in a class. Salaries for all employees, maintenance for the buildings, 
technology for staff and students, etc.” (Portsmouth employee and resident)  

“The districts I work at had a high tax rate yet fewer home owners. 60% of the kids I serve are poverty level and 
we get much less funding than the district I live in.” (Somersworth employee, Hampton resident) 
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" ‘Property-rich’ towns, such as lakefront towns, have much lower taxes; and therefore, this inhibits an equal 
opportunity for an adequate education because residents in those towns would pay less in property taxes than 
those in poorer (not property-rich) towns. In our small community, there is little revenue coming in from any 
type of commerce, so the residents have to foot the entire bill for education via property taxes.  If there was a 
more equitable funding solution, everyone could benefit because then ‘property-poor’ towns wouldn't have to 
pay so much.” (Andover employee and resident) 

“Schools that have students who are somewhat disproportionately served in their school districts end up 
attending Charter Schools. As such, Charter Schools deserve the same amount of funding as do public schools. 
Often we are working with much less money and are having greater success with that population of student.” 
(Salem employee, Henniker resident)  

“Providing an equal educational opportunity to every NH child, regardless of the community they live in, that 
community's economic situation, or the family's financial position. Basing school funding on property taxes 
does not address the students’ needs at all.” (Fall Mountain Regional employee, Mascoma Valley Regional 
resident) 

“Opportunity shouldn't be tied to zip code. The current system fails students in towns with a weak property tax 
base.” (Oyster River Coop employee, Rye resident) 

“Students should have equal access to quality teachers, textbooks and instructional resources, teacher time, 
support staff and technology as well as a broad curriculum and co-curricular experiences in order to be college 
and career ready.  Our current funding mechanism does not provide sufficient funds to allow for equitable 
resources and opportunities for students throughout the state.  Some districts have small class sizes, current 
textbooks, one-one technology and excellent tech instruction and shorter bus rides for students, while other 
districts do not have the budgets to support these opportunities. Students  in lower budget schools, who get up 
earlier and have longer bus rides arrive at school hungrier and more tired, have larger classes that are harder to 
focus and learn from, fewer opportunities for enrichment and a long bus ride home that prohibits after school 
activities.  I wish every school had a late bus that would create equal opportunities for students to participate in 
after school activities and help from teachers.” (Mascoma Valley Regional staff, Dresden resident).  

“The most important factors in providing an education include having a building whose structure is safe, where 
children have access to water bubblers that do not contain heavy metals, such as lead, that have bathrooms on 
more than one floor of a multi floor building, and that have straws available for students to drink their milk at 
breakfast and lunch. Important factors to providing an education include teaching science and social studies, 
every day, from teachers who are actually certified to teach, having appropriate special education tests for 
identification purposes (CTOPP2), having appropriate tier three special education programs such as LIPS and 
OG and having special education teachers trained in these programs. Having smaller class sizes and more 
paraprofessionals would be nice too.” (Manchester staff and Nashua resident) 

“The current per student "adequacy" aid of approximately $3700 per pupil is a joke to think a district can 
provide adequate educ. services with that when the real cost varies between 12,000 to $17000 per student,  as 
it varies by region and cost for transportation, spec ed needs, etc.  The formula used now leaves out so many 
things that school districts need to provide now, even before COVID 19 crisis- technology needs, school nurses, 
AP and other advanced classes, extra curricular programs, classroom supplies and the list goes on. First thing, is 
all this should be part of "adequate". Of course, curriculum standards and resources to deliver the curriculum 
should be included as well as teacher prof development to keep them up to date to deliver that curriculum as 
well as physical needs for students which vary by community. I suggest this committee take time to read the 
Reaching Higher NH website reporting on this issue. Specifically, this article and different family scenarios there. 
http://reachinghighernh.org/2020/01/14/what-are-the-major-factors-that-influence-student-learning-in-new-
hampshire/ ” (Exeter staff and Sanborn Regional resident).  



 

COMPILED BY NH LISTENS AND CARSEY STAFF, DOCUMENT DATE: NOVEMBER 3, 2020 42 

 

“We have such a large difference between towns. It seems really unfair that the towns that have the highest 
population of transients, ESL, low SES, etc also often have way fewer resources. In small districts it only takes a 
couple very involved students to utilize all the resources. Both those students and all the other students deserve 
to get exactly what they need.” (Contoocook Valley staff and resident) 

“Yes. Income, location of residence, race or ethnicity. It is a shame this happens in our country, but it does each 
and every day. If you live in a community with money, you have greater opportunities than those who don't. 
Simple truth.” (Dunbarton staff, Merrimack Valley resident) 

“The general NH system of Public Education Funding. Teachers (educated to teach others) having to negotiate 
with School Boards (mostly lay peoples/non-educators) and their Lawyers (highly educated, non-cost efficient 
advocates for only the School Boards) to decide what is or is not an "adequate" pay and benefit package that 
then the Districts voting, mostly misinformed public decides is acceptable.” (Lincoln-Woodstock Cooperative 
staff, Holderness resident) 

“Adequate is the same offering in every school district, whether it be staff, materials, space, class size…or school 
sports. Not he who lives in the most affluent districts are given better/more opportunities.” (Wakefield staff and 
resident) 

“Absolutely. Schools above the notch are not being supported nearly enough to provide adequate education. NH 
typically focuses on the larger schools because they have the larger population but schools above the notch still 
need help and support from the state as well.” (Northumberland staff and resident) 

“The State of NH desperately needs an income tax because the wealthy districts provide a much better 
education.  This includes, # of students in a class.  Salaries for all employees, maintenance for the buildings, 
technology for staff and students, etc.” (Portsmouth staff and resident) 

B.2 Code Descriptions for Open-Ended Questions 

Question 11 - From your perspective what are the most important factors in providing an 
adequate education to students across the state of NH? You can think about factors as 
what students have access to in their educational experiences at school, and what 
influences those experiences (curriculum, class size, technology, teacher qualifications or 
salary, teacher professional development, transportation, maintenance and facilities, 
special education etc.) AND the outcomes of a student’s education such as how college or 
career ready students are when they graduate. 
 
Question 11 Codes Description  

“All examples listed” Factors listed in #11: (curriculum, class size, technology, teacher qualifications or 
salary, teacher professional development, transportation, maintenance and 
facilities, special education etc.) AND the outcomes of a student’s education such 
as how college or career ready students are when they graduate 

Behavioral and Mental Health 
Supports 

Reasons for supports, need for staffing, or lacking resources 

Buildings and Facilities Maintenance, safety, adequacy, capacity 

Challenges in small towns, 
rural communities 

Ways factors play out differently in rural communities and small towns, particular 
barriers or struggles faced in these communities  

Charter/specialized schools Charter schools, specialized schools, school choice 
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Class sizes Large or need for small 

College and Career Readiness Career or college readiness or post-graduation, Career and Technical Education 

Community Engagement & 
Communication 

Working/partnering with local community organizations (including internships or 
other programs), community support or lack of support for local schools, 
communication between schools and the larger community  

Curriculum Types of classes or quality of offerings, this can include reference to gifted and 
talented programs or related arts offerings, enrichment, electives, extracurricular 
programming, academic rigor and opportunity 

Early Childhood Education Young children under 5 learning in public schools, funding for 

Equity (no socioeconomic 
disparities) 

Overall adequacy of education, funding and opportunities for students, may 
mention race or socioeconomics 

Leadership Leaders’ decision-making, school/district administration 

Materials and Supplies  What’s available to support teaching and learning in public schools 

Reliance on property taxes Local Funding Capacity/Tax Burden, Income and Ability to Raise Enough Locally, 
Funding – small towns/schools, Property Valuation (Commercial Properties, 
Recreation, Residential), References to property taxes (State Property Tax/SWEPT) 
(Tax Equity)  

School Duration Number of hours or day in the year, the length of the day or year 

Special Education and/or FAPE Students’ special needs or individualized supports specific to IDEA  

State-Level Support and 
Resources 

Funding formula and what the state provides, targeted aide, categorical aides, 
revenue sources 
Raising and Distribution of Funds (in general across the state ) 

Equitable Funding Across and within Districts (regional districts, SAUs with different 
types of towns) 

Student Performance Student’s learning, supported & measurable goals/expectations, less focus on 
standardized testing, Supports for All Students, School Discipline, Outcome or 
Performance Measures (Standards)Accountability 

Sufficient financial resources  Funding in general in terms of having not enough, challenges in small towns, rural 
communities, noting property taxes or lottery, Keno 

Teacher and/or Staff Quality  What teachers and staff need to be success and for students to be supported – 
quality, retention, training, professional development etc.  

Teacher Salaries Currently too low, variation in teacher salaries across the state 

Technology Access Technology needs, use, access or the lack of, number of devices per student 

Transportation  How students get to school, the costs of transportation, safety in schools and costs 
associated  

Total number of codes = 23 
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Question 12 - What are the most important components of an “adequate” education that 
should be considered as part of the base formula for calculating the cost of adequacy? 
Adequate = required to provide, minimally. This term comes from court decisions that 
have declared that NH students have a fundamental right to an adequate education, to be 
defined in statutes, not by the courts. 

 
Question 12 Codes Description 

Behavioral and Mental Health 
Supports 

Reasons for supports, need for staffing, or lacking resources 

Buildings and Facilities Maintenance, safety, adequacy, capacity, includes Food Service and Access to 
Food, not necessarily Free and Reduced Lunch just in general 

Challenges in small towns, 
rural communities 

The ways factors play out differently in rural communities and small towns, 
particular barriers or struggles faced in these communities 

Class sizes Too large or need for small 

College and Career Readiness Career or college readiness or post-graduation 

Curriculum Types of classes or quality of offerings, this can include reference to gifted and 
talented programs or related arts offerings, enrichment, electives, extracurricular 
programming, academic rigor and opportunity, includes references to access, 
enrichment, electives, Career and Tech Ed, extracurriculars, choices for classes 

Definition of Adequacy How its defined or should be, state adequacy aid 

Equity (no socioeconomic 
disparities) 

Overall adequacy of education, funding and opportunities for students, may 
mention race or socioeconomics, includes across access, economic disparities but 
also in terms of across the state in general comments 

Leadership Leaders’ decision-making, school/district administration  

Materials and Supplies  What’s available to support teaching and learning in public schools 

School Duration Number of hours or day in the year, the length of the day or year 

Special Education and/or FAPE Students’ special needs or individualized supports specific to IDEA  

State-Level Support and 
Resources 

Funding formula and what the state provides 

Student Performance Student’s learning, supported & measurable goals/expectations, less focus on 
standardized testing, Supports for All Students, School Discipline, individualized 
student needs, includes references to individualized and sufficient supports for all 
learners, accommodations and differentiation 

Sufficient financial resources  Funding in general in terms of having not enough, challenges in small towns, rural 
communities, noting property taxes or lottery, Keno 

Teacher and/or Staff Quality  What teachers and staff need to be success and for students to be supported – 
quality, retention, training, professional development etc., includes sufficiency in 
terms of resources to teach classes and provide services  
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Teacher Salaries Currently too low, variation in teacher salaries across the state 

Technology Access Technology needs, use, access or the lack of, number of devices per student 

Transportation  How students get to school, the costs of transportation, safety in schools and 
costs associated  

Total number of codes = 19 

Areas also mentioned 
• Rural Challenges and Small School Challenges (not many here, more for ELLs and basic student needs) 
• Early Childhood Education 
• English Language Learners 
• Parent and Family Engagement 
• Community engagement and input 
• Basic Needs of Students (mentions of food – also coded this as buildings and facilities) 
• Employees talked about well-roundedness and access for all that meets diverse needs, not just 

standard courses but electives like Art, music, languages. Need for career and technical education 
• Employees talked about basic needs being met including food and practical skills for life that are not 

just about typical academics, cooking, managing money, data entry etc. 
• Employees having a problem with the term “adequate” feeling like this means minimum 
 

Question 13 - Are there barriers you can identify that inhibit an equal opportunity to an 
adequate education? 

Question 13 Codes Description 

Buildings and facilities Maintenance, safety, adequacy, capacity, includes food services 

Bureaucratic Barriers & 
Leadership 

Locals budgets, tax caps, state leadership, availability of work and economic sustainability, 
local voting to reduce funding, politics, town voting 

Charter/specialized schools Mention of charter schools, school choice, private schools 

Community Engagement & 
Communication 

Lack of or need for, community attitudes, need for extended supports before/after school 

Current school funding 
formula 

Distribution, challenges, funding streams 

Curriculum Lack of options, what exists, Advanced Placement, extracurriculars, Career and Technical 
Education, college and career readiness, sports, the arts, foreign language, etc. 

Early Childhood Education Reference to preschool and early learning 

English Language Learners Need for supports, staffing, attention to concentrated need 

Equity (economic and 
resource disparities) 

Mentioned race or socioeconomics, economic, resources, racial disparities, disparities across 
districts and towns, rural, urban, low-income, inequities by geography, income differences in 
general 

Family and Parent Support 
(home environment) 

School-home collaboration, the need for parents to be involved in the school funding 
conversation or more involvement in students’ learning 
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Insufficient financial 
resources 

General reference to funding as a barrier 

Insufficient materials and 
supplies 

Reference to lack of supplies in general, outdated materials 

Insufficient training for 
teachers and staff 

Lack of formal education or professional development mentioned, need for more supports in 
this area 

Low Income/Poverty Meeting basic needs, access to food, Title I 

Mental and Behavioral 
Health Needs of Students 

Reference to students’ needs, the changing context of schools in terms of these needs, the 
need for staff to address these needs 

N/A or no barriers This does not refer to a missing (completely blank) response. “N/A” means the respondent 
responded “N/A or not applicable”, indicating they did not identify any barriers. 

Reliance on property taxes Reference to the current formula’s reliance of property taxes, needing to change this 
approach, or a concern about the approach.  

Special Education and/or 
FAPE 

Students’ special needs or individualized supports specific to IDEA , staffing, 
accommodations, training for paras, funding, funding allocation 

Student performance Focus on testing and academic outcomes only, want for wholistic approach, student 
accountability, absenteeism 

Teacher and/or Staff Quality  What teachers and staff need to be success and for students to be supported – quality, 
retention, training, professional development etc. Sufficient Staffing, insufficient training or 
professional supports for teachers & staff, mentors, PD, reference to quality, ability to 
differentiate, paraprofessionals 

Teacher/Staff Salaries Benefits, differences, the need for comparable and sustainable salaries, some mention of 
retirement accounts  

Technology and Internet 
Access 

Reference to the need for access to technology devices or internet, reference to this and the 
pandemic, access or the lack of  

Total number of codes = 23 


