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education finance.  This paper is the latest in our series of reports on that topic.  This 
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Executive Summary 
In 1997, the Supreme Court issued four mandates regarding the state’s public education 
system.1   In September 2006, the New Hampshire Supreme Court ruled that the existing 
school funding formula – defined by HB 616 (2005) – was unconstitutional.2  The Court 
said that the existing definition of an adequate education was not sufficiently precise to 
form a basis for an education funding formula.  The Court also stated that, should the 
legislature fail to define a constitutionally adequate education, it would require that a 
court-appointed expert be hired who would define it on the state’s behalf.    
 
In response, the legislature enacted HB 927 (2007), which defined an opportunity for an 
adequate education as a subset of the state’s Minimum Standards for Public School 
Approval.   The minimum standards, in general, include a set of both input (resource) and 
outcome (performance) requirements that serve as a floor above which schools would be 
required to perform in order to be granted certification by the state.  These minimum 
standards were developed and approved by the State Board of Education, and, as the 
name suggests, represent the state’s perception of resources and outcomes to meet basic 
requirements.   
 
Following up this definition of adequacy, the legislature passed SB 539 (2008), which 
defined the cost of an opportunity for an adequate education and developed a formula 
used to distribute aid to communities meeting the Supreme Court’s criteria in the 2006 
decision.   The base per student cost of this new plan has two components: 1) “Universal 
Cost,” which is applicable to all students; and, 2) “Differentiated Aid” - additional 
funding for special programs to assist at-risk students and other special populations.  
Together, SB 539 mandates that these funds be distributed directly to schools, a 
significant diversion from previous policy.   
 
SB 539 also promises two other components.   First, the legislation included “Fiscal 
Capacity Disparity Aid,” which distributes aid directly to towns with an exceptionally 
limited local property tax base.  Second, SB 539 includes an additional transition 
adjustment for the 2010-2011 biennium, capping increases in a town’s grant to no more 
than 15% compared to the current amount they receive in FY2009 and holding towns that 
would lose funding to the same grant amount as they currently receive.   The net impact 
of these changes, when included with the universal cost and differentiated aid identified 
above, was that under this legislation, no community would lose and gains would be 
limited. 
 
The plan offered by SB 539 displays several policy differences compared to the formula 
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directly to schools instead of being distributed at the school district level.  The impact of 
these policy shifts on how local funding is distributed cannot yet be understood.     
 
SB 539 in its entirety – including universal, differential, fiscal disparity and transition aid 
– would increase state aid to schools; larger communities are the primary beneficiaries.  
The total estimated state cost in FY2010 will amount to approximately $941 million, $50 
million more than the state’s commitment in FY2009.  In aggregate, the result of this plan 
is an average state grant of $2,943 per pupil to cover the cost of an adequate education.  
This represents an increase of 11% over the average per pupil grant under the previous 
school funding formula for fiscal year 2009 of $2,650.   
 
Compared to current state-wide average cost per pupil – $11,4163 – the per pupil state 
grant under the SB 539 plan plus the statewide education property tax (SWEPT) 
contribution will cover less than half that cost, at $4,793 per pupil, on average.  Although 
this represents an increase in the state support over the previous school funding formula, 
local communities will maintain their significant role in funding local schools. 
 
The manner in which SB 539 ultimately targets aid to communities – based on 
characteristics of the student population, median income and property value – is very 
similar to the previous education finance formula.  The majority of aid, on a per pupil 
basis, continues to go to the poorer communities – those with a high level of 
economically disadvantaged students and a lesser ability to raise local revenues to 
support schools. The towns with the lowest property values will receive, on average, 
$4,901 per student in state aid; this is more than nine times the grant per student to the 
towns with the highest property values.  
 
In October 2008, the Supreme Court ruled that in enacting SB 539 (2008) the State has 
met the mandate to define an adequate education.4   However, many questions remain 
regarding the fulfillment of the other mandates set forth in the 1997 decision. While the 
state has also identified a cost associated with this definition of adequacy (the second of 
the original four Court mandates), the tasks of funding the cost of the new formula and 
creating an accountability system for the distribution and use of funds remain to be 
carried out.   
 
It is not clear how different the outcomes of this reform effort are from previous reform 
efforts.  As noted, the new formula links aid to a set of understandable inputs, distributes 
aid to bigger schools, and increases aid to local communities, but does not significantly 
change the distributional impacts based on some measures of need.  A major policy 
question for this legislative session is whether the benefit of these changes in education 
aid warrants the additional state expenditure, in a difficult budget climate.   
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Defining, and Costing, an Adequate Education  
The Supreme Court’s rulings consistently mandated, among other factors, an 
accountability system designed to hold the state and schools responsible for providing an 
adequate education.  This focus on accountability required that the state provide a very 
specific definition of adequacy, a baseline against which progress could be measured.  At 
the center of the Supreme Court’s ruling in 2006 was the statement that the existing 
definition of adequacy did not fulfill the state’s responsibility to define the specifics of an 
adequate education.  Said differently, the Supreme Court ruling meant that the legislature 
had not defined an adequate education with sufficient specificity that a lay person – or an 
educator – could walk into a classroom and assess whether or not the education being 
provided was adequate.  
 
By passing HB 927 (2007), the New Hampshire legislature adopted portions of the state 
standards for public school approval – the Minimum Standards for Public School 
Approval adopted in 2005 and the Curriculum Frameworks adopted in 2006 – as its 
definition of an adequate education. The legislature asserted that the school approval 
standards and curriculum framework already in place – reviewed by education experts, 
policymakers, and other community members – were sufficient to define what an 
opportunity for an adequate education is for New Hampshire’s students. The specific 
standards chosen for this definition represent the substantive educational content of an 
adequate education – those programs that serve only a didactic function.  
 
These standards provide a set of necessary inputs and outcomes that served as a 
framework for the legislature to cost out an opportunity for an adequate education.5   
While the inputs that were identified in the minimum standards generally applied to 
schools,  the curriculum frameworks provided, for each individual subject, the scope of 
the content recommended for all grade levels – ultimately, what each student should 
know, understand, or be competent in by the time they complete high school. 
 
In short, the “opportunity for an adequate education” represented a subset of the public 
school standards.  Translating these standards into a formula for identifying the cost of an 
adequate education fell to a legislatively established joint oversight committee.  In 
constructing the cost for this definition of adequacy, the Committee made critical 
decisions between the state’s definition as established by the minimum standards, and 
what they stated were the necessary components of an opportunity for an adequate 
education for which to cost out.   
 
There were a number of areas where the stated input requirements from the state’s 
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included in the adequacy definition, such as custodial services, facilities maintenance, 
and transportation.  This raises an obvious policy question:  if the state adopted the school 
approval standards as its definition of adequacy, why did the Costing Committee – and 
ultimately the legislature – exclude some of the minimum standards from their definition 
and calculations but include others?  The answer – at least according to the Costing 
Committee itself – was that some of these components were not essential to the 
opportunity for an adequate education.   

The New Education Funding Formula 
In the spring of 2008, the legislature passed SB 539 (2008).  At the heart of the new 
education formula is a series of recommendations made by the joint oversight committee 
delegated with the task of costing out an opportunity for an adequate education.6    
 
One of the most important changes introduced was a change in focus from the town to the 
school.  Previous formulas distributed state aid for local education to the towns.  In this 
new system, aid would be distributed to schools.  The tasks of funding the cost of this 
new formula and creating an accountability system for the distribution and use of these 
funds remain to be seen. And, how this new system would work, however, is uncertain.  
For example, it is unclear how distributing aid directly to schools will impact towns that 
send students to schools outside their districts on a tuition basis.  Towns that are charged 
a flat tuition rate per student would not necessarily benefit from the additional aid for at-
risk or special education students (defined below) even if that town has more of these 
students than the district receiving them. 
    
Three major financial components constitute the new plan: 
 

1. The cost of the “Opportunity for An Adequate Education,” which includes, 
a. Universal cost - applicable to all students,  
b. Differentiated aid - additional funding for special programs to assist at-risk 

students,  
2. Fiscal capacity disparity aid - to support communities that struggle to raise 

revenues from their local property tax base, and  
3. Transition aid to smooth the transition to the new system over the next biennium.   

 
The different components of the funding formula are discussed below.   
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Cost of the “Opportunity for an Adequate Education”  

Universal Cost 
Table 1 below shows the set of inputs and associated costs used to develop estimates of 
the “universal” cost of education.   Driven by the state’s own standards for public school 
approval, this formula identified the number of staff, the amount of instructional 
materials, technology, teacher development, facilities operations and maintenance, and 
transportation as necessary components of an opportunity for an adequate education.  In 
the end, the universal cost was calculated to be $3,456 per pupil.   This is considerably 
lower than the current average cost per student in the state at $11,416. 

 
Why is the “universal cost” significantly lower than the average cost of educating a 
public student?  First, many communities currently exceed the minimum standards.  For 
example, many communities have fewer students per teacher than are stated as a 
minimum.   
 
Second, while the legislature adopted the minimum standards put forth by the 
Department of Education, as mentioned the Costing Committee was selective of which 
specific criterion for an approved school to include within the universal cost.  School 
nurses were not included, for example, as the committee determined that this would serve 
a health function and not an educational one.  However, the minimum standards require a 
school to offer some form of health services, and educational experts agree that a school 
nurse plays an important role in a student’s education.7  Other functions specifically 
identified within the minimum standards, but not part of the state’s costing of an adequate 
education, include teacher aides, and central administrative staff. On the other hand, the 
Costing Committee asserted that transportation, for example, although not a didactic 
function was essential to providing an opportunity for an adequate education.  Custodial 
services and facilities operations and maintenance costs were also included by the 
Costing Committee, even though these do not directly serve an educational function.  
 
Finally, the Costing Committee had to make a number of assumptions about the cost of 
an individual input or resource.  For example, while the minimum standards were very 
clear about the minimum requirements for student to staff ratios, the salaries for those 
staffs were identified by the Costing Committee.  Staff compensation was estimated 
based primarily on the lower-end of actual salaries paid by schools, and not on state 
averages.   
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Table 1 
The Costing Committee’s Formula for “Universal Cost” 

Staff and Non-Personnel 
Costs to Schools 

Grades
Staff/Student Ratios 

(based on minimum approval 
standards) 

Cost Per 
Pupil 

TEACHERS     

$47,267  K-2 1 teacher/ 25 students $1,891 

 3-12 1 teacher/ 30 students $1,576 
  weighted average $1,649 
Rationale: A teacher with a bachelor’s degree and 3 years experience (generally, administrators have 3 
years to evaluate a new teacher).  Salary is the state average plus benefits at 33%. 

SPECIALTY TEACHERS    
Teacher salary at 20% time K-2 1 teacher/ 25 students $378 

 3-12 1 teacher/ 30 students $315 
  weighted average $330 
Rationale: Generally, students spend 20% of their school time in physical education, art, music, etc.  
Salary estimate is the same as other teachers at 20% per pupil. 

PRINCIPALS     

$101,014  K-12 1 principal/ 500 students $202 
Rationale: Salary is based on the average of the bottom quartile of current state’s principals’ compensation 
plus 28% benefits. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ASSISTANT    

$42,177  K-12 1 admin/ 500 students $84 
Rationale: Salary is based on the average of the minimum state salaries plus one-third that amount to 
compensate for administrative staff with some experience. 

GUIDANCE COUNSELOR     

$51,867  K-12 1 counselor/ 400 students $130 
Rationale: Salary is based on the average of state salaries for a counselor with a Master’s degree and 3 
years experience.  33% of salary is added to fringe benefits. 

LIBRARY MEDIA SPECIALIST     

$47,267  K-12 1 specialist/ 500 students $95 

Rationale: Salary is based on teachers’ salary as staff members in these positions generally have a 
bachelor’s level education. 

TECHNOLOGY COORDINATOR    

$47,267  K-12 1 coordinator/ 1,200 students $39 
Rationale: Salary is based on teachers’ salary as staff members in these positions are required to have a 
bachelor’s level education. 

CUSTODIAN     

$36,628  K-12 1 custodian/ 500 students $73 
Rationale: Salary is based on the average of the minimum state salaries plus one-third that amount to 
compensate for administrative staff with some level of service. 

INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS   $250 
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The assumptions made by the Costing Committee have a very large impact on the 
estimates of a universal cost.  Table 2 shows the impact of a few of the Costing 
Committee’s exclusions on the universal cost.  School nurses, superintendents, and 
administrative support for the superintendent are presented here, which were not included 
in the state’s costing formula.  All teacher salaries presented here are based on the current 
average salary of New Hampshire teachers - unlike the Costing Committee’s average 
salaries of teachers who have 3 years experience only.  
 
This table is not fully inclusive of all costs of providing an education, but does show the 
impact of a few additional costs that the vast majority of schools must fund in order to 
operate as they currently do.  Changing these assumptions increases the total per pupil 
universal cost by 27% over the Costing Committee’s estimate used in the legislation.  
 

Table 2 
Additional estimates of cost for an opportunity for an adequate education 

Staff and Non-Personnel 
Costs to Schools 

Grades
Staff/Student Ratios 

(based on minimum approval 
standards) 

Cost Per 
Pupil 

TEACHERS     

$64,252 K-2 1 teacher/ 25 students $2,570 

 3-12 1 teacher/ 30 students $2,142 
  weighted average $2,241 
Rationale:  Salary is the state average plus benefits at 33%. 

SPECIALTY TEACHERS    
Teacher salary at 20% time K-2 1 teacher/ 25 students $514 

 3-12 1 teacher/ 30 students $428 
  weighted average $448 
Rationale: Generally, students spend 20% of their school time in physical education, art, music, etc.  
Salary estimate is the same as other teachers at 20% per pupil. 

SUPERINTENDENTS     

$101,014  K-12 
1 superintendent/ 1500 
students $91 

Rationale: Salary is based on the average of current state’s superintendents’ compensation plus 28% 
benefits. 

SUPERINTENDENT ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT   

$42,177  K-12 1 admin/ 1500 students $28 
Rationale: Salary is based on the average of the minimum state salaries plus one-third that amount to 
compensate for administrative staff with some experience. One administrative assistant per 
superintendent. 

SCHOOL NURSES     

$57,211  K-12 1 nurse/ 500 students $114 
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Differentiated Aid 
This plan includes “differentiated aid,” which is consistent with past education funding 
formulas to target funding to the students that need it the most.  This aid attempts to 
account for the different resource requirements associated with different populations of 
students.  SB 539 (2008) includes differentiated aid to cover the additional educational 
costs of students with increased needs - those receiving special education services, 
students who are English language learners, or students who are economically 
disadvantaged.   
 
The proposed funding calculations to provide additional aid to special education students 
and to English language learners are straightforward.  The calculation is similar to the 
calculation for the teacher salary in the universal cost, and is based on student-teacher 
ratios and average salaries for qualified staff. For English language learners, a school 
would receive an additional $675 per student.  For special education students a total of 
$1,856 was added for each student.9

 
The amount of additional funding for economically disadvantaged students is determined 
by a school’s concentration of students eligible for Free or Reduced Price Lunch (FRL), 
which is used as a proxy measure for low socioeconomic status. Figure 1 below shows 
the universal cost plus the additional funding for at-risk students per pupil, based on the 
concentration of students eligible for FRL.  

 
Figure1  

The higher a school's concentration of economically disadvantaged students is, 
the higher the amount of Differentiated Aid.
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By definition, the sum of the universal cost and differentiated aid on the per student level 
is the legislatively adopted cost of an opportunity for an adequate education. Said slightly 
differently, the sum of these two components of the funding formula represents the 
amount of money each school should receive per pupil in order to achieve an education 
as defined adequate by law.   

How does the cost of the opportunity for an adequate education 
differ across the state? 
In aggregate, the universal cost represents 73% of the total cost and differentiated aid 
composes the remaining 27% of the cost for an opportunity for an adequate education.  
The map below shows what the costs for an opportunity for an adequate education per 
pupil are across the state.  Geographically, the highest costs per student are in the towns 
that lie in the northwest part of the North Country, western Sullivan County, northeastern 
Strafford County through Carroll County, and in the Franklin area. 
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Table 2 shows the 10 towns with the highest per pupil cost for an opportunity for an 
adequate education.  These are generally the towns with very high concentrations of 
economically disadvantaged students across all schools within the town. 

 
Table 2 

Town
Average Daily 
Membership

Median Family 
Income, 1999

Equalized Property 
Valuation Per Pupil

Estimated Cost of 
an Adequate 

Education Per Pupil

Current State Grant 
Per Pupil (FY2009) 

SB539 Grant 
Per Pupil 
(FY2010)

Stratford 112.4 $33,295 $482,457 $6,719 $6,700 $7,211

Franklin 1287.0 $41,698 $518,875 $6,595 $5,585 $6,610

Rumney 241.1 $42,895 $853,832 $6,536 $3,428 $3,773

Berlin 1378.2 $38,750 $284,027 $6,397 $6,717 $7,794

Columbia 99.6 $42,143 $645,643 $6,294 $3,440 $4,466

Colebrook 328.8 $42,260 $544,326 $6,258 $5,173 $6,288

Laconia 2211.2 $45,307 $1,028,675 $6,129 $2,438 $2,922

Newport 992.8 $45,508 $506,956 $6,047 $6,163 $6,963

Dixville 3.4 $40,654 $7,415,312 $6,038 $0 $520

Wentworth 114.0 $47,917 $944,801 $6,022 $4,890 $5,305

10 Towns with the HIGHEST Estimated Cost of an Opportunity for an Adequate Education Per Pupil

 
 
Since the intent of differentiated aid is to provide additional funding to schools for 
students with increased educational needs, particularly students who are economically 
disadvantaged, one would expect that the majority of this funding would be distributed 
not just to the schools with the most lower income students, but to the poorest 
communities overall.  In fact, more than half of the total differentiated aid would be 
allocated to the income poorest communities, as highlighted in Figure 2. 
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Figure 210

The Cost of an Adequate Education Under SB 539 by Wealth Cluster
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Fiscal Capacity Disparity Aid 
Under the model including universal cost and differentiated aid, individual towns may 
substantially lose or gain funding when comparing the cost of an opportunity for an 
adequate education to the previous equitable aid formula.  Some towns that would lose 
funding were among the most property poor and income poor in the state.  In fact, the 
five plaintiff towns in the original Claremont lawsuit would all lose money based solely 
on funding costs as outlined above.  Therefore, the legislature added another source of aid 
to those towns considered property poor, who would struggle to raise local tax revenues 
on their own.   
 
Fiscal Capacity Disparity Aid (FCDA) - based on a town’s ability to raise funds from 
property taxes and on the overall wealth of the community – was added to the formula as 
an additional source of aid.  Towns that are in the bottom eighth of property wealth, as 
determined by equalized property value per pupil, and have a median family income less 
than the state’s average would receive an additional $2,000 per pupil.  Towns that are in 
the second lowest eighth of property wealth and have a median family income less than 
the state’s average will receive an additional $1,250 per student.11 Forty-two towns will 
receive this additional funding, to be distributed by the school district, once this formula 
is implemented. Table 3 illustrates the rationale for increased aid based on property 
wealth and shows how FCDA would impact the plaintiff towns from the Claremont case. 
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Table 3 

Claremont 
Plaintiff 
Towns 

FY2009 
school year 

Grant + 
SWEPT (old 

formula) 

SB 539 (2008) 
total cost of 
an adequate 

education 
(new formula) 

Difference 
of SB 539 
(2008) to 

old 
formula 

Est. 
FCDA 

Total of 
FCDA and 

Cost 

Difference of 
Cost and 

FCDA to old 
formula 

Allenstown $4,675,733  $3,638,038 ($1,037,695) $1,402,040 $5,040,078  $364,345 

Claremont $12,706,505  $11,035,387 ($1,671,118) $3,707,460 $14,742,847  $2,036,342 

Franklin $8,835,514  $8,486,991 ($348,523) $2,586,440 $11,073,431  $2,237,917 

Lisbon $2,075,364  $1,559,305 ($516,059) $572,700 $2,132,005  $56,641 

Pittsfield $4,882,013  $3,388,157 ($1,493,856) $1,324,920 $4,713,077  ($168,936) 

 
Overall, FCDA represents an additional $45 million in aid to the state’s poorer 
communities. Figure 3 shows how FCDA is distributed among wealth clusters.  FCDA 
comprises almost one-fifth of the total aid distributed to the income poorest towns. 
 

Figure 3: Total Cost of an Opportunity for an Adequate Education with FCDA 
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The impact of differentiated aid and FCDA on the income poorer communities of the 
state is substantial.  Almost 90% of all aid to the wealthiest towns is comprised of 
universal cost funding; whereas, just over half of the funding for the poorest communities 
come from their universal costs. 

Transition Aid: Transitioning to the new formula 
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second, towns that would receive more than what they currently receive would be capped 
to no more than a 15% increase over their current state grant.  
 
Once the 2010-2011 biennium ends, the caps restricting increased funding and the aid to 
hold towns harmless from losing funding will cease.  Given the many economic and 
legislative factors that could potentially impact school aid in the future, we do not try to 
estimate the total costs or the distribution of school funding under this formula beyond 
the coming fiscal year.  However, one provision of the new formula is to adjust the 
universal cost and differentiated aid for inflation at the start of each biennium.  This 
adjustment will be calculated using a 3-year average of the Consumer Price Index 
(services less medical care) ending at 18 months before the start of the biennium.  
 
Recently, a joint legislative committee reviewed the issues of fiscal capacity, transition 
aid, and the diseconomies of scale to continue to study the need for providing these 
additional resources to communities and to consider the lack of this formula addressing 
the diseconomies of scale between schools and communities. Their recommendations 
were to not change the FCDA formula or the transition aid provisions for the coming 
biennium, noting that the legislation provided sufficient rationale for each.  However, 
they did recommend reviewing FCDA once again after the coming biennium, preferably 
when the 2010 census data would be available to reassess the formula. Furthermore, the 
committee proposed that further examination of the needs of small and geographically 
isolated schools is needed. 12     

The Impact 
Discussing the variability of the cost of an opportunity for an adequate education across 
the state gives us an appreciation for how differences in student populations, particularly 
concentrations of economically disadvantaged students, impact the total estimated cost 
required for an opportunity for an adequate education.  However, given that towns will 
retain their state-wide property tax revenue raised, grants from the state will fund only the 
remainder of this cost (with the exception of FCDA, as discussed above).  The amount of 
these grants will vary greatly depending on the ability of the town to raise its own 
revenues. 

Winners (but no losers) 
Table 4 shows the ten communities which gained the most in aggregate moving from the 
old formula to the new formula.  As can be seen, the communities that experienced the 
greatest increase in resources in the aggregate were the large cities of New Hampshire – 
Manchester, Nashua, Rochester and Concord – or economically disadvantaged 
communities – including Berlin, Claremont and Franklin.  Because towns are held 
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Table 4 

Town
Average Daily 
Membership

Current State Grant 
(FY2009)

SB539 Grant 
(FY2010)

Increase FY09-
FY10

Estimated Cost of an 
Adequate Education 

Per Pupil

SB539 Grant Per 
Pupil (FY2010)

Manchester 14,656.4                     $49,357,620 $56,761,263 $7,403,643 $5,799 $3,873

Nashua 12,318.0                     $31,303,454 $35,998,972 $4,695,518 $5,585 $2,922

Rochester 4,302.2                       $19,528,790 $22,458,109 $2,929,319 $3,428 $5,220

Concord 4,867.5                       $11,438,276 $13,154,017 $1,715,741 $6,717 $2,702

Claremont 1,865.3                       $10,863,620 $12,493,163 $1,629,543 $3,440 $6,698

Berlin 1,378.2                       $9,466,578 $10,742,050 $1,275,472 $5,173 $7,794

Franklin 1,287.0                       $7,397,102 $8,506,667 $1,109,565 $2,438 $6,610

Hudson 4,111.9                       $8,177,954 $9,272,812 $1,094,858 $6,163 $2,255

Merrimack 4,548.8                       $9,373,309 $10,325,846 $952,537 $0 $2,270

Somersworth 1,582.8                       $6,338,043 $7,288,749 $950,706 $4,890 $4,605

10 Towns with the LARGEST increase in state grant funding

 

Funding by Property Wealth and Community Wealth – How does 
this formula target to towns that need aid the most?  
In what follows, we provide two analyses tracking how the new funding formula targets 
aid based on the income of towns, property value in towns and educational attainment.   
  
Figure 4 shows the per pupil state grant to towns based on the median family income of 
the town. 13  The towns with the lowest Median Family Income receive the most aid on a 
per pupil basis.  Towns in each of the quartiles experienced approximately a 9% increase 
in their per pupil amounts from the old system to the new system.  That is, this formula 
does not target more effectively than the previous formula.  Simply, it increases aid 
across the board. 

Figure 4 

Per Pupil State Aid to Towns Based on Quartile of Median Income
(FY09 versus FY10 plan)
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Figure 5 shows the per pupil state aid to towns based on the equalized property valuation 
per pupil – a measure of the property wealth of towns in New Hampshire.  Towns with 
the lowest ability to raise tax revenues receive the largest grant per student, on average.  
The towns with the lowest property values will receive, on average, $4,901 per student in 
state aid; this is more than nine times the grant per student of the towns with the highest 
property values. And, towns with the highest property values will experience an increase 
of 24% on a per pupil basis – at $102 – compared to roughly the 9% – or $294 – average 
increase per pupil of the other three quartiles.    
 

Figure 5 

Per Pupil State Aid to Towns Based on Quartile of Equalized Valuation Per Pupil
(FY09 versus FY10 plan)
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Are schools with lower test scores receiving the most funding? 
With the goal of differentiated aid to provide additional funding to students who are 
deemed to be at-risk of poorer educational outcomes, in what follows we examine the 
relationship between funding under SB 539 (2008) and test scores from the New England 
Common Assessment Program (NECAP).14  The following figure (Figure 6) shows how, 
in general, the schools with the lower test scores would receive the most funding per 
pupil.  The test scores from the 8th grade math test are used as an example as all other test 
scores showed a similar pattern. 
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Figure 6 

8th Grade Math 2007 NECAP Mean Scores vs. Estimated Cost Per Pupil 
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The three figures below show how funding would be distributed on a per pupil basis 
based on quartiles of the average school test scores for an elementary (Figure 7), middle 
school (Figure 8), and high school (Figure 9) grade level on various tests.   These results 
confirm that as test scores decrease, the amount of funding increases.  Interestingly, 
however, among the lowest quartile of elementary and middle school test scores, funding 
is approximately a third more compared to the schools with the highest test scores. 
However, among high schools, this trend is less dramatic, with the lower scoring schools 
only receiving about 10% more in grants compared to the highest scoring schools. 
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Figure 7 
Average State Grant Per Pupil to Schools under SB 539 (2008)  

Based on NECAP 3rd Grade Reading Test Score Quartiles 
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Figure 8 
Average State Grant Per Pupil to Schools under SB 539 (2008)  
Based on NECAP 8th Grade Mathematics Test Score Quartiles 

Schools with lower test scores will receive more state aid per pupil
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Figure 9 
Average State Grant Per Pupil to Schools under SB 539 (2008)  

Based on NECAP 11th Grade Writing Test Score Quartiles 

Schools with lower test scores will receive more state aid per pupil
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State Aid Changes Over Time 
Although the plan put forth by SB 539 (2008) changes many of the ways in which state 
funding for education is distributed, the overall change in funding, on a per pupil basis, is 
not substantially different than the previous formula. Figure 10 shows the average per 
pupil state aid distributed since 1999 – where new reforms prompted by the Claremont 
decisions increased state aid considerably.   
 

Figure 10 

Per Pupil State Funding for Education, FY1998 - FY2010
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The estimated average state aid per pupil is not substantially higher than the aid from the 
previous formula, showing a 7 percent increase.  This is not unlike, however, the change 
that occurred when the school funding formula was overhauled in 2005.  It remains to be 
seen how the end of transition aid will impact the per pupil average in the future.  



New Hampshire’s Latest School Funding Formula, 2009   21 

Accountability for the “Opportunity” 
Although many of the financial questions surrounding this legislation remain, the 
question of how schools and districts will be held accountable for complying with the 
statutory definition of an opportunity for an adequate education has begun to be 
answered.  A recent joint legislative committee report15 recommends that the legislature 
pass regulations with options for schools to demonstrate they are providing the 
opportunity for an adequate education.  
 
More specifically, the legislature recommends that if a school meets the standards for 
public school approval included in the definition of adequacy, the school has shown it is 
providing an opportunity for an adequate education.  The Department of Education 
already assesses these factors every five years during a school’s approval process.  If, 
however, a school does not meet all standards, a school will have the option of 
demonstrating the provision of an opportunity for an adequate education using output 
measures. For example, these measures include, NECAP scores, meeting federal “No 
Child Left Behind Standards,” graduation, attendance and drop out rates, and advanced 
placement participation, among others. Data for these factors are already collected by 
schools for the Department of Education.  Additional indicators with data not collected 
by DOE can also be included, such as participation in extra-curricular activities, parent 
involvement, and teacher evaluations and professional development measures. 
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Appendix 1: State Grants by Town FY2009 and FY2010  

(Old versus new plans. Figures do not include SWEPT, state grants only.) 

  

Equitable Aid 
Grant 
2009 

Per Pupil 
Grant 
2009 

SB 539 (2008) 
Grant 
2010 

Per Pupil Grant 
2010 

Absolute Change in 
State Grants 

Percent Change 

State Totals $527,360,567  $2,650 $577,597,142 $2,943 $50,236,575 9.5% 

              

Acworth $438,012 $3,446 $413,826 $3,516 -$24,186 -5.5% 

Albany $483,886 $4,073 $481,558 $4,196 -$2,328 -0.5% 

Alexandria $693,151 $2,717 $797,124 $3,283 $103,973 15.0% 

Allenstown $4,012,756 $5,387 $4,401,156 $6,278 $388,400 9.7% 

Alstead $1,363,535 $4,643 $1,387,408 $4,880 $23,873 1.8% 

Alton $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Amherst $3,641,010 $1,494 $4,187,162 $1,792 $546,152 15.0% 

Andover $715,467 $2,271 $769,140 $2,450 $53,673 7.5% 

Antrim $2,532,436 $4,833 $2,533,570 $5,041 $1,134 0.0% 

Ashland $649,974 $2,567 $747,470 $3,112 $97,496 15.0% 

Atkinson $910,814 $828 $1,047,436 $991 $136,622 15.0% 

Auburn $1,623,460 $1,785 $1,866,979 $2,107 $243,519 15.0% 

Barnstead $2,413,019 $3,226 $2,774,972 $3,538 $361,953 15.0% 

Barrington $3,413,322 $2,637 $3,925,320 $2,858 $511,998 15.0% 

Bartlett $0 $0 $46,964 $117 $46,964  

Bath $469,117 $3,768 $454,299 $4,159 -$14,818 -3.2% 

Bedford $3,010,206 $834 $3,461,737 $902 $451,531 15.0% 

Belmont $4,186,439 $3,552 $4,114,539 $3,657 -$71,900 -1.7% 

Bennington $1,149,347 $4,648 $1,321,749 $4,857 $172,402 15.0% 

Benton $123,820 $4,073 $121,439 $3,768 -$2,381 -1.9% 

Berlin $9,466,578 $6,717 $10,742,050 $7,794 $1,275,472 13.5% 

Bethlehem $1,259,486 $3,191 $1,406,371 $3,682 $146,885 11.7% 

Boscawen $2,341,838 $4,381 $2,693,114 $5,038 $351,276 15.0% 

Bow $4,087,208 $2,341 $4,115,670 $2,403 $28,462 0.7% 

Bradford $574,678 $2,471 $570,004 $2,314 -$4,674 -0.8% 

Brentwood $1,617,578 $2,190 $1,839,830 $2,326 $222,252 13.7% 

Bridgewater $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Bristol $943,940 $2,070 $1,085,531 $2,532 $141,591 15.0% 

Brookfield $117,676 $1,021 $135,327 $1,277 $17,651 15.0% 

Brookline $3,918,111 $3,578 $3,942,864 $3,539 $24,753 0.6% 

Cambridge $0   $646   $646  

Campton $1,474,817 $3,293 $1,504,798 $3,308 $29,981 2.0% 

Canaan $1,849,663 $3,626 $2,127,112 $3,942 $277,449 15.0% 

Candia $1,190,259 $1,970 $1,368,798 $2,237 $178,539 15.0% 

Canterbury $366,542 $1,229 $421,523 $1,364 $54,981 15.0% 

Carroll $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Center Harbor $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  
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Equitable Aid 
Grant 
2009 

Per Pupil 
Grant 
2009 

SB 539 (2008) 
Grant 
2010 

Per Pupil Grant 
2010 

Absolute Change in 
State Grants 

Percent Change 

Cornish $718,657 $3,198 $739,783 $3,398 $21,126 2.9% 

Croydon $297,072 $3,261 $320,347 $3,438 $23,275 7.8% 

Dalton $658,914 $5,947 $757,751 $5,309 $98,837 15.0% 

Danbury $839,421 $4,042 $839,012 $4,384 -$409 0.0% 

Danville $3,594,353 $4,053 $3,625,186 $4,031 $30,833 0.9% 

Deerfield $2,003,525 $2,534 $2,009,680 $2,643 $6,155 0.3% 

Deering $871,854 $3,196 $962,321 $3,673 $90,467 10.4% 

Derry $26,620,181 $4,115 $26,934,634 $4,391 $314,453 1.2% 

Dix Grant $0   $0   $0  

Dixville $0 $0 $1,758 $520 $1,758  

Dorchester $346,589 $5,365 $336,740 $5,907 -$9,849 -2.8% 

Dover $5,262,210 $1,595 $6,051,542 $1,807 $789,332 15.0% 

Dublin $0 $0 $10,850 $60 $10,850  

Dummer $135,109 $2,544 $155,375 $2,808 $20,266 15.0% 

Dunbarton $469,905 $1,233 $540,391 $1,427 $70,486 15.0% 

Durham $1,214,625 $1,285 $1,396,819 $1,480 $182,194 15.0% 

East Kingston $526,230 $1,360 $605,165 $1,544 $78,935 15.0% 

Easton $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Eaton $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Effingham $917,099 $3,673 $933,144 $4,060 $16,045 1.7% 

Ellsworth $13,218 $1,235 $12,777 $1,421 -$441 -3.3% 

Enfield $920,688 $1,507 $1,058,791 $1,792 $138,103 15.0% 

Epping $3,101,368 $3,194 $3,136,471 $3,298 $35,103 1.1% 

Epsom $2,223,963 $3,122 $2,557,557 $3,750 $333,594 15.0% 

Errol $23,522 $901 $12,642 $781 -$10,880 -46.3% 

Exeter $3,587,156 $1,694 $4,125,229 $1,998 $538,073 15.0% 

Farmington $5,946,309 $5,598 $6,838,255 $6,143 $891,946 15.0% 

Fitzwilliam $986,141 $2,996 $998,138 $3,040 $11,997 1.2% 

Francestown $483,981 $1,752 $556,578 $2,256 $72,597 15.0% 

Franconia $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Franklin $7,397,102 $5,585 $8,506,667 $6,610 $1,109,565 15.0% 

Freedom $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Fremont $1,648,609 $2,535 $1,748,598 $2,504 $99,989 6.1% 

Gilford $542,711 $462 $624,118 $542 $81,407 15.0% 

Gilmanton $932,528 $1,738 $1,072,407 $1,806 $139,879 15.0% 

Gilsum $519,422 $5,038 $524,844 $6,071 $5,422 1.0% 

Goffstown $6,463,633 $2,630 $6,975,810 $2,907 $512,177 7.9% 

Gorham $1,960,637 $4,241 $1,979,406 $4,444 $18,769 1.0% 

Goshen $430,442 $4,084 $406,963 $4,160 -$23,479 -5.5% 

Grafton $715,453 $3,977 $717,381 $4,228 $1,928 0.3% 

Grantham $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Greenfield $890,442 $3,159 $1,024,008 $3,853 $133,566 15.0% 
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Equitable Aid 
Grant 
2009 

Per Pupil 
Grant 
2009 

SB 539 (2008) 
Grant 
2010 

Per Pupil Grant 
2010 

Absolute Change in 
State Grants 

Percent Change 

Haverhill $3,879,594 $5,662 $3,839,027 $5,978 -$40,567 -1.0% 

Hebron $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Henniker $2,533,284 $3,389 $2,556,283 $3,585 $22,999 0.9% 

Hill $437,599 $2,673 $503,239 $3,024 $65,640 15.0% 

Hillsboro $4,554,274 $4,755 $5,203,121 $5,349 $648,847 14.2% 

Hinsdale $4,198,912 $6,073 $4,620,729 $6,779 $421,817 10.0% 

Holderness $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Hollis $1,774,871 $1,137 $2,041,102 $1,292 $266,231 15.0% 

Hooksett $2,673,033 $1,316 $3,073,988 $1,531 $400,955 15.0% 

Hopkinton $2,116,855 $2,091 $2,131,140 $2,122 $14,285 0.7% 

Hudson $8,177,954 $1,971 $9,272,812 $2,255 $1,094,858 13.4% 

Jackson $0 $0 $82,313 $996 $82,313  

Jaffrey $3,143,869 $3,650 $3,615,449 $4,097 $471,580 15.0% 

Jefferson $430,471 $3,142 $495,042 $3,166 $64,571 15.0% 

Keene $10,538,576 $3,675 $10,613,964 $3,827 $75,388 0.7% 

Kensington $401,116 $1,058 $461,283 $1,167 $60,167 15.0% 

Kingston $1,465,116 $1,568 $1,684,883 $1,785 $219,767 15.0% 

Laconia $5,618,159 $2,438 $6,460,883 $2,922 $842,724 15.0% 

Lancaster $3,370,560 $5,394 $3,715,654 $6,355 $345,094 10.2% 

Landaff $143,168 $2,686 $164,643 $2,995 $21,475 15.0% 

Langdon $386,861 $3,501 $444,890 $3,992 $58,029 15.0% 

Lebanon $2,432,974 $1,544 $2,797,920 $1,784 $364,946 15.0% 

Lee $2,615,289 $3,309 $2,655,124 $3,372 $39,835 1.5% 

Lempster $648,987 $4,814 $647,060 $4,175 -$1,927 -0.3% 

Lincoln $0 $0 $2,138 $13 $2,138  

Lisbon $1,813,632 $6,054 $1,856,898 $6,529 $43,266 2.4% 

Litchfield $6,060,310 $3,668 $6,125,163 $3,736 $64,853 1.1% 

Littleton $3,368,181 $3,617 $3,842,849 $4,297 $474,668 14.1% 

Londonderry $14,703,579 $2,710 $14,812,722 $2,854 $109,143 0.7% 

Loudon $2,342,555 $2,907 $2,475,601 $3,073 $133,046 5.7% 

Lyman $165,346 $2,916 $176,946 $3,387 $11,600 7.0% 

Lyme $203,734 $803 $234,294 $881 $30,560 15.0% 

Lyndeborough $407,811 $1,817 $468,983 $2,255 $61,172 15.0% 

Madbury $914,183 $3,123 $903,318 $3,013 -$10,865 -1.2% 

Madison $417,255 $1,307 $479,843 $1,542 $62,588 15.0% 

Manchester $49,357,620 $3,295 $56,761,263 $3,873 $7,403,643 15.0% 

Marlborough $1,176,587 $3,938 $1,191,092 $3,978 $14,505 1.2% 

Marlow $590,016 $4,996 $589,005 $5,829 -$1,011 -0.2% 

Martin's Location $0   $0   $0  

Mason $250,690 $1,627 $287,855 $2,074 $37,165 14.8% 

Meredith $293,593 $313 $140,328 $155 -$153,265 -52.2% 

Merrimack $9,373,309 $2,020 $10,325,846 $2,270 $952,537 10.2% 

Middleton $1,249,270 $4,258 $1,248,662 $4,428 -$608 0.0% 
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Equitable Aid 
Grant 
2009 

Per Pupil 
Grant 
2009 

SB 539 (2008) 
Grant 
2010 

Per Pupil Grant 
2010 

Absolute Change in 
State Grants 

Percent Change 

New Castle $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

New Durham $575,082 $1,267 $661,344 $1,517 $86,262 15.0%

New Hampton $682,509 $2,170 $784,885 $2,575 $102,376 15.0%

New Ipswich $3,155,886 $3,844 $3,088,990 $3,801 -$66,896 -2.1%

New London $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Newbury $0 $0 $2,773 $10 $2,773 

Newfields $592,501 $1,705 $681,376 $1,880 $88,875 15.0%

Newington $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Newmarket $1,982,685 $1,942 $2,280,088 $2,206 $297,403 15.0%

Newport $6,358,770 $6,163 $6,913,410 $6,963 $554,640 8.7%

Newton $1,963,438 $2,502 $1,967,067 $2,531 $3,629 0.2%

North Hampton $0 $0 $456,664 $738 $456,664 

Northfield $4,048,026 $5,131 $4,655,230 $5,722 $607,204 15.0%

Northumberland $2,366,872 $5,933 $2,627,000 $6,872 $260,128 11.0%

Northwood $2,261,596 $3,047 $2,295,694 $3,222 $34,098 1.5%

Nottingham $1,015,413 $1,421 $1,167,725 $1,636 $152,312 15.0%

Odell $0   $181  $181 

Orange $217,072 $3,775 $249,633 $4,487 $32,561 15.0%

Orford $284,963 $1,897 $327,707 $1,941 $42,744 15.0%

Ossipee $1,688,724 $2,568 $1,942,033 $2,971 $253,309 15.0%

Pelham $3,121,609 $1,523 $3,589,850 $1,662 $468,241 15.0%

Pembroke $4,805,559 $4,050 $5,526,393 $4,504 $720,834 15.0%

Penacook $2,955,112 $4,078 $3,398,379 $4,503 $443,267 15.0%

Peterborough $2,107,386 $2,214 $2,423,494 $2,379 $316,108 15.0%

Piermont $430,865 $3,776 $395,470 $3,361 -$35,395 -8.2%

Pinkham's Grant $0   $259  $259 

Pittsburg $13,557 $112 $0 $0 -$13,557 -100.0%

Pittsfield $4,222,570 $6,050 $4,224,752 $6,377 $2,182 0.1%

Plainfield $820,644 $2,108 $835,638 $2,231 $14,994 1.8%

Plaistow $1,862,214 $1,351 $2,141,546 $1,604 $279,332 15.0%

Plymouth $3,308,494 $4,956 $3,347,506 $5,275 $39,012 1.2%

Portsmouth $0 $0 $222,611 $106 $222,611 

Randolph $14,693 $403 $16,897 $540 $2,204 15.0%

Raymond $5,641,539 $3,682 $5,654,518 $3,884 $12,979 0.2%

Richmond $859,190 $4,685 $988,069 $5,162 $128,879 15.0%

Rindge $1,356,512 $1,748 $1,559,989 $1,865 $203,477 15.0%

Rochester $19,528,790 $4,514 $22,458,109 $5,220 $2,929,319 15.0%

Rollinsford $468,747 $1,522 $539,059 $1,703 $70,312 15.0%

Roxbury $50,947 $1,794 $41,861 $2,040 -$9,086 -17.8%

Rumney $790,885 $3,428 $909,518 $3,773 $118,633 15.0%

Rye $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Salem $4,623,759 $1,002 $5,317,323 $1,166 $693,564 15.0%

Salisbury $574,311 $2,749 $584,479 $2,839 $10,168 1.8%
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Equitable Aid 
Grant 
2009 

Per Pupil Grant 
2009 

SB 539 (2008) 
Grant 
2010 

Per Pupil Grant 
2010 

Absolute Change in 
State Grants 

Percent Change 

Stewartstown $556,924 $4,191 $580,950 $4,451 $24,026 4.3%

Stoddard $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 

Strafford $2,271,177 $2,944 $2,312,326 $3,112 $41,149 1.8%

Stratford $818,082 $6,700 $810,377 $7,211 -$7,705 -0.9%

Stratham $1,278,251 $980 $1,469,989 $1,079 $191,738 15.0%

Success $0   $214   $214  

Sugar Hill $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Sullivan $524,317 $4,681 $602,965 $5,640 $78,648 15.0%

Sunapee $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  

Surry $109,551 $1,457 $132,216 $2,198 $22,665 20.7%

Sutton $330,269 $1,191 $347,076 $1,375 $16,807 5.1%

Swanzey $5,042,905 $4,517 $5,445,584 $5,045 $402,679 8.0%

Tamworth $542,993 $1,542 $624,442 $1,796 $81,449 15.0%

Temple $608,284 $2,587 $603,244 $2,700 -$5,040 -0.8%

Thornton $437,257 $1,582 $502,846 $1,718 $65,589 15.0%

Tilton $940,967 $2,032 $881,995 $2,069 -$58,972 -6.3%

Troy $2,074,475 $5,946 $2,193,550 $6,593 $119,075 5.7%

Tuftonboro $0 $0 $0 $0 $0  
Unity $853,672 $4,815 $851,862 $4,585 -$1,810 -0.2%
Wakefield $1,259,290 $1,684 $1,448,184 $1,953 $188,894 15.0%
Walpole $1,212,461 $2,210 $1,394,330 $2,683 $181,869 15.0%
Warner $1,107,620 $2,698 $1,166,627 $2,970 $59,007 5.3%
Warren $758,937 $5,311 $848,468 $5,752 $89,531 11.8%
Washington $82,136 $482 $94,456 $558 $12,320 15.0%
Waterville Valley $0 $0 $2,411 $69 $2,411  
Weare $7,724,162 $4,286 $7,694,991 $4,344 -$29,171 -0.4%
Webster $489,786 $1,831 $563,254 $2,097 $73,468 15.0%
Wentworth $635,148 $4,890 $605,000 $5,305 -$30,148 -4.7%
Wentworth’s Location $0 $0 $909 $258 $909  
Westmoreland $631,502 $2,961 $648,046 $2,798 $16,544 2.6%
Whitefield $1,527,551 $4,709 $1,756,684 $5,124 $229,133 15.0%
Wilmot $371,730 $1,711 $353,842 $1,717 -$17,888 -4.8%
Wilton $1,069,963 $1,874 $1,230,457 $2,230 $160,494 15.0%
Winchester $3,529,631 $5,889 $4,059,076 $6,136 $529,445 15.0%
Windham $2,081,377 $942 $2,393,584 $1,066 $312,207 15.0%
Windsor $94,059 $3,044 $108,168 $2,750 $14,109 15.0%
Wolfeboro $0 $0 $321,158 $381 $321,158  
Woodstock $308,594 $1,570 $354,883 $1,678 $46,289 15.0%
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